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Globalization, This paper examines the impact of globalisation on higher education policy through
Higher Education Policy, a comparative analysis of Germany, France and Georgia. The central research
Bologna Process, question asks how global pressures produce convergence in higher education
Strategic Management, systems while preserving nationally specific governance models and institutional
Institutional Capacity, practices. Methodologically, the study applies a qualitative comparative approach
Europeanisation based on documentary analysis of official policy frameworks, Bologna Process

materials, European quality assurance standards and national higher education
governance sources. The paper argues that globalisation has encouraged
convergence in three main areas: internationalisation, quality assurance and
strategic governance. However, convergence does not result in uniformity. Germany
integrates global and European pressures through a federal and decentralised
model supported by strong institutional capacity and coordination mechanisms.
France demonstrates a hybrid trajectory in which a historically centralised state
tradition increasingly coexists with university autonomy and international
competitiveness strategies. Georgia illustrates a reform-oriented transitional system,
where Europeanisation and Bologna Process commitments have produced
substantial formal alignment, but implementation remains conditioned by
institutional capacity, administrative culture and resource limitations. The paper
contributes to the study of higher education governance by showing that
globalisation operates not as a simple force of homogenization, but as a process
Received May 25, 2026 of institutional translation. It concludes that strategic management is essential for
Revised June 30, 2026 transforming global and European standards from formal policy commitments into
Accepted July 20, 2026 context-sensitive and sustainable institutional practice.

Introduction

Higher education has become one of the most important policy fields affected by globalisation.
Universities are no longer understood only as national institutions responsible for teaching, research
and professional training within domestic systems. They increasingly operate within a global
knowledge environment shaped by international mobility, research cooperation, quality assurance
mechanisms, digital transformation, labour-market expectations, global rankings and international
competition for students and academic talent. These developments have changed the logic of higher
education governance. States and universities are now required to balance national development
priorities with international standards, academic autonomy with public accountability, and
institutional traditions with global competitiveness.

The significance of higher education policy has grown because universities are closely connected with
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knowledge production, innovation, economic development and democratic state capacity. Higher
education systems train public servants, researchers, teachers, professionals and policy elites. They
also contribute to social mobility, civic culture and technological modernisation. For this reason,
changes in higher education policy are not limited to the university sector alone. They influence
broader questions of national competitiveness, institutional development and social transformation.

In Europe, these processes have been strongly shaped by the Bologna Process and the European
Higher Education Area. The Bologna Process seeks to bring greater coherence to higher education
systems across Europe and established the European Higher Education Area to support student and
staff mobility, inclusiveness, accessibility and the international attractiveness of European higher
education (European Commission, n.d.). In parallel, the Standards and Guidelines for Quality
Assurance in the European Higher Education Area provide a common framework for internal and
external quality assurance and were adopted at the EHEA Ministerial Conference in 2015 (European
Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education, 2015). These frameworks have created a
shared policy language across European higher education systems.

However, shared standards do not automatically produce identical institutional outcomes. The same
policy instruments may be interpreted and implemented differently depending on national
administrative cultures, governance structures, legal traditions, political priorities and institutional
capacity. This distinction is central to the argument of this paper. Globalisation creates pressure for
policy convergence, but convergence does not eliminate institutional diversity.

This paper analyses the relationship between globalisation, policy convergence and institutional
diversity through the comparative cases of Germany, France and Georgia. These three cases were
selected because they represent different governance models and different levels of institutional
capacity, while all being connected to European higher education frameworks. Germany represents
a federal and decentralised model in which educational legislation and administration, including
higher education, are primarily the responsibility of the Lander (European
Commission/EACEA/Eurydice, 2026a). France represents a historically centralised system in which
the state traditionally plays a major role in governance, while universities have also developed
institutional autonomy (European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice, 2023a; 2023b). Georgia
represents a reform-oriented system where higher education policy has been closely connected to
Europeanisation, Bologna Process commitments and quality assurance reforms (National Centre for
Educational Quality Enhancement, n.d.).

The inclusion of Georgia alongside Germany and France requires explicit justification, since Georgia
occupies a markedly different position in the global higher education landscape: it is a smaller, non-
EU, reform-oriented and transitional system, whereas Germany and France are large, long-
established and traditionally central destinations for international students. This asymmetry is not
a limitation of the design; it is the analytical point of it. A most-different systems logic is used
precisely because it asks whether the same global and European pressures - Bologna alignment,
quality assurance standardisation, internationalisation agendas - produce convergent formal
responses even across cases that differ sharply in institutional maturity, administrative tradition,
size and historical relationship to the European project (Przeworski and Teune, 1970). If convergence
at the level of policy instruments can be observed across systems as different as Germany, France
and Georgia, this is stronger evidence for the paper's central claim than convergence observed only
among similarly resourced Western European systems would be. At the same time, the comparison
is not unconstrained: all three states operate within the same European policy environment and are
Bologna signatories, which holds the external pressure environment reasonably constant while
allowing governance tradition and institutional capacity to vary. Georgia therefore serves in this
design not as a "weaker" comparator to two established systems, but as the case that tests how far
formal convergence travels once institutional capacity is no longer assumed.

The main argument of the paper is that globalisation should not be understood as a simple process
of homogenization. Rather, it should be viewed as a process of institutional translation. Countries
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adopt common policy instruments, but they translate them into their own institutional
environments. The effectiveness of this translation depends on strategic management, institutional
capacity, governance coordination and the ability of universities to transform external standards into
internal development practices.

