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Abstract
This article belongs to a limited body of scholarship concerning inclusion in the Bologna Process. 
The Bologna Process aims to create the European Higher Education Area with comparable higher 
education structures within the European Higher Education Area member states. Unlike previous 
research that focuses on the implementation of one of the Bologna Process inclusion-related 
action lines (i.e. lifelong learning, student-centred education and social dimension), this article 
adopts a broader lens, and investigates the evolution of the meaning of ‘inclusion’ in the key 
international Bologna Process policy documents. This article argues that there is still a lack of 
clarity around the meaning of ‘inclusion’ in the Bologna Process, and the list of underprivileged 
groups that the Bologna Process aims to include in higher education, is absent. This article calls 
for an urgent review of this problem in the Bologna Process at the European Higher Education 
Area ministerial conference scheduled for 2020 which will set the agenda for post-2020 work in 
the European Higher Education Area.
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Introduction

In this article, I explore the definition of ‘inclusion’ in the Bologna Process (BP) key international 
policy documents. The BP, which is an international project, aims to create the European Higher 
Education Area (EHEA) with comparable higher education structures to provide opportunities for 
academic and job mobility and cultural exchange. The BP was initiated in 1998 by only four coun-
tries – the UK, Germany, Italy and France – but it has grown territorially. It currently involves 48 
countries (all of the European Union and some neighbouring states).
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The BP is the largest higher education initiative in the world which encompasses major develop-
ments in higher education (Vögtle and Martens, 2014). Including marginalised groups in higher 
education is one of the aims of the BP; however, the scholarship that researches this area of the BP 
is limited. Unlike previous research which has focused on the implementation of one of the BP 
inclusion-related action lines – that is, lifelong learning (Han, 2017), student-centred education 
(Sin, 2017) and social dimension (Jungblut, 2017) – this article adopts a broader lens and reports 
the findings of the posed research question: How did the definition of ‘inclusion’ develop in the key 
international policy documents of the Bologna project which operates in the neoliberal context and 
advocates the ideas of social justice? This study attempts to address this research question through 
the analysis of international policy documents on the EHEA website. Herein reported are the study 
design, findings and an explanation of how this study contributes to two bodies of literature con-
cerning the BP and a wider literature on inclusion in higher education.

This article is structured by setting out a theoretical framework for the analysis of policy docu-
ments by looking at the relationship between neoliberalism and inclusion. This is followed by a 
further review of the literature explaining the neoliberal nature of the BP as well as the literature 
that investigates inclusion-related action lines in the BP. Then, following the discussion of the 
methodological approach in collecting and analysing policy documents, the article discusses the 
findings of this research and provides a conclusion.

Neoliberalism and inclusion: conflicting or mutually constitutive 
powers

Neoliberalism and inclusion are usually presented in the literature as conflicting powers – drivers 
and shaping factors of higher education. The title of Liasidou and Symeou’s (2018) article provides 
an excellent illustration of this: ‘Neoliberal versus social justice reforms in education policy and 
practice: discourses, politics and disability rights in education’. These scholars conclude that neo-
liberal imperatives force out the discourse about social justice from education policy. A plethora of 
other scholars echo this argument in their work. They state that neoliberalism makes it difficult for 
inclusive policies to stand because they do not promote individual competition which is the pre-
rogative of neoliberalism (Cameron and Billington, 2017; Hardy and Woodcock, 2015; Mladenov, 
2015). This could be illustrated by Hardy and Woodcock’s (2015: 159) argument that ‘neoliberal 
conditions which would seek to limit concerns about issues of inclusion (are) not seen to contribute 
to increase economic competitiveness’. Furthermore, those discourses about inclusion that do 
stand their ground get shaped by neoliberalism and get transformed, following the absorption of 
some neoliberalist spirit. For instance, the higher education setting in the UK formally provides an 
inclusive environment for dyslexic students; however, in practice, these students ‘have to just deal 
with it’ (Cameron and Billington, 2017: 1358).

The remainder of this section builds a theoretical framework for the analysis of the empirical 
findings by highlighting a potential different type of relationship between neoliberalism and inclu-
sion – not as mutually exclusive powers. Inclusion and neoliberalism in education are explained 
separately; first, in order to capture the prevalent focus of prior relevant research on presenting 
these two powers as separate. I then show how they could be viewed as closely related powers. 
Although the initial separation of inclusion and neoliberalism below is prompted by the literature, 
it could be viewed as partially a theoretical distinction within. This distinction is scrutinised and 
questioned to suggest a close link between the two powers that are intertwined in their work in the 
area of higher education.
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Inclusion in education

The conceptual challenges in developing a systematised approach to negotiating inclusion in edu-
cation highlight the complexity of inclusion in education. This area is discussed in scholarly litera-
ture from a variety of angles: the relationship with other concepts; the issue of marginalised groups 
in education; policy-making and the geopolitics of inclusion in education.

The definition of ‘inclusion’. The term ‘inclusion’ is related to the terms ‘integration’, ‘participation’, 
‘recognition’, ‘diversity’ and ‘social justice’. Bossaert et al. (2011) point out that the concepts of 
‘inclusion’ ‘integration’ and ‘participation’ are used in the literature synonymously and refer to the 
same key themes around the perceptions and feelings of being accepted, quality interactions, etc. 
Bossaert et al. (2011: 60) as well as Koster et al. (2009: 117) refer to this as ‘the social dimension 
of inclusion in education’ which is about the recognition of diversity and its acceptance. Other 
scholars look in more detail at the relationship between diversity and social justice and see them as 
related and mutually reinforcing phenomena. More specifically, experiencing diversity in educa-
tion facilitates the development of positive attitudes to diversity and results in more social justice, 
which in turn helps create ground for more diversity (Adams and Bell, 2016; Peppin Vaughan, 
2016).

This is, of course, a process with many obstacles, one of which is the discrepancy between the 
formality of being included and the feeling in practice of being excluded. Hilt (2015: 165) main-
tains that there is a paradox in documents about education inclusion, as illustrated by the case of 
minority language pupils in schools: they ‘are being included as excluded as well as excluded as 
included in the documents, displaying how inclusion and exclusion are two sides of the same coin’. 
Gewirtz’s (2006) analysis of the multi-dimensional nature of social justice in education (discussion 
of the interrelatedness of the terms of inclusion and social justice (vide infra)) is helpful here as it 
further explains that often inclusion practices go hand in hand with exclusion practices – for 
instance, in order to help an underprivileged group they are often first labelled as such, and the act 
of labelling is unjust in its own nature.

The common ground shared by all the terms discussed above is a focus on the group(s) that need 
support. This is also the case when we look at the concepts of ‘inclusion’ and ‘social justice’ in 
education, despite the existence of two perspectives on this relationship. On one hand, a number of 
studies suggest that social justice and inclusion are two separate but, at the same time, related pro-
cesses. In particular, Hodge (2017: 112) states that ‘(i)nclusion and social justice are about belong-
ing in the world unfettered by the disablements of poverty, illness and prejudice. They are dependent 
upon interdependence, community and collaborative enterprise.’ Furthermore, inclusion here is 
seen as a narrower phenomenon than social justice. Hodkinson (2010: 63) states: ‘Interestingly, it 
is becoming apparent that inclusion is being conceptualised as relating solely to children with spe-
cial educational needs and the relationships these individuals have with mainstream schools.’ On 
the other hand, the scholar criticizes such a narrow conceptualisation of inclusion, accusing it of 
being fragmented and devaluing a broader meaning of inclusion. He argues for a more encompass-
ing perspective on what inclusion is: ‘It is my view that inclusion must be a broad church with solid 
foundations . . . Inclusion from this perspective would relate to special needs as well as to gender, 
sexual orientation, race, ethnicity, age, culture and social class’ (Hodkinson, 2010: 63). This way 
of defining inclusion resonates with a few other authors in the field of inclusion in education. For 
instance, Booth and Ainscow (1998: 54) maintain that ‘(i)nclusion and exclusion are as much about 
participation and marginalisation in relation to race, gender, sexuality, poverty and unemployment 
as they are about traditional special education concerns’. Such a broad way of looking at inclusion 
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in education addresses the same issue as social justice – overcoming the marginalisation of differ-
ent groups of people. For instance, Bell and Adams (2016: 21) state:

Social justice is both a goal and a process. The goal of social justice is full and equitable participation of 
people from all social identity groups in a society that is mutually shaped to meet their needs. The process 
for attaining the goal of social justice should also be democratic and participatory, respectful of human 
diversity and group differences, and inclusive and affirming of human agency and capacity for working 
collaboratively with others to create change.

