
This paper will review the developments that
led to the internationalization of quality assur-
ance and accreditation. It begins with the 1990s,
when a new approach to the recognition of qual-
ifications was adopted through the Lisbon
Recognition Convention (LRC). The growing
importance of quality assurance (QA) in this
context was also stressed in the 1990s. The
paper will examine how this situation con-
tributed to placing quality assurance at the heart
of the construction of the European Higher Edu-
cation Area (EHEA) and the Bologna Process.
It will review the strengthened links between
quality assurance and qualification recognition
that make these two interlinked processes cen-
tral to developing policy frameworks.

Global attempts at recognition, quality assur-
ance and accreditation will be presented. Such
attempts are essential as we enter a more inter-
dependent world, brought about by globalization,
the greater mobility of students and academics,
and by programmes and institutions that blur the
established boundaries of time and space and
cross geographical and jurisdictional borders.

The paper will also highlight the roles inter-
national organizations play in this arena. In par-
ticular, it will focus on UNESCO’s World
Conference on Higher Education (WCHE), the
Global Forum on International Quality Assur-
ance, the UNESCO/OECD Guidelines on
Quality Provision in Cross-Border Higher Edu-
cation, and the processes surrounding these
meetings and guidelines.

Finally, it will conclude by highlighting the
links between politics and quality in higher
education. Such links are the determinants of
possible international schemes in a more glob-
alized and interdependent world.

POLITICS AND QUALITY: AN
INTRODUCTION

An International Conference held in Nice in
1950 set the scene for UNESCO’s programme
in higher education, placing it at the heart of the
organization’s mission to promote the intellec-
tual solidarity of humankind. On that occasion,
Director-General Jaime Torres Bodet empha-

sised that ‘universities must not be mere muse-
ums of thought’, which does not mean, he con-
tinued, that ‘the separate domains of politics
and universities should in the smallest degree
be merged or confused’ (UNESCO, 1997).

Universities have retained their dimension of
critical thinking and research. The notions of
university autonomy and academic freedom are
still fiercely defended pillars of the mission of
universities and are enshrined in the Magna
Charta Universitatum. However, politics has
remained integral to developments in higher
education. Indeed, as we enter the knowledge
society at the beginning of the twenty-first cen-
tury, in which the ‘essential key…to human well
being in this daunting new world is knowledge’
(Hirsch and Weber, 1999), higher education is
attracting even greater political interest.

A growing focus on the quality of education
has been central to this political interest. This
paper will examine the relationship between
quality and politics and illustrate the role of
international organizations in shaping develop-
ments in this increasingly sensitive area of
national prerogative.

THE CONTEXT

The 1998 Paris World Conference on Higher
Education (WCHE), provided a comprehensive
forum for policy debate. The WCHE brought
together four thousand participants from 182
countries. Education ministers were joined by
other stakeholders. Thus it was acknowledged
that governments alone could no longer man-
age the most radical change and renewal of
higher education they had ever been required
to undertake. Five years later, the WCHE+5
(Paris, 2003) indicated that such changes in
higher education went well beyond even the
far-reaching expectations of 1998. Demo-
graphic growth estimations pointed to a popu-
lation of 7–8 billion in 2025; the threshold of
100 million students worldwide had been
crossed; some 125 million students were
expected before 2020; and China, the USA,
India, Russia and Japan together accounted for
53.1 million students, more than half the world
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total. Aparticularly good example of a rapid rise in enrol-
ments can be seen in China, where student numbers dou-
bled between 2000 and 2003. By 2005, the number of
students in China had reached 21 million. Therefore,
China overtook the USA’s position as the world’s largest
higher education system (UNESCO, 2006).

Demand for higher education has continued to grow
and 40–50 per cent enrolment rates are considered a devel-
opment target in OECD countries. In developed countries,
figures reveal growth from 22 per cent of adults with
higher education qualifications in 1975 to 41 per cent in
2000 (OECD, 2005). UNESCO figures demonstrate that
the major challenge of access is still responsible for the
wide gap separating the developed countries and the least
developed ones. In some less developed countries enrol-
ment rates are even below 0.5 per cent (UNESCO, 2003).

Although low enrolment rates in poorer countries are
mainly explained by a lack of resources, they also reflect
the legacy of the attitudes of development agencies. For
instance, until recently the World Bank discouraged coun-
tries from investing in higher education, urging them
instead to focus their efforts on basic education, which the
Bank saw as having greater development benefits. Today
such agencies generally acknowledge that an education
system is an integrated whole, requiring attention at all
levels. The World Bank has not only put a renewed focus
on higher education, but also emphasized that quality
assurance is the main orientation of its current programme.

Access and equity are key to the sustainable develop-
ment of higher education systems as they face growing
demands for enrolments from demographic trends.
Higher education is increasingly acknowledged as an ele-
ment of sustainable development, and lifelong learning
has become a product of societal changes. New or alter-
native providers of higher education, such as those
enhanced by ICTs, branch campuses, franchises, corpo-
rate universities, and IT Academies have created a new
paradigm in higher education. 

As part of this process, private higher education insti-
tutions have steadily multiplied, creating what some
researchers call ‘a global revolution’. Publicly funded
institutions of higher learning can no longer respond to
the demand for places as they face budget cuts. In East
Asian countries such as Japan, South Korea and the
Philippines, enrolments in private higher education have
reached 80 per cent of total student enrolments. However,
private higher education in these countries is strongly reg-
ulated by their governments (Altbach and Levy, 2005). 

These new trends and the dilemmas posed by the
growing commercialization of higher education have
focused attention on the quality and the portability of
higher education qualifications. This is now one of the

central issues to be addressed by policy-makers at
national level.

In this context, there is growing tension between per-
ceiving the quality of higher education solely as an issue
for sovereign nation-states and the increasing calls for and
attempts at international accreditation schemes.

DEFINING QUALITY: DO WE KNOW WHAT WE ARE
TALKING ABOUT?

However, do we know what we are talking about when
we speak of quality in education in general, or quality
assurance and accreditation in higher education in partic-
ular? There are many definitions, none of which is espe-
cially satisfactory.

Quality has become one of the elements of Education
for All (EFA) and the Millennium Development Goals
(MDGs). In this light, ministers of education at a
UNESCO Round Table (2003) made the following com-
ment about quality: 

Quality has become a dynamic concept that has
constantly to adapt to a world whose societies are
undergoing profound social and economic
transformation. (…) Old notions of quality are no
longer enough … despite the different contexts there
are many common elements in the pursuit of a quality
education, which should equip all people, women and
men, to be fully participating members of their own
communities and also citizens of the world.

In this particular commentary, quality in education focuses
on education for human rights. It is grounded in the four
pillars of the Delors Report: learning to know; learning to
be; learning to do; and learning to live together. It also
underlines the importance of the social, economic, and
environmental contexts of a particular locality.