The paper is structured as follows. The first section outlines the research methodology. The second
section presents the literature review and theoretical framework. The following sections examine
Germany, France and Georgia as comparative cases. The final sections present the comparative
discussion and main findings, followed by the conclusion.

Research Methodology

This study employs a qualitative comparative methodology based on documentary analysis and
comparative case-study logic (Bowen, 2009). Documentary analysis is an appropriate method for
this study because higher education governance is expressed primarily through laws, strategies,
accreditation standards, institutional procedures and public policy frameworks; official documents
therefore constitute the primary sites in which state and institutional intent toward globalisation and
Europeanisation is recorded (Bowen, 2009). The objective is not to measure higher education
performance through quantitative indicators, but to explain how global and European policy
pressures are interpreted, mediated and implemented in different institutional contexts.

The empirical material consists of official policy documents, European higher education
frameworks, national governance descriptions and quality assurance sources. The study relies
particularly on Bologna Process materials, European Higher Education Area documents, the
Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area, Eurydice
country descriptions, national strategy documents and official information from quality assurance
authorities. This type of material is appropriate because higher education governance is strongly
expressed through laws, strategies, accreditation standards, institutional procedures and public
policy frameworks.

The study uses four analytical dimensions. The first is governance structure, which refers to the
distribution of authority between central government, regional authorities and higher education
institutions. The second is internationalisation, understood as the integration of international and
global dimensions into higher education strategy. The third is quality assurance, including internal
quality systems, external evaluation, institutional authorisation, programme accreditation and
public accountability. The fourth is strategic management, understood as the capacity to align global
standards, national priorities and institutional development.

The comparison follows a most-different systems design (Przeworski and Teune, 1970). Germany,
France and Georgia differ significantly in size, administrative structure, historical development and
institutional capacity. Germany is a large federal state with a mature higher education system. France
is a large, centralised state with a long tradition of public educational steering. Georgia is a smaller
reform-oriented state whose higher education system has been strongly influenced by
Europeanisation. Despite these differences, all three systems are connected to the broader European
higher education policy space, which holds the shared policy environment constant while allowing
governance tradition and institutional capacity to vary - the logical basis of a most-different systems
comparison (Przeworski and Teune, 1970). This makes the cases analytically useful for examining
the relationship between convergence and diversity.

The central research question is: how does globalisation influence higher education policy in
Germany, France and Georgia, and why do these systems preserve institutional diversity despite
common European and global policy pressures?

The paper also addresses three supporting questions. First, in which areas can convergence be
observed across the three cases? Second, how do national governance traditions shape the
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implementation of global and European higher education reforms? Third, what role does
institutional capacity play in transforming formal policy commitments into practical institutional
change?

This study is based exclusively on official and formal documentary sources - laws, strategies,
Eurydice descriptions and quality assurance frameworks. It does not draw on interview or
practitioner-level data from ministries, quality assurance agencies or university administrations.
This is an important limitation, because a design built on formal documents is structurally more
likely to detect "formal" convergence than a design that also captured everyday administrative or
academic practice: what is visible in official texts is not necessarily what happens in classrooms,
department meetings or accreditation panels. The distinction the paper draws between formal and
substantive convergence should therefore be read as a claim grounded in what documents state
institutions committed to, rather than as a direct observation of institutional behaviour. Future
research combining this documentary base with interviews or survey data from academic and
administrative staff in each system would be needed to test whether the substantive-convergence
patterns inferred here from capacity indicators actually hold at the level of practice.

Literature Review and Theoretical Framework

The literature on globalisation and higher education has developed around several interrelated
debates: the internationalisation of universities, the convergence of higher education policies, the
transformation of governance models, the role of quality assurance, Europeanisation, and the
persistence of national institutional diversity. These debates are particularly relevant for the present
study because Germany, France and Georgia are all influenced by global and European reform
pressures, but they respond to them through different governance traditions and institutional
capacities. This section reviews each strand in turn and, in doing so, develops the four concepts -
globalisation, policy convergence, institutional capacity and strategic governance - that together
form the paper's theoretical framework.

Globalization and Internationalization

Globalisation refers to broad structural processes that intensify cross-border flows of knowledge,
capital, people, technologies and policy models. In higher education, these processes affect student
mobility, research cooperation, academic labour markets, rankings, quality assurance and
institutional competition. Internationalisation, by contrast, is more directly connected to the policies
and strategies through which higher education institutions and states respond to global conditions.
Altbach and Knight (2007) argue that internationalisation is shaped by academic, political, economic
and cultural motivations. It is not merely a technical process of attracting international students; it
is also a strategic response to global competition and knowledge-based development.

This distinction is important because globalisation is not directly controlled by individual
universities or national governments, while internationalisation can be managed through policy.
States and universities can develop internationalisation strategies, mobility schemes, joint
programmes, foreign-language teaching, research partnerships and international branding.
However, the effectiveness of these strategies depends on institutional capacity. A university may
formally declare internationalisation as a priority, but without administrative support, academic
resources, funding and strategic coordination, internationalisation may remain symbolic rather than
transformative.