Some scholars such as Opotow (2018) use the terms ‘inclusion’ and ‘social justice’ synony-
mously. This article adopts the same approach particularly because the policy documents that were 
used for the empirical part of this research seem to aspire to the social dimension of inclusion in 
education and focus on the broad picture of it – overcoming the marginalisation of different under-
privileged groups. While it may seem that the methodological and theoretical approach here deter-
mines the research results, it is only partially true. Indeed, the research standpoint determines what 
is seen during and in the results of the research (Anfara and Mertz, 2014). While this is the case in 
this study as well, the findings should not be seen as an artefact. The decision to treat the terms 
‘social justice’ and ‘inclusion’ as synonyms reflects the fact that many definitions of both terms in 
the literature share the same foundation. The choice to link the definition of these terms to over-
coming the marginalisation of underprivileged groups was also informed by explicit references to 
the idea of underprivileged groups in the documents selected for this study.

The issue of marginalised groups in education. A lot of studies have explored inclusion in education 
from the perspective of who needs it. Studies on the inclusion of marginalised groups in education 
are numerous, particularly in the area of pre-tertiary education. The following marginalised groups 
are discussed: children with special education needs (SEN) (Shaw, 2017), race and ethnic minori-
ties (Curcic et al., 2014), immigrants (Cropley, 2017), religious minorities (Mirza and Meetoo, 
2018), girls, particularly in developing countries, (Harper et al., 2018), the LGBTQIA community 
(lesbian, gay, bisexual, trans-gender/sexual, queer, intersex and asexual people) (White et al., 
2018) and children from lower socio-economic backgrounds (Riessman and Miller, 2017).

Literature on tertiary education echoes the foci on the types of marginalised groups present in 
the literature on pre-tertiary education. However, it places more emphasis on the transition of peo-
ple from lower social classes, different gender identities and older age groups to higher education 
and their participation in higher education. Recent policies for widening access to higher education 
for those who struggle financially in many developed countries, as well as some developing coun-
tries, have been a breakthrough in supporting the working class (Hunt, 2016). However, a range of 
challenges remain, such as many working-class representatives feeling they do not ‘fit in’ in higher 
education (Hazelkorn, 2015). Gender inequality in higher education has also attracted a lot of 
attention in research, particularly the topics of hegemonic masculinity in universities (Scoats, 
2017), a gender gap in attainment (Van Bavel et al., 2018) and the needs of LGBTQIA students 
(Mobley and Johnson, 2015). Another important focus of the literature about inclusion in tertiary 
education is on the problems of access and participation of mature students (Guan and Ploner, 
2020; Parr, 2019; Saddler and Sundin, 2020). These studies also discuss the situation in different 
countries. They also tend to highlight the intersection of the mature student’s age and other chal-
lenging aspects of a student’s identity that contribute to the marginalisation of mature students. 
While social classes, gender and age are clear foci in the literature about inclusion in higher educa-
tion, SEN is a more silenced area here, as compared to the literature on pre-tertiary education. 
Those limited studies focus mainly on the challenges of including students with autism spectrum 
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disorder (Casement et al., 2017), physical disabilities (Evans, 2017) and specific learning difficul-
ties such as dyslexia (Cameron and Billington, 2017). Clearly, access is not the only determinant 
of inclusion in these studies, as overcoming the challenges of marginalisation during student edu-
cation is also important.

Policy-making and the geopolitics of inclusion in education. The focus on marginalised groups in edu-
cation has been promoted globally by UNESCO since the issue of its Education 2030 Incheon 
Declaration and framework for action in 2015, which compiled the following list of these groups:

All people, irrespective of sex, age, race, colour, ethnicity, language, religion, political or other opinion, 
national or social origin, property or birth, as well as persons with disabilities, migrants, indigenous 
peoples, and children and youth, especially those in vulnerable situations or other status (UNESCO et al., 
2015: 25).

It is also acknowledged in the Declaration that ‘the list . . . is not exhaustive and that countries and 
regions may identify and address other status-based vulnerability, marginalisation, discrimination 
and exclusion in education’ (UNESCO et al., 2015: 25).

A degree of convergence in the work of different countries towards the achievement of the goal 
mentioned above should be recognised. This is due to the references to both developed and devel-
oping countries in the discussion of marginalised groups in education in general, as well as specifi-
cally in tertiary education, such as the issue of class analysed by Hunt (2016). However, a great 
extent of national variation in this area should be acknowledged due to countries’ different eco-
nomic and ideological standpoint. For instance, adults with disabilities have different opportunities 
with regard to education in low-income and middle-income countries (Hosseinpoor et al., 2016). 
In addition to the focus on specific marginalised groups, there are other dimensions of the work of 
countries in the area of inclusion in education, such as online education provision for their student 
population or teacher education for inclusion. The goal to develop online education in African 
countries acts as ‘promises of access and inclusion’ (Lelliott et al., 2000: 45). Teacher training for 
inclusive education in diverse international contexts poses many challenges but these challenges 
could be overcome by focusing on the essential areas of competence and values, such as ‘sharing 
practices, challenging assumptions, questioning traditional teacher education programme designs’ 
(Engelbrecht, 2013: 118).

The 48 countries that belong to the EHEA have been working on harmonising their higher edu-
cation systems. While the main governing bodies of the EHEA and country representatives set the 
agenda for the signatory states to develop their higher education systems, the ‘soft governance in 
the EHEA lets national policy-makers shape the expression of the Bologna Process agenda in their 
countries’ (Kushnir, 2015: 12). This makes it fair to expect a degree of national variation in the 
implementation of the inclusion agenda of the EHEA. The room for variation could also depend on 
the degree of specificity of the international EHEA agenda and how it has developed over time. 
The answer to the research question posed by this article about the development of the definition 
of ‘inclusion’ could be used as a stepping stone for further policy implementation research.

Neoliberalism in education

The term ‘neoliberalism’ has been used a lot in different bodies of literature since 1980, yet it is 
often left undefined and thus has become an ‘imprecise buzzword’ (Thorsen, 2010: 188). It is not 
easy to define neoliberalism as it is a very broad phenomenon characterising different stages of the 
development of economic and social systems. They may, arguably, vary from time to time and 
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place to place. However, it is important to establish a reference point for understanding what 
exactly neoliberalism entails. Davies and Bansel (2007) challenge the assumption that the meaning 
of neoliberalism is self-explanatory by providing the following definition. According to these 
scholars, neoliberalism is

the transformation of the administrative state, one previously responsible for human well-being, as well as 
for the economy, into a state that gives power to global corporations and installs apparatuses and 
knowledges through which people are reconfigured as productive economic entrepreneurs of their own 
lives. We suggest it is primarily this reconfiguration of subjects as economic entrepreneurs, and of 
institutions capable of producing them, which is central to understanding the structuring of possible fields 
of action that has been taking place with the installation of neoliberal modes of governance (Davies and 
Bansel, 2007: 248).

This suggests that the development of neoliberalism brought about the reconfiguration of the iden-
tity of a citizen from a passive recipient of support to an active consumer and competitor.

The recent state of affairs in higher education resonates with the issues raised in the definition 
of neoliberalism above. Higher education policies in the neoliberal context ‘anchor’ neoliberalism 
through the work of experts (Ball, 2017: 29). A slowly but steadily diminishing role of the state in 
the neoliberalism era in general, which is emphasised by Thorsen (2010), is echoed in higher edu-
cation policy-making (Ball, 2017). Universities have been transformed to produce such highly 
individualised and competitive graduates who have become ‘entrepreneurial actors across all 
dimensions of their lives’ (Brown, 2003: 38). For instance, Morrison (2017: 197) states that univer-
sity students are now ‘responsibilized consumers’, and Kelly et al. (2017: 105) similarly argue that 
universities aim to produce students that correspond to ‘the engaged student ideal’.

Ball (2015), who analyses the shift in governing of higher education, states that competitive 
self-ambitions are replacing collective interests and transforming them into commercial values. 
The scholar maintains that the all-devouring focus on benchmarks, tests and audits in higher educa-
tion is undermining the professionalism of education practitioners at all levels of education; and 
the author calls for the need to reignite the focus on ‘real educational work’ which is about ethics 
and morals (Ball, 2015: 1046). In response, Evans (2018) recognises that some changes have 
already taken place, predominantly in the reshaping of European academic professionalism. The 
author argues that ‘the neoliberal model is moribund. How imminent is its demise remains to be 
seen, but its days are certainly numbered’ (Evans, 2018: 23). This statement is important for the 
analysis of the transformation of neoliberalism discourse in the EHEA later in the article. That 
analysis suggests that Evans (2018) quite rightly noticed the change but neoliberalism may, in fact, 
not be declining but rather undergoing transformations, whereby a more dialogical and accepting 
relationship between neoliberalism and inclusion discourses has started developing in the EHEA.

Inclusion and neoliberalism interlinked in education

Clearly, the literature presents neoliberalism and inclusion as a duality, as two powers that cannot 
reconcile and that work on exclusionary terms. The co-existence of the two is assumed but it is not 
a harmonious co-existence. This paper adopts a different perspective by recognising that neoliber-
alism and inclusion should not necessarily always be seen as pulling the education agenda in oppo-
site directions.

