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Abstract. This article contributes to the integration of 
political science knowledge with higher education sci-
ence knowledge in order to define the globalisation of 
public policies in the field of higher education policy. 
The conceptualisation is based on a review of the lit-
erature as well as an analysis of articles published in 
the period 1999 to 2016 in two leading scientific jour-
nals in the field of higher education science (Higher 
Education and the Journal of Studies in International 
Education). This multidisciplinary collaboration has 
proved to be useful not only in conceptualising the glo-
balisation of HE public policies but also in terms of offer-
ing new venues for multi-disciplinary and inter-discipli-
nary research into globalised public policies. 
Keywords: public policy, globalisation, Europeanisation, 
internationalisation, higher education

Introduction

In this article we conceptualise the globalisation of higher education 
(HE) public policies while combining political science and education sci-
ence knowledge. We proceed from the definition that globalisation occurs 
when ‘actions, events, and relations at an increasingly greater distance from 
the locality affect community life’ (Coatsworth, Cole, Hangan, Perdue, C. 
Tilly, L. Tilly, 2015: 1). Historically, there have been several waves of globali-
sation (Held, McGrew, Goldblatt and Perraton, 2003). Common to all glo-
balisation phenomena is an ever wider, deeper and increasingly rapid link-
ing between states and societies (Shaw, 2000; Held, 2000; Anderson, 2002; 
Grugel, 2002; Held and McGrew, eds., 2003; Kaldor, 2003; Held, McGrew, 
Goldblatt and Perraton, 2003; Ougaard and Higgott, eds., 2002). Globalisa-
tion implies the expanding of processes and movements across territories, 
just as de-globalisation implies the opposite (Coatsworth, Cole, Hangan, 
 Perdue, C. Tilly, L. Tilly, 2015: 1). Multidisciplinary research is required to 
grasp such complex phenomena. In this article we focus on a multidiscipli-
nary approach to studying the globalisation of public policies.
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Based on the above cited literature, we take as our basic working defini-
tion of globalisation ‘the ever wider, deeper and more rapid linking between 
states’. In this article, we focus on the globalisation of public policies. But 
what exactly does the globalisation of public policies mean? How does the 
globalisation of public policies relate to the internationalisation of public 
policies? And how and where does the Europeanisation of public policies fit 
in? In answering these questions we will narrow our focus to the increasing 
interconnections between countries and between the governments mak-
ing the public policies. In this way we will address one aspect of globalisa-
tion – the internationalisation of public policies. Due to the peculiarities of 
the European Union, being both an international organisation and to some 
extent a multi-level political system, we understand ‘Europeanisation’ to 
mean the increasing interconnectedness of various actors and their activi-
ties within the framework of the political system of the European Union. 

So far, various theories and concepts have been developed in the politi-
cal science subfields to capture the increasing global interconnectedness 
in public policymaking. These theories and concepts can be found in the 
fields of international relations (e.g. Young, 1980; Sampson, 1982; Webb, 
1991), policy analysis (e.g. literature review in Parsons, 1995: 231–243 and 
Hajer, 2003; Goodin, Moran and Rein, eds., 2008) and Europeanisation stud-
ies (e.g. Cowles, Caporaso, and Risse, eds., 2001; Radaelli, 2003; Štremfel, 
2013). Political science research into the globalisation of public policies first 
focused on economic and foreign policies before evolving in other policy 
fields. Because HE science researchers are interested in the globalisation, 
Europeanisation and internationalisation of HE policy, their research inter-
ests overlap with those of political scientists on the role of the state in (re)
shaping public policies in the context of the last wave of globalisation. For 
this reason, we believe that the cross pollination of political science and 
education science brings added value to academic research into education 
as well as to applied knowledge (Jacobi, Martensand and Wolf, eds., 2010). 
In addition, we also hypothesise that political science knowledge of globali-
sation could benefit from the education sciences perspective.