When it comes to quality in higher education, the def-
initions become more complex. The 1998 WCHE defined
quality in higher education as a multidimensional con-
cept that embraces teaching, research, staffing students,
facilities and so forth. It drew attention to the importance
of both internal self-evaluation and external review and
recommended the establishment of independent national
bodies and comparative standards of quality. It also
underlined respect for institutional, national and regional
contexts, in order to take into account diversity and avoid
uniformity without losing the international dimension.

When we move, however, from the broad and general
definitions above, to the more specific definitions of qual-
ity assurance and accreditation in higher education, we
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find a myriad of definitions by different networks and
agencies. A number of discrepancies appear. Such dis-
crepancies can even be seen in the English language
terms, especially between the UK and the US denomina-
tions of quality assurance and accreditation. The situation
gets even more complicated when trying to find adequate
equivalents in other languages, such as French or Span-
ish. The French term assurance qualité, which is bor-
rowed from the business world, is currently used to
denote ‘quality assurance’. However, some purists prefer
the term qualité et évaluation for the same process. In the
most recent Guidelines on Quality Assurance developed
by the European Association for Quality Assurance in
Higher Education (ENQA), the French translation uses
the term management de la qualité (CNE) while the
Spanish translation of the same document puts forward
garantia de la calidad (ENQA, 2005).

An elaborate glossary of Spanish terms related to qual-
ity assurance and accreditation has also been compiled
(De Miguel, 2004). Its 200 pages are available on the
RIACES website.

The most sceptical approach, however, is found in the
CEPES Glossary (Vlasceanu et al., 2004). This points to
the existence of a ‘linguistic baroque world’ in the field of
quality assurance. The text refers to the ‘paradox of den-
sity’ and borrows an argument that is seemingly appro-
priate to the field of quality assurance, in which the more
‘crowded’a given academic/scientific domain is, the less
creativity one will find in it and the more confusion and
repetition will be present. Whether or not one accepts this,
the CEPES Glossary rightly illustrates the confusion and
frequent overlap between terms such as: standards, qual-
ity control, quality management, quality assurance, qual-
ity assessment, benchmarking, and so on. 

Other contributors to this publication will examine
definitions in more depth. Therefore, the purpose of this
introductory statement is not to dwell on definitions, but
rather to analyse why quality assurance – although often
misunderstood and not clearly defined – has become such
a hot issue in international debates, creating an overtly
political discourse?

For the purposes of this paper, quality assurance will
refer to the ‘ongoing, continuous process of evaluating
the quality of a higher education system, institutions, or
programmes’. Accreditation will be taken to denote the
process by which a governmental, non-governmental or
private body evaluates the quality of either a higher edu-
cation institution as a whole or a specific educational pro-
gramme in order to formally recognize it (Vlasceanu et
al., 2004).

Furthermore, quality assurance and accreditation will
be viewed through their growing links with qualifications

recognition. Such links are strengthened by different
international schemes and programmes within a political
context of developments.

CONSTRUCTING EUROPE: THE REGIONAL
POLITICS OF QUALITY

ATTEMPTS AT INTERNATIONAL STANDARD-SETTING IN
QUALIFICATIONS RECOGNITION
The fall of the Berlin Wall was a landmark in European
politics that had repercussions on higher education trends
and developments. The process of European unification
will have a significant spin-off on higher education,
through a unique pan-European reform process that was
initiated by the Bologna Declaration in 1999. This reform
process will impact structural and other developments in
the harmonization of higher education in Europe and
affect the creation of the EHEA. It will also have echoes
in the rest of the world, through the ‘external dimension
of Bologna’. Despite intra-European mobility schemes,
such as ERASMUS and SOCRATES, the greatest num-
bers of foreign students in Europe are from other regions
of the world.

These developments were preceded by an effort at
stronger internationalization in higher education, in the
context of academic mobility. Thus, UNESCO attempted
to reach the objective of a Universal Convention on the
Recognition of Studies and Degrees, at an International
Congress that brought the different regional actors
together in Paris in 1992. The Universal Convention was
perceived as a natural outcome that would crown
UNESCO’s long-standing work in academic mobility and
the recognition of qualifications. Regional conventions
had existed since the late 1970s, in the form of six nor-
mative instruments for regulating the mutual recognition
of higher education studies and degrees in: Latin Amer-
ica and the Caribbean (1975); the Arab and European
states bordering on the Mediterranean (the Mediterranean
Convention) (1976); the Arab States (1978); Europe
(1979); Africa (1981); Asia and the Pacific (1983). 

The different dynamics of European integration were
already in motion. However, the initiative to move
towards a Universal Convention failed. Instead, a docu-
ment of a less binding nature was drawn up: the 1993
Recommendation on the Recognition of Studies and
Qualifications in Higher Education.

One outcome of constructing Europe was the strength-
ening of regional cooperation in this field. In 1992, an
agreement was reached through an exchange of letters
between Catherine Lalumiere, the Secretary-General of
the Council of Europe, and Federico Mayor, the Director-
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General of UNESCO. This agreement entailed realigning
and strengthening the European scene by embarking on a
joint Convention between the two organizations. 

This had never been done before. UNESCO had some
joint instruments with other UN agencies or bodies, such
as the International Labour Organization (ILO), but it had
never stepped out of the system for a standard-setting
legally binding instrument, such as a convention. There
was some opposition to the process. 

Politics prevailed: the Council of Europe counted 26
member states at that time. UNESCO’s Europe Region
was far larger; it had some 50 member states, including
the successor states of the Soviet Union and former
Yugoslavia. North America (Canada and the United
States) was also part of the UNESCO Europe Region, as
was Israel. In addition, Australia, as one of the ratifying
countries of the previous UNESCO Europe Region Con-
vention, was part of the process.

Through this joint convention, a step was being made
towards overcoming a two-track Europe. This gave the
less privileged Eastern European countries new opportu-
nities to come closer to Western European programmes
in higher education, or at least to have access to informa-
tion, if not yet to funds. UNESCO again played its role in
providing new opportunities for less privileged countries,
known as ‘countries in transition’, in which it had long-
standing and high visibility.

The initiative of the two organizations was crowned
by success through the adoption of the 1997 Council of
Europe/UNESCO Convention on the Recognition of
Qualifications in the European Region (Lisbon Recogni-
tion Convention, LRC). The diplomatic conference in
Lisbon had delegations from a majority of the 50 mem-
ber states of the larger UNESCO Europe. There was a
strong delegation from the United States, despite the fact
that the US had not yet returned to UNESCO. The suc-
cessful conclusion of this agreement was marked by sig-
natures from 29 government representatives, which
constituted the first step towards the formal ratification of
this international agreement. It is interesting to note that
16 signatories of the LRC were Central and Eastern Euro-
pean countries and/or successor states to the Soviet
Union. In addition, two key EU countries, Germany and
France, signed the convention. With Italy and the UK,
these two countries would sign the Sorbonne Declaration
a year later. This declaration represented another step
towards European integration in higher education, and
was the direct predecessor of the Bologna Process. All the
Nordic countries except Finland signed the LRC. Inter-
estingly, the United States also signed. The USA is usu-
ally very reticent about multilateral international
agreements, in particular when they relate to higher edu-

cation, a highly decentralized area with no federal com-
petences in the US.