My stance on this matter is perhaps closest to Cameron and Billington’s (2017) suggestion that 
neoliberalism penetrates into the social justice discourse and neoliberalises it. I propose to advance 
this idea further and anticipate a more harmonious co-existence of the two, so to say, ideologies 



Kushnir 7

– neoliberalism and inclusion – as one phenomenon, the name for which is yet to be found. This 
phenomenon may combine a mutually shaping relationship between neoliberalism and inclusion 
which reveals the neoliberalisation of inclusion as much as a growing inclusivity of 
neoliberalism.

The neo-institutionalist approach can offer an explanation of this phenomenon if the EHEA is 
viewed as an institution. Streeck and Thelen (2005), examining different theories of institutional 
change, explain that institutions are open systems that must interact with their environments and 
adapt in order to survive, and that institutional changes develop in incremental and cumulatively 
transformative processes. The growing mutually shaping relationship between neoliberalism and 
inclusion in the EHEA documents may be a result of such incremental combination of the two in 
the context of the globally developing trend of neoliberalism (Ball, 2017) and the discourse of 
social justice promoted universally (Peppin Vaughan, 2016).

The question would still remain in terms of how education policy may be affected in the context 
of a mutually shaping relationship between neoliberalism and inclusion. Prunty (1985: 138) main-
tains that

it is important for the policy analyst to recognise the difference between symbolic and material policies. 
Indeed, the former type dovetails snugly with the critical theorist's concern about symbolic forms of 
domination. Assuming that a just and equitable policy statement is produced in the policy process, this in 
itself is no assurance that material change will occur.

The distinction between material and symbolic policies has remained a useful analytical tool in 
policy analysis up to now. For instance, Hardy and Woodcock (2015) apply it to their research and 
detail the meaning of these two types of policies. According to the authors, symbolic policies are 
broad, vague and ambiguous with few resources at their disposal and lack a precise plan for imple-
mentation. The other type includes material, or substantive, policies which, on the contrary, are 
more focused in terms of their meaning and goals with concrete strategies for implementation, and 
which ultimately target a return of investment. Whichever type of policy dominates in the age of 
neoliberalism is debatable. Hardy and Woodcock (2015) imply that material policies prevail in the 
neoliberal context of education, while Rizvi and Lingard (2009) explain that different types of poli-
cies are equally likely to be promoted in the globalising neoliberal education context, depending 
on the purpose which is pursued by policy-makers.

While the degrees of commitment to the practical implementation of material and symbolic 
policies differ, both types of policies may be related to ‘a discursive ensemble’. This is the term 
Ball (2017) adopts to describe a set of interrelated concepts and arguments aimed to justify educa-
tion reform. The starting point of such a discursive ensemble, according to the scholar, is a short-
coming in addressing certain issues by previous reforms. The neoliberal rhetoric is embedded in 
the elements of a discursive ensemble which are ‘both local and specific as well as generic and 
global’ (Ball, 2017: 37). Ball (2017) recognises that the elements of a discursive ensemble may 
convey a range of meanings. If neoliberalism and inclusion are seen as two sides of one coin, then 
both neoliberalism and inclusion may be seen as embedded in the elements of possibly one discur-
sive ensemble of a policy. These elements formed the basis of the thematic analysis of policy docu-
ments for this study, which is explained in the methodology section.

Inclusion-related action lines in the neoliberalist BP

The EHEA is not an exception in the world of neoliberal policy-making in education. The literature 
on the EHEA echoes to a great extent the focus on neoliberalism in the wider education literature, 
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discussed above. A large body of literature on the BP mentions, in one way or another, that the BP 
is a neoliberalist endeavour (Antunes, 2012;  Commisso, 2013; Damro and Friedman, 2018; Fejes, 
2008; Hujak and Sik-Lanyi, 2017; Jayasuriya, 2010; Kašić, 2016; Lorenz, 2012; Lucas, 2019; 
Lundbye-Cone, 2018; Mitchell, 2006; Novoa, 2007; Pritchard, 2011; Tabulawa, 2009). Specifically, 
Lundbye-Cone (2018) mentions a ‘neoliberal cholera’ in EHEA policy-making (1022), with ‘a 
neoliberal hegemony arching over the last two decades’ (1020). Indeed, tuning education for the 
market (Antunes, 2012) and building a knowledge-based economy have been among the aims of 
the EHEA and ‘buzzwords’ in its policy-making, whereby knowledge is a key driver of economic 
development (Hujak and Sik-Lanyi, 2017). Damro and Friedman (2018) emphasise the importance 
of market factors through which the European Union influences policy actors in higher education, 
particularly in the EHEA. Academia is turning into a market altogether in the context of the BP as 
its nature is neoliberal (Cosar and Ergul, 2015). It is a new public management tool in higher edu-
cation for promoting accountability, benchmarking, stocktaking and control. In this context, higher 
education is turning into a commodity for those who know the rules of the game and can either 
purchase it or access it in a different way and learn to take advantage of everything that is on offer 
while in education (Stech, 2011). The task of the EHEA is to prepare a new type of flexible highly 
skilled, self-programmable employee (Tabulawa, 2009), and ‘efficiency, accountability, responsi-
bility, autonomy, market, choice, customers’ have become a ‘hackneyed terminology’ in the EHEA 
(Novoa, 2007: 145). Evidently, neoliberalism is integral to the nature of the BP and all areas of its 
work, including how it is organised.

The focus of this article is directed at the voice of inclusion in the neoliberalist EHEA. Thus, it 
is worth looking at the literature that evokes the theme of inclusion in the EHEA. There is a sepa-
rate body of literature about the EHEA which explores the implementation of different action lines 
of the BP. It explicitly mentions three action lines as related to inclusion: lifelong learning, student-
centred learning and social dimension. This literature also recognises the multi-faceted nature of 
inclusion and its place both in higher education and in a wider society.

The promotion of inclusion in higher education and society in general through lifelong learning 
is discussed by Kersh and Huegler (2018) and Schuetze and Slowey (2020). Student-centeredness 
of education is claimed by Sin (2015) to be as a promoting factor of inclusion. Powell and Finger 
(2013) call upon viewing social mobility, which should result from the BP social dimension, as a 
route to inclusion. The literature on the lifelong learning action line documents that it aims to ease 
access to higher education for people of all ages and education backgrounds by supporting the 
recognition of different forms of prior learning, including non-formal learning (Han, 2017). A few 
studies highlight the advantages of the implementation of this action line in the EHEA as it devel-
ops human capital (Šmídová et al., 2017) and facilitates upward social mobility (Marr and Butcher, 
2018). Some studies such as the one by Lester (2018) problematise policy nuances in the process 
of the recognition of prior learning by explaining that there are different patterns of learning that 
take place outside formal institutions throughout the course of life, but which lead to the same 
outcomes in terms of higher education access.

Student-centred learning as opposed to a teacher-dominated transmission of knowledge to stu-
dents is perhaps the least researched action line among the three inclusion-related action lines. Sin 
(2017) explores the manifestations of student-centred learning as a student empowerment tool 
across national and institutional settings in the case of physics master’s degree curricula. Klemenčič 
(2017: 69) takes a different angle in their research and questions the meaning of this term. The 
author criticises ‘the eclectic use of SCL (student-centred learning) in association with a broad 
variety of policy issues’. The author also questions the suitability of student engagement as a con-
ceptual foundation of student-centred learning.
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While the term ‘student-centred learning’ is often used as an umbrella term for multiple policy 
issues, according to Klemenčič (2017), the meaning of the term ‘social dimension’ is accused of 
being vague by Yagci (2014). The author states:

The social dimension entered into the Bologna Process as an ambiguous action area in 2001 and has 
remained so in terms of its policy measures. Despite this ambiguity and lack of action, the social dimension 
has not dropped off the Bologna Process agenda . . . the social dimension is a policy item that found a way 
into the Bologna Process agenda, but could not grow into an implementable policy (509).

Holford (2014: 7) expresses a similar idea when talking about ‘a lost honour of the Social 
Dimension’. The definition of social dimension is associated with widening access to people of 
different socio-economic status (Jungblut, 2017; Riddell and Weedon, 2014) and social mobility 
(Powell and Finger, 2013). Neugebauer et al. (2016: 51) question the ultimate outcome of this idea, 
arguing that the introduction of two cycles studies in the BP – bachelor’s and master’s – yields a 
‘new form of differentiation for social inequality’ because very few students from poor and unedu-
cated families progress from the first to the second cycle. Indeed, the meaning of social dimension 
seems to be somewhat similar to the meaning of lifelong learning. The latter is, arguably, also 
about widening access but lifelong learning does not place the emphasis on people from lower 
socio-economic backgrounds, unlike social dimension.

All these studies focus on one of the action lines, unlike the research presented in this article. 
Moreover, the literature about these inclusion-related action lines has not yet interrogated directly 
the overall definition of inclusion in the BP key international policy documents and the evolution 
of this definition, and has not analysed it in relation to neoliberalism. The design and findings of 
the study that addresses this gap are presented below.

