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It should be noted that my final intention is to publish my work as a book. Consequently, the scope of the research and the issues raised are wider than would be required or perhaps useful in a research paper. At this juncture, I could produce a research paper on any of the sections below, or maintain a very general tone and provide a ‘summarising’ research paper for IPF. Such a ‘summarising’ paper will probably not attempt to theorise or re-theorise many of the issues, as this requires more extensive discussion. 

Despite the necessary segregation for structure below, the intention throughout is to introduce core elements and then maintain as ‘in comparison’.

Introduction

1. Argumentation 

2. Methodology


Comparative document analysis, guided interviewing, field visits, structured 
interviewing, written survey. 

Section One: The Bologna Process – a reassessment

1. Introduction to the process

2. This section will examine briefly the genealogy of the process in terms of the ideologies competing for space within the ancestry and now inherent in the various sections of the process itself. How do these ideologies affect the process as it moves forward? How has the role of the different stakeholders changed during the process and how has this affected emphasis and new additions?

3.  What does this complex situation mean for those countries in my study? The section will examine present and past support, present debate, future plans 

Section Two: The Soviet Inheritance 

1. The Soviet system, a brief summary from an historical perspective

2. Post ‘break-up’ – the examples of Kazakhstan, Ukraine, Russia and Georgia

3. Remaining synergy

4. As seen from the ‘outside’- international reform efforts and evaluations

Section Three: Present situations and strategies/thoughts for the future – the state of the debate (overview)


Kazakhstan


Ukraine


Russia 


Georgia

Section Four: Attitudes-past/present/future and comparative

For each country and for post-soviet common denominators: What do academics think about the state of higher education in their country? What are their priorities? How will these priorities affect implementation of Bologna priorities? How do they perceive the Bologna Process? Where do they agree and disagree with their national strategies and the Bologna Process approaches? How will their ‘Bologna’ attitudes shape the process – in what areas will change be merely technical due to lack of understanding and/or lack of perception of individual or group benefit. 

(In the book there will be a much more detailed analysis of the different elements of higher education reform: relationship to secondary schooling, the BA/MA; the PhD; quality control mechanisms; the question of state involvement and university autonomy; massification; financing. So sections Three and Four will be broken down and divided – an overview followed by separate sections on each primary element – with attitudes and data analysis utilized throughout rather than through separate sections. Hopefully, I will also be able to cross-analyse using other countries’ experience – ie can technical adherence due to lack of perception of benefit in a specific field also be seen in other non-fSU countries?)

Section Five: What needs to be done?

For each country: What should be the priorities for the different countries and the Bologna implementing or funding bodies? What can be done at national level to improve the changes in progress? What could be done to improve the Bologna support? What can be learned nationally and supra-nationally from the post-soviet common denominators and also differences? How do the debates that emerge from these countries influence (or how could they potentially influence) the competing ideological strands of the process? How should they influence both these strands and the emerging ‘hows’ and ‘whats’ of the EHEA? Do other EU programmes (such as ERA) make a ‘first rank’ and ‘second rank’ of Bologna signatories with the second rank being organized to serve the first? Finally, the question of the periphery of the EHEA – how should, for instance, Russia’s higher education relationships with Kazakhstan be considered within the Bologna context? The need for ‘corresponding countries or regions’. How does this relate to the BFUG’s charge at Bergen to examine relations with other ‘regions’? And relations further afield, for instance, does the higher education relationship between China and Russia provide any basis for the BFUG’s recommendations on relations?

(The longer work will be influenced also by the use of these countries to re-examine some wider fundamental issues such as the relationship between attitudes towards Bologna and European identity. The final section will also be more general as the specifics of a present situation will be contextualised into a wider framework relevant to a more lasting analysis) 