Incidentally, Azerbaijan was the first country to for-
mally ratify the LRC, in 1998. Thus the political attrac-
tiveness of being part of a European framework was
demonstrated, as the usually lengthy, complicated and
highly bureaucratic national ratification process was
speeded up. The LRC came into force on 1 February
1999, following the deposition of the fifth ratification
instrument. To date, it counts over 40 ratifications. This is
close to the total number of signatories of the Bologna
Process. The LRC has become a key element in the
Bologna Process, which has doubtlessly accelerated the
ratification process.

The LRC is an example of a ‘new generation’of recog-
nition conventions. It includes the principle that ‘recog-
nition should be granted unless substantial differences can
be shown’. Tools for transparency (for example the
Diploma Supplement, and others) are included and add
value through a more pragmatic approach. The LRC also
emphasizes the crucial importance of reliable and acces-
sible information and networking. Important complemen-
tary elements of this convention are EU directives for
professional recognition and the Bologna Process. The
force of globalization and its reflection in the strengthen-
ing of the external dimension of the Bologna Process,
indicate that there is increased internationalization of
higher education. This calls for enhanced interregional
networking and cooperation.

The LRC will inspire revisions of other UNESCO
regional conventions, which are also faced with the chal-
lenges of new developments in higher education. Despite
the fact that the objective of a universal convention was
not reached, the interregional dialogue has been signifi-
cantly enhanced on issues of common interest such as: the
assessment of credentials through distance learning; the
crucial importance of quality assurance and accreditation
in higher education; access to reliable and transparent
information; and assessment of prior learning in a lifelong
learning perspective. This dialogue will contribute to cre-
ating a larger community of interest between the over 100
member states of UNESCO that are parties to the conven-
tions. In turn, this may well create a stronger bond and a
more dynamic driver of change than a legal instrument.
(Annex I: List of ratifications of the Conventions).

QUALITY ASSURANCE AND ACCREDITATION IN AN
INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE
THE BOLOGNA PROCESS

The LRC underlines the significance of quality assess-
ment and its relevance in recognizing foreign qualific-
ations. It strengthens the link between quality assurance
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and qualifications recognition, on the basis that the assess-
ment of an individual qualification does not exist in a vac-
uum but is firmly embedded in the education system, the
higher education institution and/or study programme
from which the qualification stems (Bergan, 2003).

The link between quality assurance and qualifications
recognition will further be strengthened through the 1999
Bologna Declaration. This declaration was made by 29
European ministers in charge of higher education. They
met in Bologna to lay the basis for establishing an EHEA
by 2010 and for promoting the European system of higher
education worldwide. 

The ministers decided to meet again two years later.
They met in Prague in 2001, in Berlin in 2003 and in
Bergen in 2005. At each meeting they took stock of the
situation and issued a communiqué. The last communiqué
gives a good overview of how far the process has gone
and of their ambitions for the period until the next meet-
ing in 2007.

The process has led to reforms of higher education
systems all over Europe. The Bologna Area now includes
45 countries. The stocktaking in Bergen 2005 showed
substantial progress. In most countries, more than half of
university students are enrolled in two-cycle degree sys-
tems. Almost all member states have made provisions for
quality assurance systems, and over 40 countries have rat-
ified the LRC, committing to principles of recognition of
degrees and study periods. 

Strengthening quality assurance, the recognition of
degrees and the introduction of national frameworks for
qualifications will be the priority areas for the Bologna
Process until 2007, when another ministerial meeting will
be held in London.

Hence, the LRC-generated process of linking quali-
fications recognition to quality assurance has been fur-
ther advanced.

THE GLOBAL ALLIANCE FOR TRANSNATIONAL EDUCATION

A parallel attempt at a global scheme was developing
alongside the regional restructuring in Europe. This was
A US-based initiative called the Global Alliance for
Transnational Education (GATE). It was an attempt to
create a global accrediting enterprise and export quality
assurance and accreditation to countries that lacked the
required capacity. 

A major role in this initiative was played by the Cen-
tre for Quality Assurance in International Education
(CQAIE) in Washington. GATE was established in 1995
as an alliance of institutions, quality assurance bodies,
governmental organizations and companies. The objec-
tive was to develop accreditation procedures for providers
of transnational higher education programmes. Follow-

ing the takeover of the institution by the corporate inter-
ests of Jones International and the withdrawal of the pub-
lic sector, the stakeholders with an academic background
left the initiative. Although still in existence, GATE no
longer plays a role in international accreditation.

The creation of GATE in 1995 coincided with the
establishment of the General Agreement on Trade in Ser-
vices (GATS). GATE was invited in 1998 by the World
Trade Organization (WTO) to coordinate a survey on
government restrictions related to the transnational trade
in educational services. The 1998 GATE Conference in
Paris coincided with the UNESCO WCHE. However,
there were no direct links between the two conferences,
except for being held in the same city at the same time.
Was this just a coincidence or an early message to the
international academic community that two parallel
processes were in motion?

THE INTERNATIONAL NETWORK FOR QUALITY ASSURANCE

AND ACCREDITATION AGENCIES IN HIGHER EDUCATION 

The International Network for Quality Assurance Agen-
cies in Higher Education (INQAAHE) was established in
1991 (Hong Kong). Historically, the INQAAHE aimed
to create a community of those concerned with external
quality assurance in higher education. The main purpose
of this network is to collect and disseminate information
on current and developing theory and practice in the
assessment, improvement and maintenance of quality in
higher education.

The INQAAHE consolidated its administrative base
by moving its Secretariat to the Higher Education and
Training Awards Council (HETAC) in Ireland on 1
August 2003. By becoming a legal entity, it acquired the
prerequisite for establishing official relations with
UNESCO, which were enacted through a decision of the
Executive Board in September 2005. 

A more diversified constituency, in cultural/linguistic
terms and in institutional models, marked the 2005
INQAAHE Biennial Conference in Wellington, New
Zealand. The main focus of discussions was cross-border
higher education and assessing its quality. Initiatives for
linguistic approaches to quality assurance and accredita-
tion were put forward. 

Regional networks for quality assurance such as the
Asia-Pacific Quality Network (APQN) in Asia and the
Pacific, La Red Iberoamericana para la Acreditación de
la Calidad de la Educación Superior (RIACES) in Latin
America, and the Caribbean Area Network for Quality
Assurance in Tertiary Education (CANQATE), are being
consolidated with World Bank support to take their place
alongside the ENQA network in Europe and an Arab
Association for Quality Assurance.

62 HIGHER EDUCATION IN THE WORLD 2007

0230000479_06_cha04  11/10/06  13:54  Page 62



Despite these regional developments, INQAAHE,
with members from more than 120 agencies in 67 coun-
tries in 2006, potentially has a significant role to play. Its
role is even more important in an era of interdependence
and growing interest in cross-border higher education.