Methodology

The gap in the literature highlighted above prompted the following research question: How did the 
definition of ‘inclusion’ develop in the key international policy documents of the Bologna project 
which operates in the neoliberal context and advocates the ideas of social justice? The answer to 
this question was sought through policy document searches on the EHEA website and qualitative 
thematic analysis of these documents. The data collection and analysis were conducted between 
June and August 2018.

Eighteen key documents, issued between 1998 and 2018, were collected (see Appendix). All 
declarations and communiqués (nine in total) resulting from the EHEA ministerial conferences 
were collected because these documents presented the results of stocktaking of the achievements 
of the EHEA and an outline of further goals. Each of these documents was supplemented by a 
relevant work programme or plan (nine in total) to see concrete steps that resulted from the goals 
outlined in the declarations and communiqués. Each of the declarations or communiqués, and their 
related work programme, or plan, belong to one of nine so-called periods of the development of the 
EHEA. These periods are identified for the purpose of analysis in this paper based on the time-
frames in between each ministerial conference: 1998–2001, 2001–2003, 2003–2005, 2005–2007, 
2007–2009, 2009–2012, 2012–2015, 2015–2018, 2018–2020. The years in these periods overlap 
because the ministerial conferences took place a number of months into a year, and thus work pro-
grammes or plans relate to overlapping years.

Manual thematic analysis of these documents consisted of two phases. Since the focus of this 
research is on the meaning of inclusion, the first phase of analysis was about identifying inclusion-
related sections in the policy documents, obtaining the information relevant to the action lines of 
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the BP identified in the literature as related to inclusion: lifelong learning (e.g. Han, 2017), student-
centred education (e.g. Sin, 2017) and social dimension (e.g. Jungblut, 2017). The second and 
bigger phase of the thematic analysis was guided by the theoretical framework constructed for this 
research – focusing on the dialogue between the discourse of inclusion and that of neoliberalism in 
the inclusion-related action lines. This analysis was conducted chronologically following the 
stages of the development of the BP. This phase of the analysis followed Rubin and Rubin’s (2012) 
guide for open and axial coding. Open coding entailed breaking down the data in the documents 
into categories and sub-categories, or, in other words, themes and sub-themes, while being open to 
different insights. The open coding was done around the elements of the ‘discursive ensemble’ of 
the three action lines in the BP documents that was expected to have embedded both neoliberalism 
and inclusion discursive elements. Examples of the inclusion-related discursive elements that were 
considered include ‘social justice’, ‘inclusion’, ‘support’ and ‘cooperation’ (Hodkinson, 2010) as 
well as the social justice categories identified by Booth and Ainscow (1998) and Hodkinson (2010), 
such as ‘race’, ‘ethnicity’, ‘culture’, ‘gender’, ‘age’, ‘sexuality’, ‘social class’ and ‘special educa-
tion needs’. Open coding for the neoliberalist discursive elements was focused around such com-
mon neoliberalist terminology identified by Ball (2017) as ‘competition’, ‘excellence’ and 
‘performance’. The categories and sub-categories from the open coding were regrouped in the 
axial coding, consequently highlighting the nature of the relationship between the social justice 
and neoliberal discursive elements within the information about the inclusion-related action lines 
of the BP, and the evolution of this relationship since 1998. These categories and sub-categories 
with relevant quotes were recorded on 34 pages of a Word document.

It is worth clarifying the semantics of ‘meaning’ and ‘definition’ as these terms are key to my 
research question and the discussion that follows. We can talk about a meaning of a definition, dif-
ferent definitions conveying a meaning, or a meaning and definition as interchangeable concepts 
(Geeraerts, 2003). For the purpose of this article, the ‘meaning’ of inclusion is seen as a broader 
concept that derives from multiple pointers with regard to the definition of inclusion as presented 
in the Bologna documents.

The meaning of ‘inclusion’ in the BP documents

This section presents key findings from the thematic analysis about the meaning of ‘inclusion’ in 
the BP key policy documents. An explicit definition of inclusion is missing in the BP policy docu-
ments. Understanding ‘inclusion’ in the BP, in terms of the three action lines (lifelong learning, 
student-centred education and social dimension), as previous research implies, has pitfalls when 
applying it to making sense of the key policy documents in the BP. Inclusion is presented as a tight 
interrelationship with neoliberalist discourse, and thus, a more productive way of understanding 
inclusion as it is presented in the BP documents may be through considering that inclusion and 
neoliberalism may be two sides of the same coin. This metaphor is used to highlight how closely 
related inclusion and neoliberalism appear to be here, and not to suggest that symmetry exists 
between these two concepts. The relationship between inclusion and neoliberalist discourses in the 
BP has been evolving in the relevant policy texts since the commencement of the BP in 1998. 
However, the definition of inclusion remains vague in the documents, as it is still unclear what 
specific underprivileged groups are meant to be included in the BP.

The meaning of ‘inclusion’ not confined by the BP action lines

Understanding ‘inclusion’ in terms of the three action lines (lifelong learning, student-centred edu-
cation and social dimension), as implicitly suggested in the literature presented earlier, has pitfalls 
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because of the overlaps among these action lines and, consequently, unclear relationships amongst 
them. This part of the main argument of this article adds to the fragmented account of a similar idea 
in the literature. Vagueness in the meaning of the inclusion-related social dimension action line is 
highlighted by Holford (2014) and Yagci (2014). In addition, Klemenčič (2017) emphasises an 
eclectic use of the idea of student-centred learning in the relevant action line.

Unlike these studies that are focused on single BP action lines, this research analyses all inclu-
sion-related action lines and highlights inconsistencies in presenting the relationships among these 
action lines in policy documents. They are often presented as separate priorities of equal value. 
This can be illustrated by how they are listed as headings for the sections that discuss separate 
action lines for the future in the Leuven (Appendix, EHEA, 2009) declaration: ‘Social dimension: 
equitable access and completion’ (2), ‘Lifelong learning’ (3) and ‘Student-centred learning and the 
teaching mission of higher education’ (3). However, a different relationship among these action 
lines is sometimes presented in the BP documents. For instance, ‘social dimension’ is used as a 
collective term for other action lines, including lifelong learning in the work plan 2012–2015 
(Appendix, Bologna Follow Up Group, 2013: 17): ‘Support the development of national access 
policies by elaborating core indicators that may be used for measuring and monitoring the relevant 
aspects of the social dimension in higher education, including lifelong learning.’ 

So the meaning of ‘inclusion’ in the BP should not be confined to the three inclusion-related 
action lines in the BP because there are overlaps between these action lines, and they are not always 
discussed in the documents as action lines ‘of the same level’, even though they are presented as 
such in other places in the documents. There are other aspects of how the definition of ‘inclusion’ 
is presented in the BP and they are important to investigate to understand the state of the arts of the 
issues of the meaning of ‘inclusion’ in the BP.

Connection between inclusion and neoliberalism in the BP

The idea that neoliberalist discourse may penetrate the inclusion discourse in education is sug-
gested by Cameron and Billington (2017). My research evidences this in the case of the BP inclu-
sion-related action lines. It is illustrated with the help of the underlined parts of the following 
quotations from policy documents in relation to each of the BP inclusion-related action lines – life-
long learning, social dimension and student-centred learning, respectively:

(L)ifelong learning learning strategies are necessary to face the challenges of competitiveness (neoliberalist 
discourse) and the use of new technologies and to improve social cohesion, equal opportunities (inclusion 
discourse) (Appendix, EHEA, 2001: 2; my emphasis).

Ministers reaffirm the importance of the social dimension of the Bologna Process. The need to increase 
competitiveness (neoliberalist discourse) must be balanced with the objective of improving the social 
characteristics of the European Higher Education Area, aiming at strengthening social cohesion and 
reducing social and gender inequalities (inclusion discourse) (Appendix, EHEA, 2003: 1; my emphasis).

Student-centred learning and mobility will help students develop the competences they need in a 
changing labour market (neoliberalist discourse) . . . We call upon all actors involved. . . to foster student-
centred learning as a way of empowering the learner in all forms of education, providing the best solution 
for sustainable and flexible learning paths (inclusion discourse) (Appendix, EHEA, 2009: 1–2: my 
emphasis).
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While previous research reveals that neoliberalism plays a great role in the work of the EHEA 
(Lundbye-Cone, 2018), this study demonstrates that there is an intertwined relationship between 
inclusion and neoliberalist discourse in the discussion of the three inclusion-related action lines of 
the BP. It is impossible to understand the meaning of inclusion without considering this intertwined 
relationship between inclusion and neoliberalism.

Evolving meaning of inclusion in its tight relationship with neoliberalism

The relationship between inclusion and neoliberalism in the three inclusion-related action lines has 
not been static. It has been evolving in the BP key policy documents, and it is important to review 
this to explain the dynamic nature of the meaning of ‘inclusion’. The thematic analysis of policy 
documents suggests that the following three phases in this evolving relationship could be distin-
guished: 1998–2005, 2005–2012 and 2012–2020. The years overlap in these phases for the same 
reason as the periods of the development of the EHEA mentioned earlier in this article – because 
policy documents are issued a number of months into a year, which marks the end of the period 
covered by the previous documents and starts a new period. The content of the neoliberalist dis-
course focused on the development of individual competitiveness and economic potential of the 
EHEA, which remained the same throughout these phases. So did the strengths of this discourse 
– the frequency of the occurrence of the language related to this content. What changed was the 
strengths and content of the inclusion discourse.