Policy Convergence, Institutional Theory and Institutional Translation

Policy convergence refers to the tendency of different national systems to adopt similar reform
instruments. In higher education, convergence is visible in the spread of three-cycle degree
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structures, credit systems, learning outcomes, accreditation, external quality assurance, institutional
evaluation, student-centred learning and international mobility frameworks. The Bologna Process is
one of the most important examples of policy convergence in European higher education, and its
adaptation across national systems has itself been the subject of sustained comparative study (Witte,
20006). It seeks to bring greater coherence to European higher education systems and supports the
European Higher Education Area through mobility, inclusiveness, accessibility and global
competitiveness (European Commission, n.d.).

Institutional theory provides an important explanation for why convergence occurs. DiMaggio and
Powell (1983) argue that organisations often become similar because of coercive, mimetic and
normative pressures. In higher education, coercive pressure may come from law, state regulation or
accreditation requirements. Mimetic pressure may appear when universities imitate institutions
perceived as successful or internationally competitive. Normative pressure may arise from
professional networks, academic communities, quality assurance agencies and international
organisations. These mechanisms help explain why similar reform language spreads across
countries.

Yet institutional theory also warns that formal similarity may not produce substantive change. Meyer
and Rowan (1977) argue that organisations may adopt formal structures to gain legitimacy while
their everyday practices remain unchanged. This concept - later developed in the higher education
context by scholars examining why governance reforms diffuse without producing uniform practice
(Capano and Jarvis, 2020) - is highly relevant to higher education reform. A country may create a
quality assurance agency, introduce accreditation standards or adopt strategic planning documents,
but these reforms may remain formal if they are not embedded in institutional culture, academic
practice and governance routines. On the basis of these mechanisms, this paper distinguishes
throughout between formal convergence, meaning the adoption of similar laws, standards,
terminology and procedures, and substantive convergence, meaning the extent to which these
reforms change institutional behavior, academic culture and governance practice; the same
distinction is applied consistently to internationalization, quality assurance and strategic governance
in each of the country cases and in the comparative discussion below, rather than being re-derived
separately in each section.

Quality Assurance

In the European Higher Education Area, the Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the
European Higher Education Area provide the common framework for internal and external quality
assurance (European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education, 2015). Quality
assurance is intended to support transparency, accountability, trust and continuous improvement.
It helps students, governments, employers and international partners assess whether institutions
and programmes meet recognised standards.

Nevertheless, quality assurance can operate in different ways depending on institutional context.
Comparative work on higher education governance shows that mature systems tend to use external
quality assurance as an improvement-oriented mechanism connected to curriculum development,
teaching quality and institutional planning, whereas in less consolidated systems it more easily
becomes a compliance procedure centred on documentation, formal indicators and periodic external
review rather than on internal change (Capano, 2011; Capano and Jarvis, 2020). The difference lies
not in the existence of quality assurance itself, but in how it is used by institutions and policymakers
-a pattern consistent with the decoupling logic set out above (Meyer and Rowan, 1977).

This distinction is central to the Georgian case. Georgia has adopted external quality assurance
mechanisms, including institutional authorisation and programme accreditation, and has aligned
many of its procedures with European standards. However, the developmental value of quality
assurance depends on whether universities use it as a tool for internal improvement or treat it
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primarily as an administrative requirement. The Georgian case therefore illustrates a broader
problem in reform-oriented systems: European standards can provide direction and legitimacy, but
they must be supported by institutional learning, governance capacity and quality culture.

Higher Education Governance

Globalisation has changed the role of the state in higher education, but it has not eliminated it.
Comparative governance scholarship shows that in some contexts globalisation encourages
decentralisation and institutional autonomy, while in others it strengthens strategic state steering,
so that the state increasingly governs not only through direct control but through regulation, funding
mechanisms, quality assurance, performance frameworks, strategic plans and internationalisation
policies (Clark, 1983; de Boer et al., 2008; Capano, 2011). This body of work also shows that the
relationship between globalisation and state authority is not resolved in a single direction: within
Europe, functionally similar reform pressures have produced governance arrangements ranging
from strong central steering to negotiated multi-level coordination, depending on prior institutional
structure (Capano and Jarvis, 2020).

Germany illustrates the importance of multi-level governance. Higher education legislation and
administration are primarily the responsibility of the Linder, especially in the higher education
sector (European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice, 2026a). At the same time, Germany must
coordinate regional authority with national and European priorities. This produces a decentralised
but coordinated model, consistent with comparative findings that federal systems tend to convert
external reform pressure into negotiated intergovernmental coordination rather than uniform
central implementation (de Boer, Enders and Schimank, 2008). The German case shows that policy
convergence can occur without centralisation: European standards are not simply imposed on the
system; they are integrated into a federal governance structure.

France illustrates a different governance logic. The French education system has historically been
centralised, and the state plays a major role in defining educational guidelines and governing the
system (European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice, 2023a). However, French universities also have
administrative, financial, educational and scientific autonomy (European
Commission/EACEA/Eurydice, 2023b). This produces a hybrid model: the state remains
strategically important, but universities are increasingly expected to act as autonomous and
competitive institutions. The French case therefore shows that globalisation can coexist with strong
state steering.

Georgia represents a reform-oriented and Europeanisation-driven governance model. The country
has developed quality assurance, strategic planning and higher education governance reforms, while
the Ministry of Education, Science and Youth of Georgia lists the 2022—2030 Unified National
Strategy of Education and Science as a key policy document (Ministry of Education, Science and
Youth of Georgia, n.d.). The United Nations Sustainable Development Goals platform notes that the
strategy and its 2022—2024 action plan were adopted by Government Decree N446 on 31 August
2022 (United Nations Sustainable Development Goals, n.d.). These reforms demonstrate formal
alignment with international and European objectives, but their practical effectiveness depends on
implementation capacity.