THE WORLD QUALITY REGISTER 

An attempt at creating a worldwide quality register (the
World Quality Register), based on the meta-accredita-
tion of agencies, sought the support of the International
Association of University Presidents (IAUP),
INQAAHE and UNESCO in the late 1990s. UNESCO
was fiercely opposed to this scheme, as it found the
model politically unacceptable. Who would accredit the
accreditors? Would INQAAHE accredit its own mem-
bers? How could an intergovernmental organization like
UNESCO assume the responsibility for telling a gov-
ernment that its agency was ‘not good enough’ for the
Register? After a series of discussions in different
forums, the initiative was somehow watered down.
However, five years later, a European Quality Register
was promoted by the European Union. It was adopted
as part of a European Parliament and Council Recom-
mendation October/November 2005, as a spin-off of the
global initiative. The European Quality Register was
rendered possible by the strengthened regional context
in Europe. A World Quality Register may well develop
in the future. However, its lack of success to date 
provides yet another example of how complex inter-
national initiatives can be, unless a democratic process
is well established to assure that the diverse stakehold-
ers participate and have ownership.

THE CHEA INTERNATIONAL COMMISSION

The Council for Higher Education Accreditation
(CHEA) is a US-based association of 3000 degree-
granting colleges and universities. It recognizes 60 
institutional and programmatic accrediting organiz-
ations. The CHEA was established in 1997. It marked a
landmark in international developments by setting up an
International Commission of some 20 members that
would meet on a yearly basis. Such meetings would be
linked to the CHEA’s annual conferences. The CHEA is
‘a national advocate and institutional voice for self-
regulation of academic quality through accreditation’
(CHEA website).

Although a small group, the CHEA generated signifi-
cant policy debates around the most topical issues in qual-
ity assurance and accreditation, including: the World
Quality Register and the GATS; degree mills and bogus
institutions; for-profit providers; quality assurance in 
distance education; rankings of universities and so on.

STATEMENT ON SHARING QUALITY ACROSS BORDERS

The document ‘Sharing Quality Higher Education Across
Borders: A Statement on Behalf of Higher Education
Institutions Worldwide’was prepared by the International
Association of Universities (IAU), the Association of
Universities and Colleges of Canada (AUCC), the Amer-
ican Council on Education (ACE) and the CHEA. After
an extensive consultation process with its respective
member institutions, the text was made public in 2005.

This statement is referred to in the UNESCO/OECD
Guidelines as the voice of institutions, which are one of
the key stakeholders groups addressed by the Guidelines.
The statement constitutes a significant complementary
text to the Guidelines.

CONSTRUCTING THE KNOWLEDGE SOCIETY:
QUALITY ASSURANCE AND ACCREDITATION
REVISITED

As the twenty-first century dawned, globalization became
the buzzword in higher education. It was seen as a form
of greater interdependence, but was also contrasted with
internationalization. 

Many now question the survival of the university as
the traditional institution that has existed since the Mid-
dle Ages. Some state that the ‘Walls of Academia are
Tumbling Down’(Hirsch and Weber, 2002). Others illus-
trate similar developments from a positive perspective
by writing about the ‘tectonic shift in global higher educ-
ation’ (Daniel et al., 2006a). The ‘brick and mortar’ uni-
versity is opposed to the ‘click and mouse’ university,
and the powerful potential of distance education and 
e-learning is highlighted.

The growing perception of higher education as a mar-
ket threatens the traditional values of higher education,
such as: higher education as a public good and a public
responsibility; and higher education based on merit as one
of the basic human rights.

Other growing concerns are: the changing role of the
nation-state in higher education as it loses its monopoly
over higher education policy; and the quest for social
inclusion in the context of the increasing commercializa-
tion of higher education. 

All these issues place quality and evaluation in higher
education – through quality assurance mechanisms and
accreditation – at the heart of national endeavours and
regulation. This has occurred in the context of reinforced
claims for national sovereignty and has generated heated
political debate.

International organizations are beginning to position
themselves in the intense worldwide debate about the
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GATS, a WTO treaty that includes higher education under
Education, one of the agreement’s 12 tradable services. 

Thus, the World Bank launched its new strategy: ‘Con-
structing Knowledge Societies: New Challenges for Ter-
tiary Education’ (2002), which changes the thrust of
World Bank intervention in client countries. It stresses
that tertiary education contributes to building up a coun-
try’s capacity to participate in an increasingly knowledge-
based world economy. It also explores how transition and
developing countries can adapt and shape their tertiary
education systems to confront successfully the combina-
tion of new and old challenges, in the context of the ris-
ing significance of internal and international market
forces in tertiary education. It examines the justification
for continuing public support of tertiary education, and
the appropriate role of the state in supporting knowledge-
driven economic growth. It also underlines the impor-
tance of preserving quality, while responding to
increasing demand for enrolments. 

Special momentum was generated by the May 2002
‘OECD/US Forum on Trade in Educational Services’ in
Washington. Acrimonious discussions, which pitted the
academic and trade communities against each other, put
the issue firmly into the political arena.

Although the Washington event brought together trade
and education representatives and a number of other
stakeholders from civil society (Education International,
EI; the National Unions of Students in Europe, ESIB; the
American Council on Education, ACE; the Council on
Higher Education Accreditation, CHEA and so on), the
discourse was very trade oriented. One of the OECD
speakers, who entitled his paper ‘What’s all the Fuss
About’ attempted to demonstrate the opportunities for
trade in services. His paper generated hostile reactions
from academia. The World Bank played a leading role in
the meeting.

In plenary, however, keynote speakers Dirk van
Damme from Belgium and Marjorie Peace Lenn from the
US stressed the opportunities for trade in education, but
also brought the notions of quality assurance, accredita-
tion and qualifications recognition to the top of the trade
in education agenda. Representatives from Norway and
Japan highlighted the importance of UNESCO’s partner-
ship in this global debate.

The Norwegian minister called for trade and educa-
tion to be perceived in a common and wider perspective,
to maximize benefits and minimize possible disadvan-
tages. She proposed forming a coalition of dedicated
countries. More importantly, she made a strong plea for
OECD and UNESCO to work together. At the same time
she welcomed Japan’s negotiating proposal within the
GATS, with its focus on quality control.

The representative of the Japanese government also
underlined the important role of UNESCO; the signifi-
cance of quality assurance and the recognition of qualifi-
cations; and the necessity of creating an international
information network for cross-border higher education.

After an expert meeting in September 2001, the
UNESCO Global Forum on International Quality Assur-
ance, Accreditation and the Recognition of Qualifications,
was launched in October 2002 in Paris. This forum took
the debate further and strengthened UNESCO’s mandate
in this area. The opening address by John Daniel, Assis-
tant-Director General for Education, set the tone of the
debates. He described a positive approach to globaliza-
tion in higher education based on the UN position, which
is enshrined in UNESCO’s Medium Term Strategy
(‘globalization with a human face’; ‘globalization to be
made to work for all’). He put forward certain basic prin-
ciples, combining the notion of higher education as a pub-
lic good with the conviction that ‘new need not be bad’.
He also stated that globalization promotes competition
and competition creates diversity (Daniel, 2002).