The first phase in the evolving relationship of inclusion and neoliberalism (1998–2005) is char-
acterised by relatively equal strengths of the inclusion and neoliberalist discourses in the declara-
tions and communiqués and their corresponding plans and programmes. This was judged on the 
basis of the occurrence of inclusive or neoliberalist language in the policy documents with refer-
ence to the three inclusion-related action lines. The context of the inclusion discourse in this phase 
was focused predominantly on access to higher education and the participation in it:

Promotion of (academic and job) mobility by overcoming obstacles to the effective exercise of free 
movement with particular attention to . . . access to training and training opportunities and to related 
service (Appendix, EHEA, 1999: 3).

Ministers affirmed that students should participate in and influence the organisation and content of 
education at universities and other higher education institutions (Appendix, EHEA, 2001: 3).

The people for whom this access and participation was facilitated were from diverse cultural 
and language backgrounds with different aspirations and abilities (Appendix, EHEA, 1999, 2001). 
Higher education ‘for all citizens’, as a term, first became used in 2003 (Appendix, EHEA, 2003: 
1). This term continued to be used in subsequent phases. For instance, this phrase is used in the 
document from the second phase (2005–2015) – ‘higher education equally accessible to all’ 
(Appendix, EHEA, 2005: 4).

The second phase in the evolving relationship of inclusion and neoliberalism (2005–2012) is 
characterised by the strengthening of the inclusion discourse, while the neoliberalist discourse 
remained relatively consistent. The strengthening here is referred to the number of times inclusion 
language is used in the documents in addition to the neoliberalist discourse. This could also be 
interpreted as a transformation of the inclusion discourse in a way that allowed it to develop a more 
reconciled relationship with the powerful neoliberalist discourse. The content of the inclusive dis-
course became enriched in this phase because of the additional strong focus on the transition to the 
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labour market even though employability was mentioned briefly in the documents of the previous 
phase as well (e.g. Appendix, Allegre et al., 1998). In addition, a stronger focus on continuous 
professional development for all citizens also developed:

The European Higher Education Area is structured around three cycles, where each level has the function 
of preparing the student for the labour market, for further competence building and for active citizenship 
(Appendix, EHEA, 2005: 6).

Areas to be covered in the report will include . . . the role of higher education in lifelong learning and 
continuing professional development (Appendix Bologna Follow Up Group, 2008: 6).

The third phase in the evolving relationship of inclusion and neoliberalism covers the timeframe 
of 2015–2020. The cut-off point for this phase is in 2020 because the next EHEA ministerial con-
ference is scheduled for the end of 2020 (EHEA, 2018), and most recent BP documents are issued 
with this deadline in mind (e.g. Appendix, EHEA, 2018). This phase of the development of the 
relationship between inclusion and neoliberalism in the EHEA is characterised by a further trans-
formation of the inclusion discourse that allowed for even more inclusion-related language while 
the neoliberalist discourse still remained consistent. In this phase, the content of the inclusive dis-
course became enriched by the emergence of explicit references for the first time in the documents 
to the term ‘inclusion’ and its derivatives, denoting the support for marginalised groups in educa-
tion which would consequently help build an inclusive society:

Making our systems more inclusive is an essential aim for the EHEA as our populations become more and 
more diversified (Appendix, EHEA, 2015: 2).

We therefore commit to developing new and inclusive approaches for continuous enhancement of learning 
and teaching across the EHEA (Appendix, EHEA, 2018: 3).

Clearly, the meaning of inclusion was evolving in its relationship with neoliberalism. 
Interestingly, the strengthening of the inclusion discourse did not mean the diminishing of neolib-
eralist discourse. It meant its transformation. Thus, Evans (2018: 23) expected the ‘demise of 
neoliberalism’ in the near future; however, this may well not be the death of neoliberalism but 
rather its transformation, whereby it has developed in such a way that it can integrate with the 
social justice agenda. The social justice agenda has transformed itself to have a more reconciled 
relationship with the neoliberalist discourse. Thus, we may be witnessing a transformation from 
the vision of an all-devouring neoliberalism, which pushes social justice away, prevalent in the 
prior literature on the topic.

This evolving relationship between neoliberalism and inclusion seems to be illustrative of what 
Streeck and Thelen (2005) postulate as an incremental and gradually transformative institutional 
change process. The growing mutually shaping relationship between neoliberalism and inclusion 
in the EHEA documents may be as a result of such an incremental combination of the two, whereby 
we are witnessing a productive combination of neoliberalism and inclusion in the neoliberalisation 
of inclusion, as much as a growing inclusivity of neoliberalism.

Remaining gaps in the definition of ‘inclusion’

Up to now we have learned that understanding the meaning of inclusion in the BP with reference 
only to the content of the three action lines is not enough. We should also consider the tight 
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mutually shaping relationship between inclusion and neoliberalist discourse in these action lines. 
This relationship has been dynamic, with the inclusion discourse strengthening its position in 
this relationship over time. While all this is essential in our understanding of the meaning of 
inclusion in the BP, this is still not an exhaustive account as there are a few gaps in the definition 
of ‘inclusion’.

An explicit definition of inclusion is missing in the BP documents but this is not a revelation in 
itself as this is the reason why this research has been conducted – to find out what inclusion means 
in the BP. There are gaps remaining in the definition of inclusion because the key term – ‘under-
represented groups’ or its synonyms – that are used with the reference to inclusion are never 
explained in the BP policy documents, except for the only example – people from lower socio-
economic backgrounds: ‘social and economic background should not be a barrier to access to 
higher education, successful completion of studies and meaningful employment after graduation’ 
(Appendix, Bologna Follow Up Group, 2005b: 21).

Other than that, the term ‘underrepresented groups’ is usually used without further explicit 
explanation of its meaning. For instance

Access into higher education should be widened by fostering the potential of students from underrepresented 
groups and by providing adequate conditions for the completion of their studies. This involves improving 
the learning environment, removing all barriers to study, and creating the appropriate economic conditions 
for students to be able to benefit from the study opportunities at all levels. Each participating country will 
set measurable targets for widening overall participation and increasing participation of underrepresented 
groups in higher education, to be reached by the end of the next decade. Efforts to achieve equity in higher 
education should be complemented by actions in other parts of the educational system (Appendix, EHEA, 
2009: 2).

One may expect at least some indication in this lengthy quotation of who exactly belongs to the 
underrepresented groups but it is not provided. This is the case in many other documents where this 
term is used (e.g. Appendix, Bologna Follow Up Group, 2013; EHEA, 2010). There are, however, 
documents where some clues of the areas that are linked to the underrepresented groups are 
provided:

We will support higher education institutions in enhancing their efforts to promote intercultural 
understanding, critical thinking, political and religious tolerance, gender equality, and democratic and 
civic values, in order to strengthen European and global citizenship and lay the foundations for inclusive 
societies (Appendix, EHEA, 2015: 1–2).

It can only be speculated that the ‘intercultural understanding’ aims to promote the inclusion of 
ethnic minorities and speakers of different languages; that the ‘political and religious tolerance’ 
aims to promote the inclusion of religious minorities; and that the ‘gender equality’ relates to the 
inclusion of women and the LGBTQIA community. The next quotation similarly highlights two 
other areas that may inform our understanding of other types of the underrepresented groups that 
inclusion in the BP targets. The emphasis below on abilities may be linked to the inclusion of stu-
dents with special education needs, and the lifelong learning action line may be linked to the inclu-
sion of people of different ages into education, even though, as it was explained earlier, the focus 
of this action line is on the recognition of prior learning rather than on the age of those who 
engaged in this prior learning: ‘They stress the need to improve opportunities for all citizens, in 
accordance with their aspirations and abilities, to follow the lifelong learning paths into and 
within higher education’ (Appendix, EHEA, 2003: 6).
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Based on the distinction between symbolic and material policies by Prunty (1985) and Rizvi and 
Lingard (2009) presented earlier in the article, inclusion in the BP dovetails with symbolic policies 
more than with material policies. According to the scholars, symbolic policies tend to be broad and 
vague with few resources at their disposal and with a lack of a precise plan for implementation. 
Indeed, whom exactly this inclusion targets is ambiguous. It still remains unclear who exactly the 
target audiences of the ‘discursive ensemble’ of the inclusion-related action lines are, in Ball’s 
(2017) terms. A degree of vagueness in another Bologna action line – the European Credit Transfer 
and Accumulation Scheme (ECTS) which is the credit system to measure student workload – is 
mentioned by Kushnir (2017). The author states that the action line as presented in the international 
Bologna documents is broad and offers a set of concrete pointers – the definition of the credit, its 
weight, etc. – which the signature country examined in the study developed and implemented in its 
own unique way. Kushnir (2017) does not discuss the neoliberal and inclusion aspects of that 
action line. However, the author suggests that the Bologna action lines might have been intention-
ally designed in the international documents to combine symbolic and material features of policies. 
This might have been done to allow for these policies to be materialised fully as they are imple-
mented by the signatory states. However, the vagueness of the inclusion-related lines seems to 
serve a slightly different political function in the neoliberalist EHEA as the action lines lack any 
comprehensive list of pointers for their comparable operationalisation in the EHEA countries. 
Some progress has been made to support people from lower socio-economic backgrounds by creat-
ing funding opportunities for academic mobility and flexible learning paths for those who need 
them (Lundbye-Cone, 2018). Any concrete all-encompassing plan for the transition of these action 
lines from the realm of symbolic policies on the international level to the realm of material policies 
on the national level is missing. The implementation of the inclusion of the underprivileged groups 
is unfeasible since the groups are not defined and the list of groups is absent. Rizvi and Lingard 
(2009) explain that symbolic policies are likely to be promoted in the globalising neoliberal educa-
tion. Evidently, the inclusion-related action lines are promoted largely as symbolic policies in the 
neoliberalist EHEA through the Bologna international documents.