Europeanisation

Europeanisation refers to the process through which European norms, rules, policy models and
institutional expectations shape domestic policies. In higher education, Europeanisation is strongly
connected to the Bologna Process, the European Higher Education Area, quality assurance
standards, mobility policies and qualifications frameworks. For countries such as Georgia,
Europeanisation is not merely a technical reform process. It also carries political, institutional and
symbolic significance. It signals orientation toward European standards, international recognition
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and policy modernisation.

However, Europeanisation should not be reduced to copying European models. Domestic actors
interpret, adapt and sometimes selectively implement European standards; comparative work on
European university reform shows that this "translation" of European models into national
institutional structures is itself uneven and shaped by the prior organisation of national systems
(Maassen and Olsen, 2007). This makes Europeanisation a negotiated process rather than a one-
directional transfer. In Georgia, Europeanisation has provided reform momentum, but the depth of
change depends on how external standards are absorbed by universities, public agencies and
academic communities. Therefore, the key question is not whether Georgia has adopted European
frameworks, but how deeply these frameworks have been institutionalised.

Strategic Management

Globalisation requires universities to define missions, allocate resources, manage quality, build
partnerships and demonstrate public value. Strategic management is therefore not only a business-
like administrative technique; it is a governance necessity in complex higher education systems.
Universities must respond to students, governments, employers, international partners, academic
communities and society. This requires institutional leadership, data-based planning, stakeholder
engagement and quality culture. Strategic management also links the three cases. In Germany, it is
shaped by federal coordination and institutional maturity. In France, it is shaped by state strategy
and university autonomy. In Georgia, it is shaped by reform agendas and the need to strengthen
institutional capacity. Across all three systems, strategic management is necessary because global
standards do not implement themselves; they require interpretation, coordination and institutional
ownership.

Theoretical Background

On the basis of the strands reviewed above, this paper builds its analysis around four interrelated
concepts. Globalisation refers to the intensification of cross-border interactions in teaching,
research, mobility, knowledge production and institutional competition, together with the growing
influence of international organisations, policy frameworks and quality assurance standards on
national higher education systems. Policy convergence refers to the adoption of similar policy
instruments across different systems, such as the Bologna Process, but - as institutional theory shows
- convergence should not be equated with uniformity, since formal similarity may coexist with
practical difference (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983; Meyer and Rowan, 1977). This is why the concept
of institutional translation, introduced above, is used throughout the paper: global models are
adapted, interpreted and modified in national contexts, so that the same standard may become a
developmental tool in one system, a compliance mechanism in another, and a symbolic reform in a
third. Institutional capacity is the condition that determines whether reforms move beyond formal
adoption; it includes the ability of ministries, agencies and universities to plan, coordinate,
implement and evaluate policy, as well as academic leadership, quality culture and stakeholder
engagement. Strategic governance refers to the capacity to define priorities and coordinate action in
a complex policy environment, balancing global pressures, national objectives, institutional
autonomy and public accountability.

It is worth noting that institutional capacity, as used here, is not treated as an exogenous or fixed
national trait. Historical-institutionalist scholarship suggests that governance capacity is itself path-
dependent: prior sequences of institutional choice generate self-reinforcing patterns that make some
governance trajectories easier to sustain, and others harder to initiate, than a purely present-
oriented account of "strong" or "weak" capacity would suggest (Pierson, 2000). Germany's
coordinated federalism, France's centralised-then-hybridising state tradition and Georgia's post-
Soviet, reform-oriented trajectory are each, in this sense, the product of earlier governance choices
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rather than a neutral starting condition against which globalisation simply acts. This qualification
does not alter the paper's central claim, but it clarifies that "institutional capacity" should be read as
a historically produced variable rather than a static attribute of each country.

This theoretical framework leads to the main proposition of the paper: globalisation produces
convergence in higher education policy, but the depth and effectiveness of reform depend on
institutional capacity and national governance traditions - and that capacity is itself shaped by each
system's governance history.

Globalisation and Higher Education Policy

Globalisation has reshaped higher education policy in several major ways, prompting universities to
rethink their organisational strategies rather than simply absorb external pressure passively (Vaira,
2004). First, it has increased the importance of internationalisation. Universities are expected to
attract students, researchers and partnerships from abroad. They are also expected to participate in
international research networks, develop joint programmes, support academic mobility and improve
their international visibility. Internationalisation has therefore become both an academic and
strategic objective.

Second, globalisation has strengthened the role of quality assurance. As higher education systems
expand and become more international, public authorities and societies require mechanisms to
ensure trust, transparency and comparability. Quality assurance systems are intended to show that
institutions and programmes meet agreed standards. In Europe, the ESG provides the common
framework for internal and external quality assurance (European Association for Quality Assurance
in Higher Education, 2015).

Third, globalisation has intensified competition. Universities are compared through rankings,
research performance, international partnerships, graduate employability and innovation capacity.
This has encouraged higher education institutions to adopt strategic planning, performance
indicators and international branding. These tools can support development, but they can also create
pressure to prioritise measurable performance over broader educational missions.