The Global Forum was conceived as a response to the
ethical challenges and dilemmas facing higher educa-
tion in an era of globalization. Its mission was to pro-
vide a platform for exchange between different partners
and to initiate debate on the social, political, economic
and cultural dimensions underpinning globalization and
higher education. 

The OECD Forum in Washington caused some frus-
tration in civil society and academia. However, the
UNESCO Global Forum launch appeared to be a success.
It brought together a wide range of stakeholders ranging
from for-profit providers such as Phoenix University from
the Apollo Group, corporate universities such as Cap
Gemini Ernst & Young, and the private sector, such as the
University Relations of Hewlett-Packard; to UNESCO’s
traditional partners: public higher education institutions
and teachers’ and students’ associations from developed
and developing countries.

The Forum ended with unanimous support for the pro-
posed Action Plan. The participants agreed that there was
a need to build bridges between education (that is, aca-
demic values and principles) and trade in higher educa-
tion services. They also agreed that UNESCO, the WTO
and the OECD could act as complementary organizations,
providing a joint forum of both the cultural and commer-
cial aspects of trade in higher education. Existing instru-
ments such as the regional conventions could adapt to the
new challenges, while basing themselves on values put
forward in the WCHE Declaration. It was stressed that
two factors were needed to support policy: research on
the concept of the global public good; and empirical evi-
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dence of the impact of borderless higher education on
widening access to higher education.

Norway’s role in furthering debate was significant. Fol-
lowing the Paris meeting in UNESCO in 2002, Norway
organized a UNESCO Conference in Oslo in May 2003
and an OECD Forum in Trondheim in November 2003.

The launch of the Global Forum was characterized in
some media (for example the Chronicle of Higher Educa-
tion) as the establishment of a ‘Global Accreditation
Agency’. This was a gross misinterpretation. In addition,
some stakeholders misunderstood the Forum’s mission
and objectives. However, Norway presented a supportive
resolution to the 32nd session of the General Conference
of UNESCO (Paris, October 2003). This resolution was
entitled: ‘Higher Education and Globalization: Promoting
quality and access to the knowledge society as a means for
sustainable development’. It was supported by Mozam-
bique, Iceland, Japan, and the United Republic of Tanza-
nia; and amended by France, the Netherlands, the United
Kingdom and the United States. The amended resolution
was adopted by consensus at the General Conference of
UNESCO. This gave UNESCO the mandate to promote
capacity building for quality assurance, qualifications
recognition and accreditation in all regions of the world,
in close cooperation with other international organizations.

Japan and Norway continue to be pivotal forces in
driving the agenda of quality in cross-border higher edu-
cation. They have secured other countries’ support for a
developmental perspective. Japan continues to be a strong
advocate of UNESCO–OECD cooperation in higher edu-
cation with a special focus on information sharing. 

Following the General Conference, Norway hosted
the second OECD Forum on Trade in Educational Ser-
vices ‘Managing the Internationalisation of Post-second-
ary Education’, in Trondheim in November 2003.
Substantial progress had been made since the Washing-
ton event, particularly in the UNESCO–OECD partner-
ship. Following the UNESCO General Conference, an
OECD/CERI Board meeting, and a UNESCO-OECD
inter-Secretariat meeting (October 2003), the two organ-
izations agreed to work together on developing the
Guidelines for Quality Provision in Cross-border Higher
Education over a period of 18 months. The OECD’s
approach to the issue gradually became more education
focused. This was illustrated, inter alia, by the use of
terms. For example, consumer protection was changed
to the more moderate term student empowerment. In
addition, through UNESCO’s support, non-OECD coun-
tries, such as India and China, brought a new and more
diversified perspective to the discussions.

The Trondheim meeting endorsed the proposal for
elaborating ‘Guidelines for Quality Provision in Higher

Education’. The UNESCO and OECD Secretariats
started working together at an accelerated pace after the
establishment of a Drafting Group. The great novelty for
OECD was the inclusion in the Drafting Group of stake-
holders from civil society. This had never been done
before within the OECD nor had a recommendation ever
been prepared with another organization.

There were mixed feelings within UNESCO about the
partnership with OECD and UNESCO’s overall approach
to globalization and higher education.

To make UNESCO’s position clear, an Education Sec-
tor Position Paper Higher Education in a Globalized
Society was prepared (UNESCO, 2002). It was one in a
series of position papers giving the Organization’s views
on key issues in contemporary education. The paper was
based on a review of trends, issues, worldwide debates,
regional reviews through case studies, UN and UNESCO
standard-setting instruments and principles. It stated
UNESCO’s position in the following way: 

Higher education in a globalized society should assure
equity of access and respect cultural diversity as well
as national sovereignty. In addition, UNESCO is
committed to assuring the quality of global provision
of higher education in an increasingly diverse higher
education arena and raising the awareness of
stakeholders, especially students, on emerging issues
in this field. This position aims to establish the
conditions under which the globalization of higher
education benefits all.

In parallel to the Guidelines’drafting process described
below, a third OECD Forum on Trade in Education was
hosted by Australia in Sydney, in October 2004. As a
demonstration of unity, the event was a collaborative effort
of UNESCO, the OECD and Australia. In the two years
since the Washington event, the world had moved on, and
the value of partnerships had been demonstrated.

GUIDELINES FOR QUALITY PROVISION IN CROSS-
BORDER HIGHER EDUCATION: IS A GLOBAL
AGREEMENT ON QUALITY POSSIBLE?

The preparation of the Guidelines for Quality Provision
in Cross-border Higher Education was one of the out-
comes of: the policy debates generated by the Global
Forum; the subsequent resolution adopted by the 32nd
session of the UNESCO General Conference; and the
Norway conferences described above. The aim was to
create an internationally agreed framework.

UNESCO and OECD jointly organized three drafting
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meetings (April 2004, UNESCO, Paris; October 2004,
MEXT, Tokyo, Japan; January 2005, OECD, Paris). All
UNESCO and OECD member states were invited to par-
ticipate. Official representatives from 94 member states
took part in the meetings, as did observers from countries,
experts and NGOs, including student representatives.

UNESCO sought an inclusive process that would
allow the least developed countries to be active contrib-
utors and to express their concerns. This was made pos-
sible through extra-budgetary funds.

The text produced at the final meeting was further cir-
culated to member states and participants for a one-month
consultation process (February–March). This provided
input for the final draft of the Guidelines.

The final text was presented to UNESCO and the
OECD decision-making bodies in 2005. It was finally
approved by the 33rd session of the UNESCO General
Conference (Paris, October 2005) and the Council of the
OECD (Prague, December 2005). The Guidelines were
jointly launched at a press conference in UNESCO, on 5
December 2005. 