Researchers of HE science have so far primarily focused on particular 
aspects of HE policy in the context of globalisation and internationalisa-
tion. These include: student and academic staff mobility (Teichler, 2004, 
2012; Kelo, Teichler and Wächter, 2006; Souto-Otero, Huisman, Beerkens, 
De Wit and Vujić, 2013); policies and strategies of internationalisation 
(Luijten-Lub, Van der Wende and Huisman, 2005; Frølich, 2006; Teichler, 
2009); knowledge transfer (Teichler, 2004); branch campuses (Shams and 
Huisman, 2012; Wilkins, Balakrishnan and Huisman, 2012); HE rankings 
(Marginson and Van der Wende, 2007; Kehm and Stensaker, 2009; Horta, 
2009); the quality of HE institutions and accreditation procedures (Haug, 
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2000; Van Damme, 2001; Westerheijden, 2003; Schwarz and Westerheijden 
(Eds.), 2007); the governing of HE institutions (Scott, 2000; Enders, 2004; 
Olsen and Maassen, (Eds.), 2009; Dobbins, Knill and Vögtle, 2011); and the 
internationalisation of research (Kwiek, 2015). Although many experts in 
the field of higher education have sought answers to the questions raised 
by the globalisation, Europeanisation and internationalisation of HE public 
policies, there remains a gap in the HE science field literature in terms of 
clear definitions of these terms and their mutual relationships (e.g. Knight, 
2004, 2007, 2013; Altbach and Knight, 2007). This gap in the literature is to 
some extent co-determined by the fact that the globalisation of HE policies 
has been a more recent phenomenon. In spite of the fact that universities 
have long been considered the most globalised of institutions (Marginson 
and Considine, 2000: 8), the same cannot be said of public policies in the 
field of higher education. 

The main aim of this article is to contribute to the integration of knowl-
edge from certain political science subfields (international relations, policy 
analysis and Europeanisation studies) with higher education policy analysis 
in order to provide a systematic conceptual framework for studying the glo-
balisation of HE policy in the context of the latest wave of globalisation. We 
examine Europeanisation as a regional mode of the globalisation of public 
policies. 

This research is primarily based on a review of the literature (including 
Fink-Hafner, ed., 2010 and Dagen and Fink-Hafner, 2016) and an analysis 
of 28 articles published in the period 1999 to 2016 in two leading scientific 
journals. The two journals were selected based on interviews with experts 
in the HE science field, and on the journals’ impact factors – (‘IF’) (Higher 
Education – IF 1.207 and Journal of Studies in International Education – IF 
1.066). The articles were selected using the following keywords: ‘globalisa-
tion’, ‘internationalisation’, ‘Europeanisation’. Our analysis was performed 
on the first two chapters of The SAGE Handbook of International Higher 
Education (2012): (a) Chapter One, on Internationalisation within the 
Higher Education Context by Rumbley, Altbach and Reisberg; and (b) Chap-
ter Two, on Concepts, Rationales, and Interpretive Frameworks in the Inter-
nationalisation of Higher Education by Knight.

We will first develop the theoretical framework and conceptualisation 
of the globalisation of public policies within the framework of political sci-
ence. Since public policies are directly or indirectly related to the role of the 
state, a more detailed conceptualisation will include a variety of internation-
alisation of public policies. We will present a synthetic conceptualisation 
in a table together with general examples. We will then apply this concep-
tualisation to the HE policy field and present the mosaic of public policies 
targeting higher education in the framework of the current globalisation 
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processes. We will conclude with some comments on the appropriateness 
of the general conceptualisation of the globalisation of public policies for 
the HE policy field and suggestions for further research.

The globalisation of public policies: the political science 
conceptualisation 

As a result of the latest wave of globalisation, many social problems – as 
well as the search for their effective solutions – have become global. In this 
article we are interested in how states and their governments respond to the 
need to renew existing public policies or even adopt entirely new public 
policies.

So far, globalisation processes have been primarily linked to the rise of 
policy cooperation processes in which governments decide to cooperate 
with other governments in making national policies as a means to solving 
global policy problems. However, individual countries still need to both (i) 
adapt their national policies to meet the pressures of globalisation, either 
directly or through inter-governmental solutions, as well as (ii) make sure 
that these policies fit their domestic context. 

The globalisation of national policies has occurred first of all as a result of 
states and their foreign policies. The outcome has been an increase in pol-
icy cooperation among states within the framework of multilateral treaties, 
forums, and global and regional intergovernmental organisations1 (Young, 
1980; Chayes 1993; Drezner, 2001; Brahm, 2005; Keylor, 2011; Coatsworth et 
al., 2015: 486–487). This has led to a policy convergence – albeit at different 
levels and different paces in different policy fields (Drezner, 2007).

