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This paper will be difficult! My attitude towards both Bologna and the approaches of some of my case nations is highly judgmental and not necessarily with friendly outcomes. I have given my core sympathies throughout to the universities themselves and those who work in them. I have done so in the belief that many contemporary notions of ‘reform’ in HE do not start from the ‘idea of the university’ and move outwards, but rather understand the university to be a reflection of certain notions of society (I am careful in my choice of words here as I wish to underline that the such notions, the economic approach to HE, for instance, are not inevitable norms or givens). In this context, the university is the battleground where ‘N.W.O.’ type ideologies are set against ‘traditional (ie outmoded?) values’ – or at least that’s the story (nothing is quite so simple). The aim of systemic ‘reform’ then is to put in place the various pressures that will force the university to re-shape itself (preferably as the ‘entrepreneurial university’). In otherwords, if I was to be a little cynical, the system (national or supra-national) presents the universities with the difficulty and then forces them to make the tough decisions. In order to provide the policy paper, having already acknowledged the above, I will attempt to do two things. First, I will try to set aside those larger misgivings that stand in the way of giving practical advice at the present time. These issues will be reserved for the larger research pieces that arise from my work. Second, I will maintain some personal preferences, in particular the need to focus more on the university level in promoting these reforms, and will act as an advocate for faculty’s concerns by turning them into viewpoints that can ‘help’ rather than ‘hinder’ some changes. So the focus will be rather the reverse of the current approaches taken in Trends and other briefing papers for the process.

1. Executive Summary of Recommendations 

2. Introduction: 

2.1 
The context (very brief summary) 

2.2 
The problems

a. Given the problems in Russia (the debate over membership as well as individual elements) and Ukraine (problems getting started), for instance, how can the various Bologna process implementers/supporters help the fSU countries better to understand and implement in a manner which best serves the individual country and contributes to the overall process?

b. How can the individual fSU countries implement Bologna in a manner which serves their own reforming agendas and the quality elements of their past traditions? This is a highly relevant question as in places like Russia and Ukraine, I believe, it is only by relating the new with the best of the old (or with due respect to the old) that the process will become real or at least acceptable. What does the Bologna group need to ‘take on board’ from this augmentation? (ie how can the process benefit from these changes, assuming that we are talking about an organic process)

c. The problem of relations between the EHEA and connected countries/regions. How can fSU countries on the periphery of the EHEA relate to each other, especially if some will remain outside (of particular interest to Russia and Kazakhstan, for instance)? Is there any special status that could be provided for such countries (eg Kazakhstan)? How can these countries provide for themselves in a manner that will support continuing relations and their own independent reform agendas?

2.3 Methodology

3. Problems description

More complex outline of the problem areas described above with due respect to the individual nature of each country’s position. Including current policy mechanisms in use to deal with these problems – description, strengths, limitations

4. The view from ‘inside’ – potential solutions and obstacles

This section utilizes the faculty research in the most direct manner rather than simply documentation. It is only from the addition of this perspective that section 5 can emerge. 

5. Policy Options

The final section will draw together sections 3 and 4 to provide some practical suggestions with argumentation. It is difficult to be wholly precise at the present time! But I can imagine these will include: 

1. The creation of an ‘affiliated’ group for those not in the EHEA who need to be tied in someway to it. 

2. Considerations for non-ERA countries seeking to re-organise their PhDs

3. Ideas, building on fSU examples, on promoting co-operation with non-affiliate neighbouring countries, eg China

4. What to do with 3 year vs 4 year BA s. 

5. Suggestions on how to avoid unofficial streaming (first rank/second rank etc) of signatories. 

6. Further country specific suggestions for implementing change.

6. Tables and Graphs etc from research

7. Lists of universities/organizations visited