This is not to say that everyone who has been involved in the BP has been working without a 
well-defined aim. The BP is much broader than the three inclusion-related action lines and the 
meaning of inclusion in general. A lot of progress has been made in other areas – facilitating stu-
dent and staff academic mobility (Vögtle and Martens, 2014), harmonising study cycles and other 
elements of degree structures in higher education systems in the EHEA (Kushnir, 2019). These 
policies are evidently material.

Conclusion

This study has explored the meaning of inclusion in the BP. The study has revealed that under-
standing ‘inclusion’ in terms of the three action lines (lifelong learning, student-centred education 
and social dimension) has pitfalls because of the overlaps among these action lines and, conse-
quently, unclear relationships amongst them. A more productive way of understanding inclusion in 
the BP may be through considering a tight relationship between the inclusion and neoliberalist 
discourses. This relationship has not been static – it has been evolving in the relevant policy texts 
since the commencement of the BP in 1998. The inclusion discourse grew in strength, while the 
neoliberal rhetoric firmly stood its ground since the beginning of the BP. Despite this seemingly 
positive dynamic in the development of inclusion in the BP, its definition remains vague in the 
policy documents. It is still unclear exactly which underprivileged groups are meant to be included.

Prunty (1985: 138) states that ‘the role of the critical policy analyst must also include the activ-
ity of policy monitoring and evaluation if there is to be any hope of rhetoric becoming reality’. 
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There is hope as some small steps have been taken, such as supporting students from lower socio-
economic backgrounds. This has probably happened because this underprivileged group is 
addressed explicitly in the policy documents. The next step is to identify the rest of the groups 
clearly, and set up a concrete agenda for their inclusion in higher education in the EHEA. This 
would make inclusive policy-making in the BP material, in Prunty’s (1985) terms. The EHEA 
ministerial conference scheduled for the end of 2020 should become the platform to do this. This 
matter is urgent and worrying as 2020 is supposed to be the deadline for achieving a fully function-
ing EHEA (EHEA, 2018a). The international ministerial conference in 2020 is an opportunity to 
set an amended agenda and deadline, particularly with regard to inclusion in the BP.

Author’s note

Iryna Kushnir is now affiliated with Nottingham Institute of Education, Nottingham Trent University, UK.

Acknowledgements

I would like to offer my special thanks to Elizabeth Minto for assisting with the thematic analysis in this 
research and Dr James Hodgkinson for proofreading this paper.

Declaration of conflicting interests

The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to the research, authorship and/or publi-
cation of this article.

Funding

The author(s) disclosed receipt of the following financial support for the research, authorship, and/or publica-
tion of this article: Quality Research funding awarded by the School of Social Sciences at Nottingham Trent 
University.

ORCID iD

Iryna Kushnir  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0727-7208

References

Adams M and Bell LA (eds) (2016) Teaching for Diversity and Social Justice. New York: Routledge.
Anfara VA and Mertz NT (eds) (2014) Theoretical Frameworks in Qualitative Research. London: SAGE 

publications.
Antunes F (2012) ‘Tuning’ education for the market in ‘Europe’? Qualifications, competences and learning out-

comes: Reform and action on the shop floor. European Educational Research Journal 11(3): 446–470.
Ball S (2015) Living the neo-liberal university. European Journal of Education Research, Development and 

Policy 50(3): 258-261.
Ball S (2017) Laboring to relate: Neoliberalism, embodied policy, and network dynamics. Peabody Journal 

of Education 92(1): 29-41.
Bell LA and Adams M (2016) Theoretical foundations for social justice education. In: Adams M and Bell LA 

(eds) Teaching for Diversity and Social Justice. Routledge, pp.21-44.
Booth T and Ainscow M (1998) From Them to Us: An International Study of Inclusion in Education. 

Abingdon: Routledge.
Bossaert G, Colpin H, Pijl SJ, et al. (2013) Truly included? A literature study focusing on the social dimension 

of inclusion in education. International Journal of Inclusive Education 17(1): 60-79.
Brown W (2003) Neo-liberalism and the end of liberal democracy. Theory and Event 7(1): 1-43.
Cameron and Billington T (2017) ‘Just deal with it’: Neoliberalism in dyslexic students’ talk about dyslexia 

and learning at university. Studies in Higher Education 42(8): 1358-1372.

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0727-7208


Kushnir 17

Casement S, Carpio de los Pinos C and Forrester-Jones R (2017) Experiences of university life for students 
with Asperger’s syndrome: A comparative study between Spain and England. International Journal of 
Inclusive Education 21(1): 73-89.

Commisso G (2013) Governance and conflict in the university: The mobilization of Italian researchers against 
neoliberal reform. Journal of Education Policy 28(2): 157-177.

Cosar S and Ergul H (2015) Free-marketization of academia through authoritarianism: The Bologna Process 
in Turkey. Alternate Routes: A Journal of Critical Social Research 26: 1-24.

Cropley AJ (2017) The Education of Immigrant Children: A Social-Psychological Introduction. Oxon: 
Routledge.

Curcic S, Miskovic A, Plaut S, et al. (2014) Inclusion, integration or perpetual exclusion? A critical exami-
nation of the decade of Roma inclusion, 2005–2015. European Educational Research Journal 13(3): 
257-267.

Damro C and Friedman Y (2018) Market power Europe and the externalization of higher education. JCMS: 
Journal of Common Market Studies 56(6): 1394-1410.

Davies B and Bansel P (2007) Neoliberalism and education. International Journal of Qualitative Studies in 
Education 20(3): 247-259.

Engelbrecht P (2013) Teacher education for inclusion, international perspectives. European Journal of 
Special Needs Education 28(2): 115-118.

European Higher Educational Area (2018) European Higher Educational Area and Bologna Process. Available 
at: http://www.ehea.info/ (accessed 3 December 2018).

Evans J (2017) Equality, Education, and Physical Education. London: Routledge.
Evans L (2018) Re-shaping the EHEA after the demise of neoliberalism: A UK-informed perspective. In: 

Curaj A, Deca L and Pricopie R (eds) European Higher Education Area: The Impact of Past and Future 
Policies. Cham: Springer, pp.23-42.

Fejes A (2008) Standardising Europe: The Bologna Process and new modes of governing. Learning and 
Teaching 1(2): 25-49.

Geeraerts D (2003) 2.2 Meaning and definition. In: Van Sterkenburg P (ed.) A Practical Guide to Lexicography.  
Amsterdam: John Benjamins, pp.83-93.

Gewirtz S (2006) Towards a contextualized analysis of social justice in education. Educational Philosophy 
and Theory 38(1): 69-81.

Guan S and Ploner J (2020) The influence of cultural capital and mianzi (face) on mature students’ orientation 
towards higher education in China. Compare: A Journal of Comparative and International Education 
50(1): 1-17.

Han S (2017) Institutionalization of lifelong learning in Europe and East Asia: From the complexity systems 
perspective. Asia Pacific Education Review 18(2): 281-294.

Hardy I and Woodcock S (2015) Inclusive education policies: Discourses of difference, diversity and deficit. 
International Journal of Inclusive Education 19(2): 141-164.

Harper C, Jones N, Ghimire A, et al. (eds) (2018) Empowering Adolescent Girls in Developing Countries: 
Gender Justice and Norm Change. London: Routledge.

Hazelkorn E (2015) Rankings and the Reshaping of Higher Education: The Battle for World-Class Excellence. 
London: Palgrave Macmillan.

Hilt LT (2015) Included as excluded and excluded as included: minority language pupils in Norwegian inclu-
sion policy. International Journal of Inclusive Education 19(2): 165-182.