There are two terms that are broadly used in relation to intergovern-
mental policy endeavours – international policy cooperation and interna-
tional policy coordination. Keohane (1984: 51–52) and Webb (1991: 312) 
explain that international policy cooperation is a broad term encompassing 
the sharing of information, international consultations and various kinds 
of negotiations. Whereas international policy coordination can be defined 
as a particular segment of international policy cooperation with some ele-
ments of soft monitoring and control (Fink-Hafner, Lajh and Deželan, 2010). 
Indeed, international policy coordination is to some extent similar to pol-
icy cooperation, but also includes mechanisms of soft sanctioning. Policy 
coordination additionally includes certain types of information sharing 

1 International organisation is primarily composed of sovereign states (their governments), but can 

also be composed of other intergovernmental organisations. For example, see Bernard Koteen, the Office of 

Public Interest Advising on Intergovernmental Organisations (IGOs) at http://hls.harvard.edu/dept/opia/

what-is-public-interest-law/public-international-law/intergovernmental-organizations-igos/.
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and international consultation which allows participating governments to 
appraise and compare each other’s methods in developing public policies 
(Webb, 1991: 311–312). 

Notions of policy coordination have been linked to the traditions of 
the ‘OECD technique’ which was developed in the framework of the Paris-
based club of western industrialised countries and has been practised since 
the 1960s (Wallace, 2010: 98). In practice, various kinds of policy coopera-
tion have evolved not only within the OECD, but also within the framework 
of intergovernmental organisations such as the UN (for example, Agenda 
21, the Kyoto Protocol), the International Monetary Fund (IMF multilateral 
surveillance procedure) and the Council of Europe’s international policy 
coordination.

However, policy cooperation consists of more than global intergovern-
mental policymaking. Within the framework of the EU’s unique, regional 
political system (Wallace, Pollack and Young, eds., 2010), intergovernmen-
tal policymaking is amended by two types of decision-making. One type 
is the soft lawmaking2 which arises from intergovernmental policy coor-
dination and has often been related to the Open Method of Coordination 
(OMC) (Gornitzka, 2005; Borrás and Radaelli, 2010). This kind of law has 
also been used in international relations. Although soft lawmaking provides 
non-binding rules, Guzman and Meyer (2010: 222) stress that such rules can 
have legal significance when they shape expectations as to what constitutes 
compliance with the binding rules. The second type of decision-making 
is the Community Method of supranational policymaking. It is sometimes 
difficult to decouple international policy cooperation from supranational 
policy cooperation (Laffan and Shaw, 2005).

In this sense, the EU’s complex political system includes broader policy 
cooperation, particular policy coordination in selected policy fields as well 
as a state-like policymaking on common European public policies which 
states are required to implement. Indeed, the intergovernmental aspect of 
the EU political system has been amended by multi-level (including supra-
national) policymaking that transcends international relations in terms of 
the relations between states. Therefore, in addition to intergovernmental 

2 In the context of international law, soft law refers to rules, guidelines, policy declarations or codes 

of conduct which set standards of conduct, but which are not strictly binding. By contrast, hard law refers 

to binding laws on the obligations and rights of states and other international entities, and is legally enfor-

cible. Examples of hard law would be treaties or international agreements, customary laws. (See Guzman 

and Meyer [2010] and Soft Law Law and Legal Definition, at https://definitions.uslegal.com/s/soft-law/). 

In the EU, the term ‘soft law’ is applied to EU measures which are non-binding. Among them are guide-

lines, recommendations, declarations and opinions. By contrast, regulations, directives, and decisions are 

binding and can be enforced. (e.g. http://www.eurofound.europa.eu/observatories/eurwork/industrial-

relations-dictionary/soft-law).
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cooperation among EU member states, common European public policies 
have been increasing. While intergovernmental policymaking remains a 
rule in some policy fields (particularly in foreign and defence policy), in 
certain other policy fields, intergovernmental voluntary cooperation has 
occurred as a soft law. In some policy fields, such as employment, the ini-
tial soft law has later become binding common policy. Therefore, in some 
cases, soft law has become hard law.