Fourth, globalisation has changed the role of the state. States remain central actors in higher
education policy, but they increasingly govern through frameworks, strategies, funding incentives,
quality assurance mechanisms and performance expectations. In some systems, globalisation
strengthens institutional autonomy. In others, it reinforces national strategic steering. This means
that globalisation does not necessarily produce a weaker state. It may produce a more strategic state.

The European Higher Education Area demonstrates these dynamics. It creates common objectives
and standards, but implementation remains national. This is why the three cases examined in this
paper show both convergence and difference. Germany, France and Georgia all engage with
internationalisation, quality assurance and strategic governance. Yet each does so through a different
institutional logic.

Germany: Federal Coordination and Institutional Capacity

Germany’s higher education system is shaped by federalism. Educational legislation and
administration are primarily the responsibility of the Lander, and this particularly applies to higher
education (European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice, 2026a). This structure means that higher
education policy is not governed exclusively from the federal level. Instead, authority is distributed
across regional governments, federal coordination mechanisms and higher education institutions.

The German model shows that decentralisation does not necessarily mean fragmentation. While the
Lander have major responsibility, Germany has developed coordination mechanisms that allow
different levels of governance to respond to common challenges. This is important in a globalised
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higher education environment because internationalisation, quality assurance and research
competitiveness require coordination across institutional and regional boundaries.

This distribution of authority was reinforced by the 2006 federalism reform (Foderalismusreform),
which removed the federal government's framework legislative competence over higher education
under the Hochschulrahmengesetz and left the Lander with near-complete legislative responsibility
for the sector, subject only to concurrent federal competence over university admission and degrees
(Gunlicks, 2005). Coordination has nonetheless continued through negotiated intergovernmental
instruments rather than direct federal control: the Lander coordinate common standards through
the Standing Conference of the Ministers of Education and Cultural Affairs
(Kultusministerkonferenz), and joint Bund-Lander research-funding programmes - most notably
the Exzellenzinitiative launched in 2005 and its successor the Exzellenzstrategie, in place since 2016
-channel competitively allocated federal funding to universities on a negotiated basis (Kehm and
Pasternack, 2009).

At the institutional level, German higher education institutions are governed by rectors or
presidents, while administrative and financial management is often headed by a chancellor who also
acts as budget officer (European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice, 2026b). This governance structure
reflects a balance between academic leadership and administrative capacity. It also supports
strategic management by giving institutions formal structures for decision-making, resource
allocation and institutional development.

Globalisation has influenced Germany in several ways. Internationalisation has become a strategic
priority because Germany seeks to maintain and strengthen its position as a global location for
science and higher education. This requires academic mobility, international partnerships, research
cooperation and institutional visibility. Germany’s approach to internationalisation is connected to
both national competitiveness and academic cooperation.

Quality assurance is another important area. Germany operates within the European quality
assurance environment, but it does so through its own federal and institutional structures. Since
2018, accreditation has been organised under the Interstate Study Accreditation Treaty
(Studienakkreditierungsstaatsvertrag), agreed by the sixteen Lander in 2017, under which the
Akkreditierungsrat (Accreditation Council) -a joint institution of the Lander - became the central
decision-making body for both programme and system accreditation, while the technical assessment
procedures remain delegated to independent accreditation agencies (Akkreditierungsrat, n.d.). This
illustrates the broader argument of the paper: European standards are not simply copied; they are
translated into national systems. Germany participates in European convergence while maintaining
federal diversity.

The strength of the German case lies in institutional capacity. Mature administrative structures,
established universities, regional governance mechanisms and quality assurance systems allow
Germany to absorb global pressures without abandoning its governance tradition. Globalisation is
therefore not experienced simply as external pressure, but also as an opportunity for institutional
development and international positioning.

However, the German model also faces challenges. Federal coordination can be complex. Differences
among Liander may produce variation in implementation. Strategic management requires
continuous negotiation between regional authority, federal priorities, institutional autonomy and
European commitments. The German case therefore demonstrates that strong institutional capacity
does not eliminate governance complexity; rather, it makes complexity manageable.

France: Centralised Tradition and Institutional Autonomy

France represents a different model of higher education governance. The French education system
has historically been shaped by a strong central state. Eurydice notes that the French education
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system is regulated at the central level and that the state plays a major role in governance, reflecting
the long-centralised tradition of the French system (European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice,
2023a). This tradition has influenced higher education policy, institutional regulation and national
strategic planning.

At the same time, French higher education has undergone reforms that strengthen university
autonomy. Eurydice identifies university autonomy as expressed through institutional councils,
especially the board of trustees, and as covering major areas of governance (European
Commission/EACEA/Eurydice, 2023b). This autonomy was established in law by the 2007 Law on
the Freedoms and Responsibilities of Universities (Loi relative aux libertés et responsabilités des
universités, Law No. 2007-1199 of 10 August 2007), whose first chapter allowed universities to
request expanded budgetary and human-resource competences, with all French universities
completing the transition to this autonomous status between 2009 and 2012 (République Francaise,
2007). External quality assurance was subsequently reorganised by the 2013 Law on Higher
Education and Research (Law No. 2013-660 of 22 July 2013), which replaced the earlier evaluation
agency, AERES, with the Haut Conseil de 1'évaluation de la recherche et de 1'enseignement supérieur
(HCERES) as France's independent quality assurance authority, effective from November 2014
(République Francaise, 2013). This creates a hybrid governance model. The state remains a central
actor, but universities are expected to operate as strategic institutions.