Hodge N (2017) Socially just and inclusive education. Community, Work & Family 20(1): 112-115.
Hodkinson A (2010) Inclusive and special education in the English educational system: historical perspec-

tives, recent developments and future challenges. British Journal of Special Education 37(2): 61-67.
Holford J (2014) The lost honour of the social dimension: Bologna, exports and the idea of the university. 

International Journal of Lifelong Education 3(1): 7-25.
Hosseinpoor AR, Bergen N, Kostanjsek N, et al. (2016) Socio-demographic patterns of disability among 

older adult populations of low-income and middle-income countries: Results from World Health Survey. 
International Journal of Public Health 61(3): 337-345.

http://www.ehea.info/


18 European Educational Research Journal 00(0)

Hujak J and Sik-Lanyi C (2017) Modern journeyman or contemporary ERASMUS students-serving Europe’s 
knowledge-based economy. International Journal of Learning and Intellectual Capital 14(2): 177-191.

Hunt SJ (2016) The Life Course: A Sociological Introduction. London: Macmillan International Higher 
Education.

Jayasuriya K (2010) Learning by the market: Regulatory regionalism, Bologna, and accountability communi-
ties. Globalisation, Societies and Education 8(1): 7-22.

Jungblut J (2017) From preferences to policies in coalition governments – unpacking policy making in 
European higher education. Public Policy and Administration 32(4): 323-348.

Kašić B (2016) ‘Unsettling’ women’s studies, settling neoliberal threats in the academia: A feminist gaze 
from Croatia. In Women’s Studies International Forum 54: 129-137.

Kelly P, Fair N and Evans C (2017) The engaged student ideal in UK higher education policy. Higher 
Education Policy 30(1): 105-122.

Kersh N and Huegler N (2018) Facilitating lifelong learning through vocational education and training: 
Promoting inclusion and opportunities for young people. In: McGrath S, Mulder M, Papier J, et al. (eds) 
Handbook of Vocational Education and Training: Developments in the Changing World of Work. Cham: 
Springer, pp.1-17.

Klemenčič M (2017) From student engagement to student agency: Conceptual considerations of European 
policies on student-centered learning in higher education. Higher Education Policy 30(1): 69-85.

Koster M, Nakken H, Pijl SJ, et al. (2009) Being part of the peer group: A literature study focusing on the 
social dimension of inclusion in education. International Journal of Inclusive Education 13(2): 117-140.

Kushnir I (2015) The limits of soft governance in harmonization in the European higher education area. 
Educate~: The Journal of Doctoral Research in Education 15(1): 11-21.

Kushnir I (2017) The development of a system of study credits in Ukraine: the case of policy layering in the 
Bologna Process. European Journal of Higher Education 7(2): 188-202.

Kushnir I (2019) Policy learning in the development of Bologna study cycles in Ukraine. Higher Education 
Policy, doi: 10.1057/s41307-018-00133-x.

Lelliott A, Pendlebury S and Enslin P (2000) Promises of access and inclusion: Online education in Africa. 
In: Blake N and Standish P (eds) Enquires at the Interface: Philosophical Problems of Online Education. 
Oxford: Blackwell, pp.45-57.

Lester S (2018) Sequential schooling or lifelong learning? International frameworks through the lens of 
English higher professional and vocational education. Education + Training 60(2): 213-224.

Liasidou A and Symeou L (2018) Neoliberal versus social justice reforms in education policy and practice: 
Discourses, politics and disability rights in education. Critical Studies in Education 59(2): 149-166.

Lorenz C (2012) If you’re so smart, why are you under surveillance? Universities, neoliberalism, and new 
public management. Critical Inquiry 38(3): 599-629.

Lucas L (2019) Intensification of neo-liberal reform of higher education in England or ‘change’ as ‘more of 
the same’? In: Broucker B, ,De Wit K, Verhoeven JC, et al. (eds) Higher Education System Reform. Brill 
Sense, pp.165-177

Lundbye-Cone L (2018) Towards a university of Halbbildung: How the neoliberal mode of higher education 
governance in Europe is half-educating students for a misleading future. Educational Philosophy and 
Theory 50(11): 1020-1030.

Marr L and Butcher J (2018) Learning through life revisited: The role of policy in enhancing social mobility 
through access to part-time study. In: Billingham S (ed) Access to Success and Social Mobility through 
Higher Education: A Curate’s Egg? Rotterdam: Emerald Publishing, pp.51-65.

Mirza HS and Meetoo V (2018) Empowering Muslim girls? Post-feminism, multiculturalism and the produc-
tion of the ‘model’ Muslim female student in British schools. British Journal of Sociology of Education 
39(2): 227-241.

Mitchell K (2006) Neoliberal governmentality in the European Union: Education, training, and technologies 
of citizenship. Environment and Planning D: Society and Space 24(3): 389-407.

Mladenov T (2015) Neoliberalism, postsocialism, disability. Disability & Society 30(3): 445-459.
Mobley SD Jr and Johnson JM (2015) The role of HBCUs in addressing the unique needs of LGBT students. 

New Directions for Higher Education 2015(170): 79-89.



Kushnir 19

Morrison A (2017) The responsibilized consumer: Neoliberalism and English higher education policy. 
Cultural Studies and Critical Methodologies 17(3): 197-204.

Neugebauer M, Neumeyer S and Alesi B (2016) More diversion than inclusion? Social stratification in the 
Bologna system. Research in Social Stratification and Mobility 45: 51-62.

Novoa A (2007) The ‘right’ education in Europe: when the obvious is not so obvious! Theory and Research 
in Education 5(2): 143–151.

Opotow S (2018) Social justice theory and practice: Fostering inclusion in exclusionary contexts. In: 
Hammack PL (ed.) The Oxford Handbook of Social Psychology and Social Justice. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 41-56.

Parr J (2019) Identity and Education:Tthe Links for Mature Women Students. London: Routledge.
Peppin Vaughan R (2016) Education, social justice and school diversity: Insights from the capability approach. 

Journal of Human Development and Capabilities 17(2): 206-224.
Powell JJ and Finger C (2013) The Bologna Process’s model of mobility in Europe: The relationship of its 

spatial and social dimensions. European Educational Research Journal 12(2): 270-285.
Pritchard RM (2011) Neoliberal Developments in Higher Education: The United Kingdom and Germany. 

Whitney: Peter Lang.
Prunty JJ (1985) Signposts for a critical educational policy analysis. Australian Journal of Education 29(2): 

133-140.
Riddell S and Weedon E (2014) European higher education, the inclusion of students from under-represented 

groups and the Bologna Process. International Journal of Lifelong Education 33(1): 26-44.
Riessman F and Miller SM (2017) The working class subculture: A new view. In: Grey A (ed) Class and 

Personality in Society. London: Routledge, pp.99-117
Rizvi F and Lingard B (2009) Globalizing Education Policy. London: Routledge.Rubin HJ and Rubin I (2012) 

Qualitative Interviewing: The Art of Hearing Data. 3rd edn. Thousand Oaks: SAGE.
Saddler Y and Sundin EC (2020) Mature students’ journey into higher education in the UK: An interpretative 

phenomenological analysis. Higher Education Research & Development 39(2): 332-345.
Schuetze HG and Slowey M (2020) Implications of migrating and ageing populations for inclusion and equal-

ity in higher education and lifelong learning. In: Slowey M and Schuetze HG (eds) Inequality, Innovation 
and Reform in Higher Education: Challenges of Migration and Ageing Populations. Lifelong Learning 
series. Springer, pp.3-21.

Scoats R (2017) Inclusive masculinity and Facebook photographs among early emerging adults at a British 
university. Journal of Adolescent Research 32(3): 323-345.

Shaw A (2017) Inclusion: The role of special and mainstream schools. British Journal of Special Education 
44(3): 292-312.

Sin C (2015) Teaching and learning: A journey from the margins to the core in European higher education 
policy. In: The European Higher Education Area Cham: Springer, pp.325-341.

Sin C (2017) Comparative analysis of physics master degree curricula across national and institutional set-
tings: Manifestations of student-centred learning and implications for degree comparability. Curriculum 
Journal 28(3): 349-366.

Šmídová M, Šmídová O, Kyllingstad N, et al. (2017) Regional development: Lifelong learning as a priority 
in Norway and the Czech Republic? Higher Education Policy 30(4): 499-516.

Stech S (2011) The Bologna Process as a new public management tool in higher education. Journal of 
Pedagogy/Pedagogický Casopis 2(2): 263-282.

Streeck W and Thelen K (2005) Beyond Continuity. Institutional Change in Advanced Political Economies. 
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Tabulawa RT (2009) Education reform in Botswana: reflections on policy contradictions and paradoxes. 
Comparative Education 45(1): 87–107.

Thorsen DE (2010) The neoliberal challenge – what is neoliberalism? Contemporary Readings in Law and 
Social Justice 2: 188.

UNESCO, et al. (2015) Education 2030 Incheon Declaration and framework for action. Available at: https://
unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000245656 (accessed 13 February 2020).

https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000245656
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000245656


20 European Educational Research Journal 00(0)

Van Bavel J, Schwartz CR and Esteve A (2018) The reversal of the gender gap in education and its conse-
quences for family life. Annual Review of Sociology 44: 341-360.