Historically, certain policy fields have been shaped by globalisation pro-
cesses in various ways and with various dynamics. Indeed, international 
policy cooperation as a process of modifying national processes under the 
pressure of globalisation has rapidly increased since the Second World War 
(Coatsworth, Cole, Hangan, Perdue, C. Tilly, L. Tilly, 2015). While economic 
policies have been pioneering and were the first to be incorporated into the 
Europeanisation project, education policies, environment policies and sus-
tainable development policies have been subject to delayed international 
policy cooperation. Multilateral policy cooperation processes in the field 
of education have also become Europeanised with a delay (Rumbley, 2007; 
Štremfel, 2013). 

As Table 1 illustrates, political science offers two key approaches to 
classifying policymaking in the context of public policy globalisation: (1) 
an approach that focuses on the level of government; and (2) an approach 
that focuses on three characteristics of policymaking, namely, actors, policy 
decisions, and the means of monitoring and control.

Table 1 presents the globalisation of public policies in terms of the gov-
ernmental level at which policymaking takes place (the global; the macro-
regional-EU; the macro national; and the meso national level), the main 
actors, the types of policy decisions and the means of monitoring and con-
trolling these policies.

Taking the level of government approach, we can identify five levels of 
policymaking: (1) macro-global policymaking that involves international 
policy coordination among national governments; (2) confederal policy-
making within the framework of the EU, which involves international coor-
dination among EU member states; (3) federal/transnational policymaking 
within the framework of the EU, which uses the Community method for 
common European policymaking; (4) macro-national policymaking, where 
national governments are involved in national and inter-governmental poli-
cymaking; and (5) meso-level decision-making, which takes place within the 
politico-territorial units. These can occur at both the national as well as sub-
national governmental levels in EU member states (e.g. in the framework of 
regions/Länder in Germany and Austria and at the local community level). 
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Table 1:  THE GLOBALISATION OF PUBLIC POLICIES – POLITICAL SCIENCE 

CONCEPTUALISATION

LEVELS OF  
GOVERN- 

MENT
POLICY  
CHARAC- 
TERISTICS

Macro – global
(inter-governmen-

tal)

Macro-regional (EU) Macro 
National 

Meso 
nationalConfederal / 

Inter-
govern-
mental

Federal / 
the Com-
munity 
method

Actors Governments Governments State and 
non-state 
actors at the 
EU level

National 
governing 
actors

State and 
non-state 
policy 
actors

Policy decisions Policy coopera-
tion 

Confederal 
decision-mak-
ing; policy 
cooperation; 
policy co-
ordination 
(including 
soft law)

Directives Participa-
tion in 
intergov-
ernmental 
coopera-
tion, coor-
dination;
national 
politics of 
particular 
policies

Public poli-
cies
(includ-
ing the 
national 
implemen-
tation of 
EU policies 
– where 
applicable)

Means of 
monitoring and 
control

Multilateral sur-
veillance; soft 
sanctions (e.g. 
publication of fig-
ures on particular 
countries); pos-
sible economic 
and political sanc-
tions in the case 
of economic-led 
intergovernmen-
tal organisations 
(OECD and IMF-
like PC); possible 
political sanc-
tions (Council of 
Europe-like PC)

Multilateral 
surveillance 
(e.g. pub-
lication of 
figures on 
particular 
countries); 
soft (politi-
cal) intergov-
ernmental 
sanctions; 
possible 
economic 
and political 
sanctions in 
the case of 
economic-led 
policies

EC moni-
toring and 
control;
sanctions 
before filing 
the case at 
court; cases 
before the 
European 
courts

National 
moni-
toring, 
control, 
sanctions 
in line 
with the 
national 
law

National 
moni-
toring, 
control, 
sanctions 
in line with 
the nation-
al law

Sources: Fink-Hafner, Lajh, Deželan (2010); Fink-Hafner, Deželan, Lajh (2010).