The Guidelines address the specific issue of cross-bor-
der higher education and its quality. However, their pri-
mary objectives are to support and encourage
international cooperation and understanding in quality
assurance in general; to protect students and other stake-
holders from disreputable providers; and to encourage the
development of quality cross-border higher education
that meets human, social, economic and cultural needs.

Although voluntary and non-binding, the Guidelines,
which bear the stamps of both UNESCO and the OECD,
have already gained high visibility. They address govern-
ments and other stakeholders, higher education institu-
tions and academic staff, students’ bodies, quality
assurance and accreditation bodies, academic recognition
bodies, and professional bodies.

They are based on a set of principles, which start with
the recognition of national sovereignty over quality assur-
ance and the diversity of systems that this produces
around the world.

One of their major features is that they enhance
responsibility for partnerships, sharing, dialogue and
mutual trust and respect between sending and receiving
countries, thus assuring quality and relevance in cross-
border higher education.

The Guidelines encourage collaboration and exchange
both internally between the six stakeholders targeted by
the Guidelines, and externally between the sending and
receiving countries.

Many participants in the development of the Guide-
lines felt that they provided a good resource for develop-
ing countries to use. Participants also acknowledged that

the Guidelines’value depended on follow-up in the form
of capacity building. The Guidelines are also perceived
as relevant for developed countries. Despite the fact that
some 60 countries around the world have quality assur-
ance systems in place, most of them are not geared
towards cross-border higher education. 

The process of elaborating the Guidelines was intense:
94 governments were involved through delegated repre-
sentatives. In addition, civil society was actively present
through a number of NGOs such as EI, and the Interna-
tional Association of Universities, Student Unions and
Associations. Distance education, as a major component
of cross-border education, staked out its territory through
the presence of the Commonwealth of Learning. Non-
OECD countries wanted to avoid becoming victims of
new forms of cultural imperialism and defended their
claims firmly. 

UNESCO and the OECD also experienced tensions
between their respective approaches. While the OECD
advocated a stronger regulatory approach, in the form of
a Recommendation, UNESCO was in favour of a softer
instrument, to be adopted on a voluntary basis. The strong
leadership of Norway (the Royal Ministry of Education
and Research) as the chair of the group and South Africa
(the Council on Higher Education, CHE) as the vice-chair
managed to achieve a high degree of consensus in final-
izing the text. 

The greatest progress towards the content of the final
text was made during the second meeting in Tokyo. A
stronger place for values and cultural diversity was
assured, as was a more prominent role for academic staff.
The institutional perspective was also reinforced by mak-
ing reference to it in the final text of the Guidelines to the
‘Statement on Sharing Quality Across Borders’, which
was developed by four university associations.

The third and final meeting, at the OECD in Paris in
January 2005, proved to be the most difficult. Consensus
was finally reached through series of written consultations
with member states. The text was then ready for submis-
sion to the two organizations’ decision-making bodies.

The OECD Education Committee examined the text
first, in early April 2005. Support was unanimous. Even
OECD countries that had different approaches during the
drafting process, such as France and the United States,
were satisfied with the final version. Cohesion in the
group was restored and mutual confidence established.

The discussion in the UNESCO Executive Board,
which took place later the same month, was far more
complex. This demonstrated yet again the difficulty of
reaching consensus in a broader international environ-
ment marked by cultural diversity. The Secretariat had
prepared a note on the potential risks the debate might

66 HIGHER EDUCATION IN THE WORLD 2007

0230000479_06_cha04  11/10/06  13:54  Page 66



encounter. All of these risks proved to be true, but the
advance warning failed to have any effect.

OECD countries, the European Union and a number of
developing countries, especially those from Africa,
strongly supported the text of the Guidelines. The Aus-
tralian delegate called it ‘a historic moment for UNESCO’.
However, other more critical opinions were voiced. 

The three drafting meetings for the Guidelines made a
clear statement that the Guidelines were ‘voluntary and
non-binding’. This statement was reproduced as an inte-
gral part of the text. Despite this, the discussion was
watered down by disputes over legal status and issues,
and the voluntary nature of the guidelines was questioned. 

Others felt that the text needed more changes. India,
for example, advocated a stronger stand for developing
countries. There was no conclusion to this discussion, so
the decision about the Guidelines was postponed to the
General Conference. The Secretariat undertook to clarify
the legal issues before this conference.

This discouraging outcome can be partly explained by
the lack of leadership from UNESCO’s Education Sector
in an interregnum between assistant directors-general.

Another element contributed to this unfortunate failure
to get a result: the tensions surrounding the imminent
debate on another instrument with far greater political
interests at stake. This instrument was the Draft Conven-
tion on Cultural Diversity, which was being submitted to
the October meeting of the General Conference. Such ten-
sions cast a shadow over the discussions of the Guidelines.

In September 2005, just before the General Confer-
ence, a turning point in the Guidelines debate occurred at
an information session for Permanent Delegations to
UNESCO. This session was convened by the newly
arrived assistant director-general for Education, Peter
Smith. It was intended as a form of ‘damage control’ to
avoid the same misunderstandings recurring at the Gen-
eral Conference; to provide transparency on the status,
objectives and process of the Guidelines; and to inform
delegations of the follow-up that UNESCO proposed in
the implementation of the Guidelines during the forth-
coming biennium. 

The meeting was well attended. A dynamic debate
allowed delegates to voice their concerns, ask questions
and receive answers that they would pass on to their cap-
itals, in preparation for the General Conference.

Finally, the discussion at the General Conference was
lengthy but substantive. Delegations were adequately pre-
pared. African countries, especially Nigeria, Kenya and
South Africa, were very supportive and acknowledged
the cross-border challenge for developing countries.
Malaysia and Korea considered cooperation in this area
to be timely and meaningful and hoped that UNESCO

could assist with capacity building. The European Union
countries and the broader group of OECD countries had
a united stand. India and Brazil, followed by a number of
other countries, presented a resolution in a constructive
spirit, asking for more flexibility for the document and
opening a door for further improvement of the text.
Rather than a text carved in stone, this left it as a ‘work in
progress’ with possibilities of amending it and revisiting
it in the future, notably at the next session of the General
Conference in 2007. 

The firm tone of Peter Smith’s introductory remarks
conveyed a positive message. His reassurance that the
Education Sector’s follow-up would concentrate on three
main issues dispelled the impression of confusion and
uncertainty. These issues were: (i) capacity building
(work plans); (ii) networking with partners and (iii) advo-
cacy and fund-raising.

The Guidelines were supported as a Secretariat docu-
ment through a Resolution asking for their wide dissem-
ination. In addition, a report about their use would be
presented to the 2007 General Conference. 

Finally the Guidelines were jointly launched by
UNESCO and the OECD at a press conference on 5
December in Paris. Extensive press coverage followed.