Globalisation has strengthened the importance of international attractiveness in French higher
education policy. France seeks to position itself as a major destination for international students,
researchers and academic partnerships. This reflects a wider trend in which states use higher
education as an instrument of global influence, economic competitiveness and cultural diplomacy.

The French case demonstrates that globalisation does not simply weaken the role of the state. In
France, globalisation has encouraged the state to act strategically in support of higher education
internationalisation. The state helps define priorities, support institutional positioning and promote
national attractiveness. This is different from the German model, where coordination across Lander
is central. It is also different from the Georgian model, where Europeanisation functions as a reform
framework.

The main tension in the French model concerns the relationship between central steering and
institutional autonomy. Universities are expected to become more autonomous, more competitive
and more internationally visible. At the same time, they operate within a strong public policy
tradition. Strategic management therefore requires balancing national coordination with
institutional initiative.

France illustrates convergence without institutional uniformity. It adopts European and global
objectives such as internationalisation, quality assurance and competitiveness. Yet these objectives
are implemented through a governance culture in which the state continues to play a major strategic
role. The French case therefore shows that globalisation may produce hybrid governance rather than
simple decentralisation.

Georgia: Europeanisation, Formal Alignment and Implementation Challenges

Georgia's higher education policy has been strongly shaped by Europeanisation. The country's higher
education reform trajectory has been closely connected to the Bologna Process, European standards,
quality assurance mechanisms and institutional modernisation. The primary legal basis for this
trajectory is the Law of Georgia on Higher Education, adopted in 2004 and subsequently amended,
which set out the principles of institutional authorisation and programme accreditation and
established the framework within which the National Centre for Educational Quality Enhancement
(NCEQE) has operated as an external quality assurance agency since 2005 (European
Commission/EACEA/Eurydice, 2024). In this sense, Georgia represents a case in which
globalisation and Europeanisation are strongly intertwined.
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The Georgian case is important because it shows the opportunities and limits of policy transfer. On
the one hand, Georgia has adopted many formal elements of European higher education governance.
These include external quality assurance, institutional authorisation, programme accreditation and
strategic planning. On the other hand, formal alignment does not automatically guarantee deep
institutional transformation. Comparative work on post-Soviet higher education systems similarly
finds that Georgia's reforms have combined rapid formal alignment with European models with
governance practices that remain, in places, shaped by earlier administrative habits and informal
negotiation between institutions and the state (Chakhaia and Bregvadze, 2018). The effectiveness of
reform depends on institutional capacity, financial resources, administrative competence and
academic culture.

Quality assurance is one of the central areas of reform. The National Centre for Educational Quality
Enhancement is responsible for external quality assurance and carries out authorisation of
educational institutions and accreditation of educational programmes, while also working on the
development of internal and external quality assurance mechanisms (National Centre for
Educational Quality Enhancement, n.d.). These reforms show clear movement toward European
quality assurance practices.

Georgia has also adopted a long-term national education strategy. The Ministry of Education,
Science and Youth of Georgia identifies the 2022—2030 Unified National Strategy of Education and
Science as a key strategic document (Ministry of Education, Science and Youth of Georgia, n.d.). The
United Nations Sustainable Development Goals platform notes that the Unified National Strategy of
Education and Science of Georgia for 2030 and its 2022—2024 action plan were adopted by
Government Decree N446 on 31 August 2022 and are connected to the achievement of Sustainable
Development Goal 4 (United Nations Sustainable Development Goals, n.d.). This shows that higher
education reform is part of a broader national development and education policy agenda.

However, Georgia’s main challenge is implementation. Europeanisation provides a strong reform
framework, but the depth of transformation depends on whether reforms become embedded in
institutional practice. Quality assurance may remain formal if universities treat it only as an
accreditation requirement. It becomes developmental only when it is connected to curriculum
improvement, academic staff development, student feedback, research capacity, governance reform
and institutional planning.

Georgia's case therefore demonstrates the difference between formal convergence and substantive
convergence, as defined above. Georgia has made significant progress in formal convergence. The
next strategic challenge is to deepen implementation and strengthen institutional capacity.

Europeanisation in Georgia should therefore be understood not only as compliance with external
standards, but as a process of institutional learning. Its value lies in strengthening quality culture,
transparency, public trust and international credibility. For this reason, strategic management is
especially important in Georgia. The state, quality assurance bodies and universities must work
together to ensure that reforms are not only adopted but also sustained.

Comparative Discussion and Main Findings

The comparative analysis of Germany, France and Georgia demonstrates that globalisation produces
a dual movement in higher education policy. On the one hand, it encourages convergence around
common policy instruments such as internationalisation, quality assurance, strategic planning and
accountability. On the other hand, it preserves and sometimes even reinforces institutional diversity
because national systems interpret global pressures through their own governance traditions,
administrative cultures and institutional capacities.

The first major area of convergence is internationalisation. In all three countries,
internationalisation has become a strategic policy priority. However, the meaning of

222



Globalization and Higher Education Policy: Convergence, Diversity and Strategic Management Challenges

the rest | volume 16 | number 2 | 2026

internationalisation differs across cases. In Germany, internationalisation is closely connected to the
country's position as a major research and science location. It is linked to academic mobility,
international research cooperation, global visibility and the competitiveness of German higher
education institutions. Germany's federal structure means that internationalisation requires
coordination among Léander, federal actors and universities; the German approach is therefore not
simply a national top-down strategy, but a multi-level process.