The three characteristics of policymaking (actors, policy decisions, means 
of monitoring and control) give a more detailed insight into the nature of 
policymaking and policy implementation. As Table 1 shows, at many gov-
ernance levels, governments are not only the key players, but also often the 
sole actors. This makes policymaking in the context of globalisation predom-
inantly inter-governmental endeavours rather than multi-actor endeavours 
involving state and non-state actors. The characteristics of policy decisions 
range from policy cooperation to policy coordination and even suprana-
tional lawmaking, as in the case of EU directives. The means of monitoring 
and control are the mechanisms in place to ensure the implementation of 
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particular policy decisions adopted in the framework of inter-governmental 
processes in the global or regional (EU) context (De Ruiter, 2008).

In the next section, we will test the political science conceptualisation of 
the globalisation of public policies in the field of HE policy.

The globalisation of higher education policy 

Social scientists have identified many policy decisions, programmes 
and policies created at the global and regional inter-governmental levels 
as well as national and sub-national levels developed in the latest wave of 
globalisation. Nevertheless, a vast segment of regulation of educational 
policies (including HE policies) has remained the preserve of states, inter-
governmental organisations and supranational bodies produced by states 
(Antunes, 2006: 38–39). 

Some international organisations were already developing HE agendas 
as early as the 1960s. For instance, in 1969 the OECD launched the Higher 
Education Programme – IMHE – which was active until 2016; while the 
OECD’s Enhancing Higher Education System Performance remains active. 
Several international organisations developed HE agendas during the 
1980s which have recently extended their activities in the field (for exam-
ple, UNESCO, the OECD). The General Agreement on Trade in Services 
(GATS), which was adopted by the World Trade Organisation and entered 
into force in 1995, transformed the position of Higher Education. By intro-
ducing the idea of an ‘internationally tradable service’, higher education 
became globally commoditised (see Knight, 2008a: 13). Other intergovern-
mental organisations, such as the World Bank, have only recently begun to 
focus on Higher Education by setting new regional and national projects for 
influencing national higher education policies (Shahjahan, 2012). Overall, 
globalisation has led to international organisations increasingly becoming 
important players in the HE field (see Moutsios, 2009).

HE policy is clearly globalised by macro-global (intergovernmental) pol-
icy interlinking, and is regionalised by the European Union. Since 1987, the 
European Community (later the European Union), as a region with increas-
ing state-like characteristics, has adopted many strategies, programmes, 
schemes and policy tools. In 1992, education was incorporated into the 
Maastricht Treaty (paragraphs 126 and 127 are dedicated to HE). Among 
the European Commission’s key documentation on higher education have 
been: ‘Europe 2020: A European Strategy for Smart, Sustainable, and Inclu-
sive Growth’ (2010); ‘Supporting Growth and Jobs – An Agenda for the 
Modernisation of Europe’s Higher Education Systems’ (2011); and the Eras-
mus+ Programme (since 2014).

HE policy researchers have identified concerted pan-European policies 
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(Bologna, 1999; Lisbon, 2000), harmonised HE reforms in 49 countries, as 
well as a dichotomy of convergence and diversity (Zgaga, Teichler and Bren-
nan, 2013: 12–14). The Lisbon strategy of linking education policy with eco-
nomic policy in the interests of increasing the EU’s global competitiveness 
marks a new phase in the EU’s governance of higher education (Haskel, 
2009). The European Commission has extended its role and has become 
influential in generating, coordinating and communicating the discourse on 
higher education (Haskel, 2009; Komljenovič and Miklavčič, 2013). While 
the forms of HE policy globalisation identified in Table 2 demonstrate the 
limited involvement of non-state actors and the weak means of monitoring 
and control, Haskel (2009) stresses that in spite of weak processes the results 
may be significant, as is evidenced by the policy cooperation in European 
HE. This cannot be understood without acknowledged common interests, 
the interlinkage of HE policy with other policies – particularly economic 
policies (as in the case of the Lisbon strategy reaction to the global competi-
tion) – and the presence of a body acting as a hub and a driver of that pro-
cess, as the European Commission does (Haskel, 2009: 285).

The Conceptualisation of Globalisation in the Education Science Field

A bottom-up search of the definitions of globalisation, Europeanisation 
and internationalisation in the field of education science highlights the frag-
mented endeavours of HE scholars. Based on our review of the education 
science literature3 we can say that various terms have been used to describe 
globalisation and internationalisation both in general and in the field of HE 
policies. It also reveals, firstly, the predominant interest in linking globali-
sation with internationalisation (Table 2), and, secondly, a broad range of 
highly fragmented research endeavours. 