Vögtle EM and Martens K (2014) The Bologna Process as a template for transnational policy coordination. 
Policy Studies 35(3): 246–263.

White AJ, Magrath R and Thomas B (2018) The experiences of lesbian, gay and bisexual students and staff at 
a further education college in South East England. British Educational Research Journal 44(3): 480-495.

Yagci Y (2014) Setting policy agenda for the social dimension of the Bologna Process. Higher Education 
Policy 27(4): 509-528.

Author biography

Iryna Kushnir, Dr., is currently a senior lecturer in education studies at Nottingham Trent University. She 
previously worked at the University of Sheffield and University of Edinburgh. Her interdisciplinary research 
combines the following main areas: higher education, education policy, post-Soviet Europeanisation and 
migration. Her interdisciplinary approach has led to empirical and theoretical contributions, which reveal how 
education policy on one hand and Europeanisation processes and post-Soviet transition on the other hand are 
interrelated and mutually shape one another.

Appendix. Policy documents
Allegre C, Berlinguer L, Blackstone T, et al. (1998) Sorbonne Joint Declaration. Paris: ESIB. Available 

at: http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/1998_Sorbonne/61/2/1998_Sorbonne_Declaration_
English_552612.pdf (accessed 16 July 2018).

Bologna Follow Up Group (2005a) BFUG work programme 2005–2007. Available at: http://www.ehea.info/
media.ehea.info/file/Work_plan_2005-2007/65/2/WorkProgramme-2may2007_586652.pdf (accessed 
16 July 2018).

Bologna Follow Up Group (2005b) From Berlin to Bergen: General report of the Bologna Follow Up Group 
to the Conference of European ministers. Available at: http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/2005_
Bergen/37/9/2005_Bergen_BFUG_Report_577379.pdf (accessed 20 July 2017).

Bologna Follow Up Group (2008) Bologna work programme 2007–2009. Available at: http://www.ehea.info/
media.ehea.info/file/Work_plan_2007-2009/54/4/Bologna_work_programme_2007-2009_603544.pdf 
(accessed 16 July 2018).

Bologna Follow Up Group (2009) BFUG work plan 2009–2012. Brussels: BFUG. Available at: http://www.
ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/Work_plan_2009-2012/95/0/Bologna_work_plan_2009-2012_07-02-
2010_607950.pdf (accessed 16 July 2018).

Bologna Follow Up Group (2013) BFUG work plan 2012–2015. Available at: http://www.ehea.info/pid34939/
work-programme-2012-2015.html (accessed 16 July 2018).

European Higher Education Area (1999) The Bologna Declaration of 19 June 1999. Bologna: EHEA. 
Available at: http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/Ministerial_conferences/02/8/1999_Bologna_
Declaration_English_553028.pdf (accessed 16 July 2018).

European Higher Education Area (2001) Towards the European Higher Education Area: Communique of the 
meeting of European ministers in charge of higher education in Prague on May 19th 2001. Prague: EHEA. 
Available at: www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/2001_Prague/44/2/2001_Prague_Communique_
English_553442.pdf (accessed 16 July 2018).

European Higher Education Area (2003) Realising the European Higher Education Area: Communique of the 
Conference of ministers responsible for higher education in Berlin on 19 September 2003. Berlin: EHEA. 
Available at: http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/2003_Berlin/28/4/2003_Berlin_Communique_
English_577284.pdf (accessed 16 July 2018).

European Higher Education Area (2005) The European Higher Education Area – achieving the goals: 
Communique of the Conference of European ministers responsible for higher education, Bergen, 

http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/1998_Sorbonne/61/2/1998_Sorbonne_Declaration_English_552612.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/1998_Sorbonne/61/2/1998_Sorbonne_Declaration_English_552612.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/Work_plan_2005-2007/65/2/WorkProgramme-2may2007_586652.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/Work_plan_2005-2007/65/2/WorkProgramme-2may2007_586652.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/2005_Bergen/37/9/2005_Bergen_BFUG_Report_577379.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/2005_Bergen/37/9/2005_Bergen_BFUG_Report_577379.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/Work_plan_2007-2009/54/4/Bologna_work_programme_2007-2009_603544.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/Work_plan_2007-2009/54/4/Bologna_work_programme_2007-2009_603544.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/Work_plan_2009-2012/95/0/Bologna_work_plan_2009-2012_07-02-2010_607950.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/Work_plan_2009-2012/95/0/Bologna_work_plan_2009-2012_07-02-2010_607950.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/Work_plan_2009-2012/95/0/Bologna_work_plan_2009-2012_07-02-2010_607950.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/pid34939/work-programme-2012-2015.html
http://www.ehea.info/pid34939/work-programme-2012-2015.html
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/Ministerial_conferences/02/8/1999_Bologna_Declaration_English_553028.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/Ministerial_conferences/02/8/1999_Bologna_Declaration_English_553028.pdf
www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/2001_Prague/44/2/2001_Prague_Communique_English_553442.pdf
www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/2001_Prague/44/2/2001_Prague_Communique_English_553442.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/2003_Berlin/28/4/2003_Berlin_Communique_English_577284.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/2003_Berlin/28/4/2003_Berlin_Communique_English_577284.pdf


Kushnir 21

19–20 May 2005. Bergen: EHEA. Available at: http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/2005_
Bergen/52/0/2005_Bergen_Communique_english_580520.pdf (accessed 16 July 2018).

European Higher Education Area (2007) London communique: Towards the European Higher Education 
Area: Responding to challenges in a globalised world. Available at: http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.
info/file/2007_London/69/7/2007_London_Communique_English_588697.pdf (accessed 16 July 2018).

European Higher Education Area (2009) The Bologna Process 2020: The European Higher Education Area 
in the new decade (Leuven). Available at: http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/2009_Leuven_
Louvain-la-Neuve/06/1/Leuven_Louvain-la-Neuve_Communique_April_2009_595061.pdf (accessed 
16 July 2018).

European Higher Education Area (2010) Budapest–Vienna Declaration on the European Higher Education 
Area. Available at: http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/2010_Budapest_Vienna/64/0/Budapest-
Vienna_Declaration_598640.pdf (accessed 16 July 2018).

European Higher Education Area (2012) Making the most of our potential: Consolidating the European 
Higher Education Area: Bucharest communique. Available at: http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/
file/2012_Bucharest/67/3/Bucharest_Communique_2012_610673.pdf (accessed 16 July 2018).

European Higher Education Area (2015) Yerevan communique. Available at: http://www.ehea.info/media.
ehea.info/file/2015_Yerevan/70/7/YerevanCommuniqueFinal_613707.pdf (accessed 16 July 2018).

European Higher Education Area (2018) Paris communique. Available at: http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.
info/file/2018_Paris/77/1/EHEAParis2018_Communique_final_952771.pdf (accessed 16 July 2018).

Lourtie P (2001) Furthering the Bologna Process: Report to the ministers of education of the signatory coun-
tries. Available at: http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/2001_Prague/70/8/2001_Prague_BFUG_
Report_553708.pdf (accessed 15 July 2018.

Zgaga P (2003) Bologna Process between Prague and Berlin. Available at: http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.
info/file/2003_Berlin/20/6/2003_Berlin_BFUG_Report_576206.pdf (accessed 20 July 2018.

http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/2005_Bergen/52/0/2005_Bergen_Communique_english_580520.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/2005_Bergen/52/0/2005_Bergen_Communique_english_580520.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/2007_London/69/7/2007_London_Communique_English_588697.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/2007_London/69/7/2007_London_Communique_English_588697.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/2009_Leuven_Louvain-la-Neuve/06/1/Leuven_Louvain-la-Neuve_Communique_April_2009_595061.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/2009_Leuven_Louvain-la-Neuve/06/1/Leuven_Louvain-la-Neuve_Communique_April_2009_595061.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/2010_Budapest_Vienna/64/0/Budapest-Vienna_Declaration_598640.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/2010_Budapest_Vienna/64/0/Budapest-Vienna_Declaration_598640.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/2012_Bucharest/67/3/Bucharest_Communique_2012_610673.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/2012_Bucharest/67/3/Bucharest_Communique_2012_610673.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/2015_Yerevan/70/7/YerevanCommuniqueFinal_613707.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/2015_Yerevan/70/7/YerevanCommuniqueFinal_613707.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/2018_Paris/77/1/EHEAParis2018_Communique_final_952771.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/2018_Paris/77/1/EHEAParis2018_Communique_final_952771.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/2001_Prague/70/8/2001_Prague_BFUG_Report_553708.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/2001_Prague/70/8/2001_Prague_BFUG_Report_553708.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/2003_Berlin/20/6/2003_Berlin_BFUG_Report_576206.pdf
http://www.ehea.info/media.ehea.info/file/2003_Berlin/20/6/2003_Berlin_BFUG_Report_576206.pdf