THE WAY FORWARD: SUBSIDIARITY AND
PARTNERSHIPS

Following the adoption of the Guidelines, a series of
events have contributed to their distribution, dissemina-
tion and advocacy. Brochures with the text of the Guide-
lines in the six official languages of UNESCO have been
widely distributed. Regional Committees in charge of the
application of the Conventions on the Recognition of
Qualifications in Higher Education have dedicated ses-
sions to promoting the Guidelines. Stakeholder groups
are addressing issues related to the Guidelines from Ade-
laide to Shangai, Nairobi to Bogota, Beirut to Tallin,
Alexandria to Port of Spain. This list is not exhaustive
and the bandwagon keeps rolling.

More significant, however, are the examples of inter-
est in the Guidelines that are independent from the efforts
made by the UNESCO and OECD Secretariats. Nigeria,
for instance, developed a new Higher Education Bill in
2005, which was inspired by the Guidelines. The Tan-
zanian government regulations for the Tanzanian Com-
mission of Universities, dated 26 April 2006, were
changed at the last moment to reflect the Guidelines.
Other countries seem to find the Guidelines an interest-
ing model. The Guidelines are also increasingly used as
a reference point for quality in distance education and 
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e-learning, which are the most evident forms of cross-
border higher education.

The Guidelines, as a set of principles, a code of good
practice, as a voluntary, non-binding instrument, seem
to have generated and animated a community of practi-
tioners. Such practitioners now talk to each other both
within and outside of the UNESCO or OECD convened
frameworks.

This development is particularly interesting in an area
that has been so dominated by politics that most prior
attempts, which are reviewed at the beginning of this arti-
cle, have either failed, or had less impact. 

In conclusion, two principles that appear to have been
crucial to the acceptance of the Guidelines can be adopted
for other endeavours of a similarly sensitive character.
These principles are subsidiarity and partnerships.

How does subsidiarity apply to quality assurance? The
principle of subsidiarity holds that decisions should be
made at the lowest appropriate level. What are the appro-
priate levels for decisions about quality assurance?

The fundamental building block of quality is a culture
of quality at institutional level. However, instilling such
a culture usually requires mechanisms at national level,
either through government, or through associations of
universities that are empowered by government to per-
form an accrediting function. Even in this era of interna-
tionalization and globalization, the key locus of quality
assurance must be at national level, as each country has
the right to legislate for higher education in its territory
and has powers of enforcement. However, the increasing
phenomenon of cross-border education requires effective
coordination between governments in carrying out their
responsibilities for QA. Through UNESCO’s involve-
ment, based on its aforementioned mission and princi-
ples, the Guidelines have managed to embed the principle
of subsidiarity in a highly contentious political debate.
Although by no means as powerful an instrument as the
GATS, the Guidelines have nevertheless given a stronger
voice to the international academic community and pro-
vided an educational response to trade in services.

This brings us to the second principle, that of partner-
ships. Arecent paper (Daniel et al., 2006b) identifies what
makes multilateral collaboration successful in an era
when increased competition can weaken commitment to
multilateralism. Four ingredients of success are revealed
by an examination of the process of preparing the
UNESCO/OECD Guidelines:

1. Clarity about the status of the document being
developed.

2. Iterative preparation of early drafts using a variety
of experts.

3. Genuine consultation with stakeholders.
4. Commitment by participants to use the Guidelines

when completed.

While the first three requirements were amply illustrated
by the text, the last point – commitment to use the Guide-
lines – needs to be further strengthened.

Recent events, such as the Nairobi Conference on
Quality Assurance in February 2006, again highlighted
the need for strong political backing. A clear message
from the Nairobi Communiqué was that the debate should
be taken to a higher level and acquire a strong commit-
ment from the African Union to create a ‘common
African Higher Education Space’. In addition, a strong
plea was made for donors and development agencies,
including the UN, to speak with one voice.

This brings us to the conclusion that there is an essen-
tial need for partnerships. The partnership between
UNESCO and the Council of Europe was essential in
constructing higher education in Europe. The partnership
between UNESCO and OECD brought together the
providers and receivers of cross-border higher education.
For a stronger commitment to the Guidelines and their
usefulness for the developing countries, it is hoped that
other partnerships can also be put in motion.

The World Bank, a significant player in this arena, has
recently focused its higher education interventions on
quality assurance. It seems a natural partner in these
endeavours. Is a stronger partnership between UNESCO,
the OECD and the World Bank, in order to target capac-
ity building in quality assurance for developing countries,
feasible and how could it be brought about? 

The G8 Summit in July 2006 in St Petersburg seems to
offer an opportunity for a higher political profile. The
issue of quality assurance is already on its agenda, and
the Education Ministers of G8 countries included the
Cross-border Guidelines as one of the issues for discus-
sion in the June meeting in Moscow.

The 1999 G8 Summit in Cologne launched the Stabil-
ity Pact for South-East Europe and generated the Graz
Process. This represented a strong push for educational
developments in this sub-region of Europe, which was
devastated by civil wars in the 1990s. In a somewhat anal-
ogous way, the 2005 G8 Summit in Gleneagles focused
on the renaissance of African universities. Maybe the
2006 G8 Summit in St Petersburg will encourage greater
attention to quality in cross-border higher education,
through promoting intellectual mobility?

This again makes politics a driver of quality, hopefully
in ways that foster the sustainability of higher education
systems in the developing world. This brings us back to
the beginning of this paper. Although a Universal Con-
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vention on the Recognition of Qualifications in Higher
Education was not attained, a community of practice has
been created which may reach the same objectives in a
more dynamic manner. Legally binding instruments in
quality assurance might appear to furnish a reassuring
framework of certainty in a changing world. However,
creating communities of practice around evolving guide-

lines is likely to create more international acceptance for
developing the culture of quality on which credible higher
education ultimately depends. If backed by stronger part-
nerships by the donor community and political commit-
ment by national governments and decision-makers, it
may respond better to the same objectives and yield
longer-term results.

ANNEX 1, TABLE I.4.3
Convention on the Recognition of Studies, 
Diplomas and Degrees in Higher Education in the
Arab States 1978

Iraq 16/05/1980

Morocco 07/07/1981

Egypt 23/09/1981

United Arab Emirates 07/12/1981

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 20/01/1982

Jordan 31/03/1982

Oman 10/06/1982

Qatar 19/05/1983

Kuwait 23/12/1983

Algeria 20/02/1984

Tunisia 22/11/1985

Saudi Arabia 03/12/1987

Bahrain 09/11/1990

Sudan 21/01/1991

ANNEX 1, TABLE I.4.2
International Convention on the Recognition of
Studies, Diplomas and Degrees in Higher Education in
the Arab and European States Bordering on the
Mediterranean 1976

Egypt 17/01/1978

Morocco 25/05/1979

Italy 14/04/1981

Algeria 20/02/1984

Malta 22/01/1986

Turkey 02/03/1989

Croatia 06/07/1992

Slovenia 05/11/1992

Bosnia and Herzegovina 12/07/1993

The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 30/04/1997

Serbia 11/09/2001

ANNEX 1, TABLE I.4.1 
Regional Convention on the Recognition of Studies,
Diplomas and Degrees in Higher Education in Latin
America and the Caribbean 1974