The terms used in various attempts to clarify these phenomena include: 
process, activity, context, concept, frame, effort, response model, coop-
eration, competition, mobility, academic knowledge transfer, and positive 
development, etc. Most scholars focus on describing and analysing one 
or two terms (usually a combination of ‘globalisation’ and ‘internationali-
sation’). Few scholars attempt to link the definitions of these terms in the 
education science with general definitions (for example, Knight, 1994, 
2004, 2007, 2013; Altbach and Knight, 2007; Van der Wende, 1997, 2001, 
2004; Teichler, 2004). While the literature on higher education mostly exam-
ines the internationalisation of higher education, the concepts of ‘globali-
sation’ and ‘internationalisation’ are usually not clearly distinguished in 
the literature (Teichler, 2004). Nevertheless, there have been conceptual 

3 Methodological details are presented in the Introduction.
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developments which distinguish between internationalisation abroad and 
internationalisation at home, particularly the internal internationalisation of 
HE institutions (Knight, 2008a: 22–24).

Table 2:  THE NUMBER OF ARTICLES IN THE HIGHER EDUCATION JOURNAL 

OF STUDIES IN INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION wHICH INCLUDE THE 

LISTED KEy wORDS (1999–2016) 

Journals Higher  
Education

Journal of Studies in 
International EducationKey words

globalisation 362 314
internationalisation 320 382
Europeanisation 17 31
globalisation, internationalisation, 
Europeanisation

8 20

globalisation, internationalisation 169 233
globalisation, Europeanisation 9 20
internationalisation, 
Europeanisation

11 26

Many scholars link the internationalisation of HE policy with traditional 
internationalisation activities, such as the mobility of students and schol-
ars, the development of study programmes in the English language and 
cooperation between HE institutions on research projects, joint study pro-
grammes and other international activities related to teaching and learning 
(see Teichler, 2004, 2012; Kelo, Teichler and Wächter, 2006; Souto-Otero, 
 Huisman, Beerkens, De Wit and Vujić, 2013). Here the focus is on interna-
tionalisation as cooperation and the development of skills, knowledge, atti-
tudes and values in an international context. Other authors focus on par-
ticular innovations in the internationalisation of HE as part of international 
competition. Examples of such innovations include: branch campuses; edu-
cational hubs; virtual learning; transnational education; and franchising and 
twinning (e.g. Shams and Huisman, 2012; Wilkins, Stephens Balakrishnan 
and Huisman, 2012; Deardorff, de Wit, Heyl, Eds., 2012). 

HE policy specialists sometimes employ a discourse that resembles 
the political science understanding of the globalisation of public policies. 
Indeed, education science literature and political science literature share 
the definition of ‘internationalisation’ as a process inter nations (Zgaga, 
Teichler and Brennan, 2013: 13). On the basis of this finding and our his-
torical overview of the globalisation of HE public policymaking, we applied 
the general conceptualisation of globalisation of public policies to the HE 
policy field (Table 3). 
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Table 3:  THE GLOBALISATION OF HE POLICIES – AN INTERDISCIPLINARy 

vIEw 

LEVELS OF 
GOVERNMENT

POLICY 
CHARACTERISTICS

Macro –global
(intergovern-

mental)

Macro-regional (EU) Macro National Meso (policy)
Confederal / 

Inter-
governmental

Federal / the 
Community 

method
Actors OECD, World Bank, 

UNESCO, UNDP, 
UNICEF, WTO in the 
field of HE policy

member states’ 
Governments’ and 
national Ministers’ 
meetings on EU 
level; European 
Commission, Euro-
pean Council and 
European Parlia-
ment
– invited experts
– regional inter-
governmental 
stakeholders (e.g. 
European University 
Association – EUA; 
European Asso-
ciation for Quality 
Assurance in Higher 
Education – ENQA; 
European Students’ 
Union – ESU)

Not used in the field 
of HE.