In France, internationalisation is more closely linked to national attractiveness and state-supported
positioning. The French state remains a central actor in promoting the country as a destination for
international students, researchers and academic partnerships. This reflects France's broader
governance tradition, where the state plays a strategic role in education policy. Internationalisation
in France therefore combines institutional autonomy with national branding and public policy
coordination. The French model shows that globalisation does not necessarily reduce the role of the
state; instead, it can encourage the state to become more strategic in positioning its higher education
system internationally.

In Georgia, internationalisation is strongly connected to Europeanisation. The country’s
participation in European higher education frameworks has shaped higher education reform.
Internationalisation is therefore not only a matter of attracting foreign students or building research
partnerships. It is also part of Georgia’s broader effort to integrate into European educational and
institutional frameworks. This gives internationalisation a reform-oriented and legitimacy-building
function. Georgia uses European standards as a framework for modernisation, recognition and
institutional transformation.

The second area of convergence is quality assurance. All three countries operate within the European
higher education quality assurance environment. The ESG provides a common reference point for
internal and external quality assurance across the European Higher Education Area (European
Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education, 2015). Nevertheless, the function of quality
assurance varies significantly. In Germany, quality assurance is supported by a mature institutional
environment and federal coordination; it is embedded in a system with strong universities,
established administrative structures and long-standing governance mechanisms, which allows it to
operate as both a regulatory and developmental tool.

In France, quality assurance operates within a hybrid governance environment. The state remains
important, = but  universities also  possess institutional = autonomy  (European
Commission/EACEA/Eurydice, 2023b). This means that quality assurance must balance national
expectations with institutional responsibility. It is part of a broader transformation in which
universities are expected to become more autonomous, strategic and internationally competitive
while still operating within a strong public policy framework.

In Georgia, quality assurance is one of the main instruments of Europeanisation. External quality
assurance, programme accreditation and institutional authorisation have played a central role in
aligning Georgian higher education with European standards. This shows significant formal
convergence. However, the practical impact of quality assurance depends on whether it becomes
embedded in university governance. If it remains mainly a documentation exercise, its
developmental effect will be limited. If it is connected to teaching improvement, curriculum
development, academic staff support, student participation and strategic planning, it can become a
genuine mechanism of institutional transformation.

The third area of convergence is strategic governance. All three systems face the need to govern
higher education strategically because globalisation has increased pressure on universities to be
internationally visible, accountable, innovative and responsive to social and economic needs. Yet
strategic governance takes different forms. Germany's strategic governance is coordination-based,
requiring negotiation among Lander, federal bodies and higher education institutions. France's
strategic governance is state-guided and institutionally mediated: the state defines broad priorities,
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while universities are expected to act with greater autonomy. Georgia's strategic governance is
reform-oriented and capacity-dependent, relying on national strategies, European frameworks and
quality assurance reforms, but still needing to strengthen implementation.

These differences show that convergence does not eliminate historical governance traditions.
Germany's federalism continues to shape higher education policy. France's centralised state
tradition remains visible even as university autonomy grows. Georgia's reform path remains closely
linked to Europeanisation and institutional consolidation. Globalisation therefore does not replace
national models; it interacts with them - and, as noted in the theoretical framework, each of these
traditions is itself the product of an earlier governance trajectory rather than a neutral starting point
(Pierson, 2000).

Institutional capacity emerges as a further, and arguably decisive, axis of comparison. Germany has
strong institutional capacity, which allows it to absorb global pressures through existing governance
mechanisms; its universities and public authorities have the administrative resources, professional
experience and coordination structures necessary to translate European standards into practice. This
does not mean that Germany avoids all challenges: federal coordination can be complex, and
variation among Liander can produce differences in policy implementation. However, institutional
capacity makes this complexity manageable.

France also has significant state capacity. The French state can formulate national strategies, support
international positioning and regulate higher education development. At the same time, the
challenge lies in balancing state steering with university autonomy. If central governance is too
strong, institutional initiative may be constrained. If autonomy expands without sufficient resources
and strategic coordination, institutional inequalities may deepen. The French case therefore
illustrates the tension between public steering and institutional differentiation.

Georgia’s institutional capacity is still developing. The country has adopted important European
standards, created external quality assurance mechanisms and developed long-term strategic
documents. However, the deeper challenge is implementation. Institutional capacity in Georgia must
be strengthened at several levels: ministry-level policy coordination, quality assurance agency
capacity, university governance, academic staff development, internal quality systems, research
management and data-based decision-making. Georgia’s case shows that formal reform is necessary
but not sufficient. The decisive issue is whether reforms are institutionalised in everyday practice.

This distinction between formal and substantive convergence is one of the central findings of the
comparison. Germany and France show different forms of substantive adaptation because their
systems have stronger institutional capacity. Georgia shows significant formal convergence, but the
depth of substantive convergence depends on continued institutional development. As noted in the
Methodology, this claim rests on documentary evidence of formal commitments and capacity
indicators rather than on direct observation of institutional practice and should be read with that
limitation in mind.

Another important comparative issue is the role of autonomy. Globalisation often promotes
university autonomy because institutions are expected to compete, innovate and build international
partnerships. However, autonomy has different meanings in each system. In Germany, autonomy is
embedded in federal governance and academic tradition. In France, autonomy has expanded within
a historically centralised system. In Georgia, autonomy is connected to reform, quality assurance and
institutional development, but it must be supported by resources and governance capacity.
Autonomy without capacity may not produce stronger universities. It may simply transfer
responsibility to institutions that lack the tools to manage it effectively.