Panama 10/03/1975

Mexico 14/05/1975

Chile 07/01/1976

Venezuela 07/09/1976

Colombia 23/02/1977

Cuba 23/02/1977

El Salvador 02/05/1977

Ecuador 24/06/1977

Brazil 18/08/1977

Netherlands 06/10/1977

The Holy See 30/11/1977

Suriname 10/06/1982

Nicaragua 26/04/1983

Slovenia 05/11/1992

Peru 17/02/1994

The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 30/04/1997

Serbia 11/09/2001

Bolivia 17/06/2005

ANNEX I: CONVENTIONS ON THE RECOGNITION OF QUALIFICATIONS IN HIGHER EDUCATION
ADOPTED UNDER THE AUSPICES OF UNESCO

0230000479_06_cha04  11/10/06  13:54  Page 69



70 HIGHER EDUCATION IN THE WORLD 2007

ANNEX 1, TABLE I.4.4
Convention on the Recognition of Studies, Diplomas
and Degrees concerning Higher Education in the
States belonging to the Europe Region 1979

Bulgaria 22/04/1981

Israel 13/08/1981

Finland 19/01/1982

The Russian Federation 26/01/1982

Belarus 03/03/1982

Ukraine 16/03/1982

The Holy See 10/06/1982

Netherlands 15/06/1982

Spain 31/08/1982

Hungary 14/09/1982

Poland 28/10/1982

Denmark 09/12/1982

Italy 20/01/1983

Malta 24/03/1983

San Marino 15/04/1983

Sweden 07/03/1984

Portugal 29/08/1984

Cyprus 19/03/1985

The United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland 

22/10/1985

Austria 25/03/1986

Australia 06/08/1986

Belgium 24/09/1986

Turkey 28/04/1988

Norway 02/06/1988

France 28/07/1989

Canada 06/03/1990

Romania 12/06/1990

Switzerland 16/05/1991

Croatia 06/07/1992

Tajikistan 28/08/1992

Georgia 04/11/1992

Slovenia 05/11/1992

Czech Republic 26/03/1993

Slovakia 31/03/1993

Bosnia and Herzegovina 12/07/1993

Armenia 05/09/1993

Liechtenstein 22/06/1994

Lithuania 16/11/1994

Azerbaijan 29/11/1994

Germany 08/12/1994

Kyrgyzstan 07/11/1995

Turkmenistan 04/06/1996

Kazakhstan 14/03/1997

The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 30/04/1997

Serbia 11/09/2001

ANNEX 1, TABLE I.4.5
Regional Convention on the Recognition of Studies,
Certificates, Diplomas, Degrees and other Academic
Qualifications in Higher Education in the African
States 1981

Lesotho 13/09/1982

Togo 01/12/1982

Sudan 13/01/1983

Zambia 25/04/1983

The United Republic of Tanzania 12/07/1983

Nigeria 02/11/1984

Niger 29/05/1985

Egypt 26/07/1985

Burundi 21/01/1986

Senegal 14/03/1986

Burkina Faso 11/07/1986

Rwanda 06/07/1987

Gabon 30/12/1988

Algeria 23/02/1989

Equatorial Guinea 09/11/1993

Guinea 17/08/1995

Côte d’Ivoire 08/04/1997

The Holy See 17/06/1998

Benin 26/08/1998

Seychelles 27/08/1998

Swaziland 19/11/1998

ANNEX 1, TABLE I.4.6
Regional Convention on the Recognition of Studies,
Diplomas and Degrees in Higher Education in Asia
and the Pacific 1983

China 25/09/1984

Australia 23/09/1985

Sri Lanka 10/01/1986

Turkey 28/04/1988

The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea 26/04/1989

The Republic of Korea 29/08/1989

Nepal 02/11/1989

The Maldives 14/05/1990

The Russian Federation 16/11/1990

Mongolia 19/10/1991

Tajikistan 28/08/1993

Armenia 05/09/1993

Azerbaijan 24/04/1995

The Holy See 10/07/1995

Kyrgyzstan 07/11/1995

Turkmenistan 04/06/1996

Kazakhstan 14/03/1997

India 02/08/2000

Lao People’s Democratic Republic 02/01/2003

Philippines 26/11/2003
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ANNEX 1, TABLE I.4.7
Convention on the Recognition of Qualifications
concerning Higher Education in the European 
Region 1997

Azerbaijan 10/03/1998

Switzerland 24/03/1998

Estonia 01/04/1998

Kazakhstan 07/10/1998

Lithuania 17/12/1998

Romania 12/01/1999

Austria 03/02/1999

Norway 29/04/1999

Slovakia 13/07/1999

Latvia 20/07/1999

Slovenia 21/07/1999

The Republic of Moldova 23/09/1999

France 04/10/1999

Georgia 13/10/1999

The Czech Republic 15/12/1999

Liechtenstein 01/02/2000

Hungary 04/02/2000

Ukraine 14/04/2000

Bulgaria 19/05/2000

The Russian Federation 25/05/2000

Luxembourg 04/10/2000

The Holy See 28/02/2001

Iceland 21/03/2001

Sweden 28/09/2001

Portugal 15/10/2001

Cyprus 21/11/2001

Belarus 19/02/2002

Albania 06/03/2002

Croatia 17/10/2002

Australia 22/11/2002

The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 29/11/2002

Denmark 20/03/2003

The United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland 

23/05/2003

Bosnia and Herzegovina 09/01/2004

Finland 21/01/2004

Serbia 03/03/2004

Ireland 08/03/2004

Kyrgyzstan 09/03/2004

Poland 17/03/2004

Armenia 07/01/2005

Malta 16/11/2005
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1. Articulate the mission of the agency.

2. Identify its strategic goals (for example
achieving and maintaining minimum
standards, enhancing quality, and so on).

3. Decide on the options for and select
the affiliation of the agency in accor-
dance with the mechanisms described in
the paper by Bikas C. Sanyal and
Michaela Martin.1

4. Prepare the statutes, rules and regula-
tions that will govern the agency.

5. Appoint the governing board. 

6. Describe the main features of the
quality assurance and accreditation
processes as described in the paper by
Sanyal and Martin.

7. Recruit the core staff to carry out the
tasks related to the main phases of the
process and to provide whatever
resources are needed, including infra-
structure/facilities.

8. Prepare guidelines for institutions to
develop their own internal quality assur-

ance systems, that is, conduct a ‘self-
study’. There may be four types of these:
those focused on course quality, pro-
gramme quality, institutional quality or
on a periodic overall strategic review of
the institution. Some details are pro-
vided below.2

GUIDELINES FOR QUALITY ASSURANCE OF
COURSES
These guidelines have three components:
a brief introduction, course quality spec-
ifications and a course quality report.

The brief introduction will advise the
institution to prepare a ‘course file’ con-

SPECIAL CONTRIBUTION I.2
Steps to setting up an accreditation agency

Bikas C. Sanyal
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