national governing 
actors: Ministries 
and state agencies 
in the field of HE 
(covers policy fields: 
education, science 
and technology, 
culture, foreign 
affairs, immigration, 
trade and industry, 
employment) 

national state actors 
and non-state policy 
actors:
e.g. national Rec-
tors’ conferences, 
students’ organisa-
tions and groups, 
academic or profes-
sional associations, 
scholarship
organisations,
science councils, 
NGOs in the HE 
field, think-tanks 
in HE field, experts’ 
networks, chambers 
of commerce, 
employers’ as-
sociations, HE policy 
entrepreneurs

Policy decisions – documents 
(e.g. World Declara-
tion on Higher 
Education for the 
Twenty-First Cen-
tury: Vision and Ac-
tion (UN); European 
Regional Convention 
– Lisbon Recognition 
Convention (Council 
of Europe and 
UNESCO); General 
Agreement on Trade 
in Services – GATS 
(WTO), etc.)

– programmes
(e.g. World Bank 
specific regional / 
national programs 
in HE; Enhancing 
higher education 
system performance 
(OECD)

soft law mechanisms 
– open method 
of coordination 
(OMC) – subsidiarity 
principle – policy 
cooperation 

– documents
(e.g. Bologna 
Declaration – Bolo-
gna process; Lisbon 
strategy – Lisbon 
process, Education 
and Training 2010, 
Education and Train-
ing 2020, Europe 
2020)

– programmes (e.g. 
Erasmus+)

no directives 
explicitly in HE 
policy field

à indirect impact 
on HE policy by 
some directives 
related to policy 
fields that are close 
to HE

– directives (e.g. 
indirect influence by 
Council of European 
Union’s directives on 
employment)

à national 
legislation in the 
field of HE:

– documents (e.g. 
laws and strategies 
that regulates 
national HE system; 
National action 
plans (NAPs); 
budgetary decisions 
on GDP percentage 
invested in HE)

– policy 
decisions (e.g. 
establishment of 
ENIC/NARIC offices, 
establishment of 
national HE quality 
assurance agencies)

à national public 
policies and national 
implementation 
of EU policies and 
programmes;

– documents 
(e.g. acts, programs 
and strategies 
that regulate 
specific issues in 
HE system related 
to e.g. students’ 
standard, evaluation 
and accreditation 
processes, strategic 
decisions for specific 
HE fields – e.g. in-
ternationalisation, 
study programmes, 
QA, R&D, recogni-
tion policy)

Table 3 continued on page 583.
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LEVELS OF 
GOVERNMENT

POLICY 
CHARACTERISTICS

Macro –global
(intergovern-

mental)

Macro-regional (EU) Macro National Meso (policy)
Confederal / 

Inter-
governmental

Federal / the 
Community 

method
Means of monitoring 
and control

publication of 
cross-national 
and comparative 
educational statis-
tics and indicators 
– e.g. Education at a 
Glance)

No direct sanc-
tions in HE but 
possible difficulties 
with funding or ab-
sence of particular 
regional or national 
programmes in 
HE field or related 
policy fields

reports and com-
parative data – e.g. 
Bologna process 
implementation 
reports for minis-
ters’ conferences; 
EURIDICE data)

No direct sanc-
tions in HE but 
possible:

– economic and 
political sanctions 
in the case of not 
following economic-
led policies which 
can influence HE 
(e.g. EU directives 
on employment of 
young people) 

– consequence of 
particular courts’ 
verdicts (e.g. 
European Court 
of Justice; see e.g. 
Françoise Gravier v. 
City of Liège (1985) 
Case 293/83)*

– difficulties in get-
ting EU funding if 
national implemen-
tation of EU policies 
is missing

No direct 
sanctions in HE 

– soft sanctions 
(e.g. publication of 
figures and data on 
particular progress 
of national HE 
system can indi-
rectly influence 
the government 
political stabil-
ity and the level of 
voter support)

No sanctions in HE 
but possible:

– consequence of 
particular Supreme 
/ Constitutional 
Courts verdicts

- difficulties with EU 
funding programs 
(insufficient use of 
EU funds)

– national monitor-
ing, control (e.g. 
non-funding 
sanctions in line 
with the national 
law or partially 
funding; stakehold-
ers exclusion from 
the relevant policy 
decision processes)

*  The lawsuit was filed at the European Court of Justice by a French student who wished to 
study in Belgium under the same conditions as Belgian students, without paying tuition 
fees for foreign citizens. Since the application was rejected, as a citizen of the EU, the stu-
dent sued the city of Liege and won the case (ruling against discrimination in access to edu-
cation for vocational training). The Gravier verdict served as an impetus to the European 
Commission to launch the Erasmus mobility programme (see e.g. de Witte, 1993; Corbett, 
2003; Maassen and Musselin, 2009).