Quality assurance and autonomy also turn out to be closely entangled, rather than independent
policy levers. Quality assurance can support autonomy by demonstrating that institutions are
capable of responsible self-governance. However, it can also limit autonomy if it becomes overly
bureaucratic or compliance-oriented. In Germany, quality assurance is more likely to support
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institutional development because it is embedded in mature structures. In France, it contributes to
balancing state expectations and university autonomy. In Georgia, its developmental potential
depends on whether universities internalise quality culture rather than simply preparing for external
evaluation.

A further point concerns the relationship between higher education and national development. In all
three cases, higher education is linked to broader national objectives. In Germany, it is connected to
research, innovation and scientific competitiveness. In France, it is connected to national
attractiveness, public policy and international influence. In Georgia, it is connected to European
integration, institutional modernisation and national development. This means that higher
education policy cannot be treated as a narrow administrative field. It is part of state strategy,
economic development and international positioning.

Each system, finally, carries its own characteristic vulnerability. Germany's vulnerability lies mainly
in coordination complexity: a federal system must ensure coherence without undermining Lander
authority. France's vulnerability lies in the tension between centralisation and autonomy: the system
must ensure that universities have enough freedom and capacity while preserving public coherence.
Georgia's vulnerability lies in implementation and institutional capacity: the system must ensure
that reforms move beyond formal compliance and become embedded in university practice.

These differences support the paper’s main argument: globalisation is best understood as
institutional translation. Global and European standards do not enter national systems in a neutral
or identical form. They are interpreted through existing institutions. Germany translates them
through federal coordination. France translates them through state-guided autonomy. Georgia
translates them through Europeanisation and reform-oriented institutional development. The
outcome is convergence without uniformity.

The comparative discussion also has implications for policymaking. First, policymakers should avoid
assuming that adopting international standards automatically improves higher education. Standards
matter, but they must be supported by institutional capacity. Second, quality assurance should be
designed as a developmental mechanism rather than only a control instrument. Third, university
autonomy should be accompanied by resources, leadership capacity and accountability mechanisms.
Fourth, strategic management should connect international standards with national priorities and
institutional missions. Fifth, reform should be evaluated not only by formal compliance, but by
practical change in teaching, research, governance and quality culture.

Taken together, five main findings emerge from this comparison. First, globalisation encourages
policy convergence in higher education: Germany, France and Georgia all engage with
internationalisation, quality assurance and strategic governance as a common policy agenda.
Second, convergence is strongest at the level of formal policy instruments - countries adopt similar
standards, terminology and reform frameworks, while implementation remains nationally specific.
Third, institutional diversity persists because higher education systems are embedded in historical
governance traditions: Germany's federalism, France's centralised state tradition and Georgia's
reform-oriented Europeanisation shape how global models are interpreted and implemented.
Fourth, institutional capacity is the main factor explaining differences in implementation, with
strong capacity allowing global and European standards to become tools for institutional
development, and limited or developing capacity leading more readily to formal compliance without
deep transformation. Fifth, strategic management is essential for connecting global standards with
local realities: higher education reform cannot be effective if it only imports external models, but
must translate them into institutional practice through planning, coordination, stakeholder
engagement and quality culture.

Therefore, the cases of Germany, France and Georgia show that globalisation creates shared
pressures but not identical outcomes. Higher education systems remain nationally embedded. Their
capacity to benefit from globalisation depends on how effectively they translate external standards
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into internal development. The future of higher education policy will therefore depend not only on
participation in international frameworks, but also on the ability of states and universities to govern
strategically, build capacity and preserve meaningful institutional diversity.

Conclusion

This paper examined the influence of globalisation on higher education policy through the
comparative cases of Germany, France and Georgia. The analysis shows that globalisation creates
pressure for convergence, particularly in internationalisation, quality assurance and strategic
governance. However, convergence does not eliminate institutional diversity.

Germany demonstrates how global and European reforms can be integrated into a federal system
with strong coordination mechanisms and institutional capacity. France illustrates a hybrid model
in which a centralised state tradition coexists with growing university autonomy and international
attractiveness strategies. Georgia shows how Europeanisation and Bologna Process commitments
can drive formal reform, while also revealing the importance of implementation capacity and
institutional development.

The main conclusion is that globalisation should be understood not as homogenization, but as
institutional translation. Countries do not simply copy global models; they reinterpret them through
national institutions, administrative traditions, political priorities and university capacities-
capacities that are themselves the product of each system's governance history. Therefore, the
success of higher education reform depends not only on adopting international standards, but also
on transforming them into meaningful institutional practice.

For policymakers, this means that strategic management must go beyond formal compliance. It
should strengthen institutional capacity, support quality culture, protect academic autonomy,
improve coordination and connect international standards with national development goals. For
universities, the challenge is to use globalisation not merely as a source of pressure, but as an
opportunity for academic improvement, research development and responsible public engagement.

The cases of Germany, France and Georgia demonstrate that globalisation is not a uniform force. It
creates shared pressures, but national systems remain active interpreters of those pressures. Higher
education policy is therefore best understood as a field where global convergence and local diversity
interact continuously. The future effectiveness of higher education reform will depend on how
successfully states and universities manage this interaction.
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