The information in Table 3 reveals that the globalisation of HE policy 
has followed the same patterns of globalisation seen in other public poli-
cies. This can be witnessed first of all in the increasing involvement of inter-
governmental organisations in various forms of policy cooperation in gen-
eral and policy coordination in particular. While education science mostly 
examines the structural elements or processes of the internationalisation 
of HE public policies, it leaves some important segments of globalisation 
under-researched. Among them has been the role of experts in the HE pol-
icy field as well as experts in policy fields closely related to education, such 



Danica FINK-HAFNER, Tamara DAGEN

TEORIJA IN PRAKSA let. 54, 3–4/2017

584

as research and technology policy. Political scientists have already acknowl-
edged the role of experts, while researchers in the field of education science 
have yet to do so (Borras and Radaelli, 2010; De Ruiter, 2010).

Conclusion

We have outlined what the globalisation of public policies means, how 
the globalisation of public policies relates to the internationalisation of pub-
lic policies and where the Europeanisation of public policies fits in. To do 
this, we have applied the political science conception of public policy glo-
balisation, distinguishing between the levels of government and the charac-
teristics of policy processes (actors, policy decisions, means of monitoring 
and control).

The insight into the education science literature (and to some extent 
also the political science literature) has revealed that, in the field of HE 
policy, globalisation has primarily taken place through intergovernmental 
policy cooperation, and in the EU primarily through policy coordination. 
In this sense, globalisation is reflected in the Europeanisation of HE pol-
icy. Although experts in education science (notably Zgaga, Teichler and 
 Brennan, 2013: 13) emphasise that national HE systems persist and vary in 
terms of their level of globalisation, we can identify differing trends. Firstly, 
the globalisation (primarily the Europeanisation) of HE policies has been 
closely connected with the globalisation/ Europeanisation of other poli-
cies – particularly those at the heart of strategies to increase global com-
petitiveness (economic, technological, research policies). Indeed, EU mem-
ber states have effectively shifted more authority to the intergovernmental 
/ supranational level when it comes to education. Secondly, the predomi-
nantly soft form of HE policy cooperation among EU member states has 
been amended by the supranational overriding of national education poli-
cies by the rulings of the European Court of Justice (ECJ). The ECJ’s rulings 
relate to other policies within its jurisdiction, but also indirectly affect edu-
cation policies. Here, the under-researched role of national constitutional 
courts (particularly the courts of the most influential EU member states) 
need to be taken into account (White, 2014). Indeed, the political science 
conception of the globalisation of public policies provides a more detailed 
and precise insight into the globalisation of HE policies. 

This finding is line with the concerns of some education science experts 
as to whether education science research has adequately adapted to be 
able to capture the globalisation of HE policy processes from all angels 
(e.g. actors, policy characteristics, policy instruments, policy outcomes etc.) 
(Alexiadou, 2016; Robertson and Dale, 2016). These experts have identified 
the need to improve research in the HE policy field. While we second the 
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call from Alexiadou, Robertson and Dale, we believe the potential improve-
ments in political science research into the globalisation of public policies 
must also be considered.

 Indeed, the insights from the education sciences into the specifics of 
HE policy globalisation reveal several aspects of public policy globalisa-
tion that remain under-researched from a political-science perspective. The 
following political science research gaps become visible when examining 
education sciences research: the role of sub-national (regional, local) and 
organisational (e.g. university) factors in the globalisation of public policies 
and their implementation; the role of changing values in the globalisation of 
public policy; the patterns of policy innovation and dissemination; and the 
role of the national context in the globalisation of public policies and their 
implementation. 

We hope that this article will encourage multidisciplinary endeavours 
and interdisciplinary research, and bring together researchers from the vari-
ous disciplines to create new research approaches that would not otherwise 
be undertaken in their own disciplines. 
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