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Abstract
Higher education in the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, and arguably the rest of Europe, has gone and is going through several major changes in the last three decades. Nowadays, universities in Europe are focusing more on internationalization on the one hand, and adding economic value to their respective national economies on the other. This thesis seeks to explain why the Dutch higher education organization is changing at a slower pace than the British higher education organization. It does so by looking at the developments in the area of higher education in Europe, from the Bologna Process to the Europe 2020 Strategy. Two theories are tested: social constructivism and the norm lifecycle framework developed by Finnemore and Sikkink on the one hand, and the varieties of capitalism approach of Peter Hall and David Soskice on the other hand. This thesis will argue that the norm lifecycle framework is better able to explain why the higher education system in the Netherlands is changing at a slower pace than the higher education system in the United Kingdom. The results of the analysis show that the internalization process has not yet been completed in the Netherlands because the international norm faced a new battle in the domestic arena. The varieties of capitalism approach, as a more heuristic device, is able to explain the nature of the Dutch and British higher education systems, but is unable to explain why the systems are changing and why the Dutch higher education system is slowly converging towards the British system. The varieties of capitalism-approach, on the other hand, cannot easily incorporate the implications of globalization. The norm lifecycle-theory does not have this problem, because it is better able to explain (global) changes.












Keywords
Commodification of knowledge- Globalization- Higher Education - Internationalization - Social Constructivism - Norm lifecycle - Varieties of Capitalism  
Table of Contents

1.	Introduction	4

2.	Theoretical Framework	10
2.1.	Social Constructivism	10
2.1.1.	Core features of Constructivism	10
2.1.2.	Defining norms	11
2.1.3.	International norms connected to domestic norms	12
2.1.4.	Norm lifecycle	13
                         Norm emergence	14
                         Norm cascade	16
                         Norm internalization	17
2.1.5.	Critique on the norm life cycle in respect to the adoption of norms	18
2.2.	Varieties of Capitalism	19
2.2.1.	Coordinated Market Economy (CME) and Liberal Market Economy (LME)	20
2.2.2.	Varieties of Capitalism: differences in cross-national skill profiles and protection institutions        (welfare production regimes)	23
2.2.3.	Varieties of Capitalism and globalization	27
2.2.4.	Criticisms on the Varieties of Capitalism approach (in respect to skill formation)	29

3.	Operationalization and Methodology	32

4.	Explaining the change of pace: The Dutch universities compared to the British universities	36
4.1.	The Bologna Process, the Lisbon Strategy and The Europe 2020 - an overview	36
4.2.	The norm lifecycle of the new of higher education norm	39
4.2.1.	The European Round Table of Industrialists and the European Commission	39
4.3.	Empirical analysis of the changes in higher education in the Netherlands and In the United Kingdom	44
4.3.1.	The Netherlands	44
4.3.2.	The United Kingdom	46
    4.4.         Explaining the differences with the varieties of capitalism approach	48
4.5.	Explaining the differences with the norm lifecycle	50

5.	Conclusion	54

References	58

1. [bookmark: _Toc391510164][bookmark: _Toc396045586]Introduction

‘In our globalized world, it is important to be able to empathize with someone of an entire different culture. International experience is of tremendous importance. An estimate 46.000 Dutch students is studying abroad in 2012. This number is a big increase compared to the year before, but far, far too low compared to the supposed number.’ 
- Jet Bussemakers (2013), Dutch Minister for Education, Culture and Science

‘There is no doubt that globalization and the arrival of the knowledge economy have intensified the competitive pressures on higher education institutions. Learning has become big business.’ 
- David Blunkett (2001), British Minister for Education and Employment (in Graf, 2008)

The quotes above are excerpts from speeches given by Ministers of Education in respectively the Netherlands and the United Kingdom. They illustrate the changes in the field of higher education, a field that was once almost exclusively the terrain of the nation-state that autonomously directed higher education policies (Kaupinnen, 2013). However, since the 1990, the world has witnessed several enormous changes in the domain of higher education. The rapid pace at which the European higher education systems are currently changing is unprecedented. The reasons for this accelerated change of higher educational systems can be found in three important developments within the European Union: The Bologna Process, the Lisbon Strategy and the Modernisation agenda, and the Europe 2020 Strategy. 
The Bologna Process of 1999 resulted in the harmonization of education cultures and led to the general acceptation of the Bachelor, Master and Post Doctorate structure. The objective of this declaration was to make the education programmes in Europe more uniform and harmonious. This in turn would make national higher education more attractive for foreign students by making it easier for students to go abroad to study at universities in other states. 
The Lisbon Strategy of 2000 facilitated the reform of Europe’s very fragmented educational systems into a more integrated, knowledge-based economy. Within this Lisbon Strategy, the Modernisation Agenda was adopted in 2007. This agenda highlighted for instance that the main pillars of the Lisbon Strategy are the modernization of higher education institutes (such as universities), education, research done by universities and innovation. 
The Lisbon Strategy was followed by the Europe 2020 Strategy. The goal of the Europe 2020 Strategy was also aimed at creating a (more) diverse and dynamic knowledge based economy, with research and development, innovation and a highly educated population as the cornerstone.

The above implies that the higher education systems in the European countries are, or have been, very diverse. This implication seems sound: with over 17 million students and over 4.000 institutions (Jongbloed, 2008) throughout Europe, diversity is inevitable and generally considered one of its biggest strengths. However, as Jongbloed (ibid.) argues, a joint path leads to more transparency, quality, efficiency, excellence and growth is a necessity when the aim is to make Europe the educational and economical leader of the world.  
Higher education, or vocational training in general, has always been primarily a national affair. The European Union was not much involved in shaping or restructuring the domestic education organization. This has significantly changed since the late 1980s- early 1990s and concepts like internationalization are no longer a marginal issue for higher education institutes. Because of new means of communication and decreasing transport costs of not only capital and goods, but also humans, the world has become relatively smaller. This is often called globalization; the process of internationalization of national economies and subsequently the increase of the mobility of e.g. people, goods, services and labour. As such, globalization is an undeniable ‘force’ driving changes in hitherto stable, inwardly focused domains such as education. 
The first sign of increasingly internationally orientated universities was the adoption of the Erasmus programme. This programme, introduced before the Bologna Process, facilitated the exchange of students between universities. Internationalization of higher education has, for a long time, been measured solely by looking at numbers of international students studying, for a semester or more, at a foreign university. This has changed in the last two decades. National higher education structures are increasingly interconnected and working together (Van der Wende, 2007: 277). However, universities also appear to be more competitive. Universities have started to play a much larger role in the national economy and have taken up a third mission, as argued by Viale & Etzkowitz (2010). Besides teaching students and doing fundamental research, universities have become more and more involved in adding economic value to their respective national economies.[footnoteRef:1] A rather clear example of the adoption of this third mission by universities is the increased cooperation with the industries. Europe’s smartest region, according to the Intelligent Community Forum, is the region of Eindhoven. The region of Eindhoven won this title because of the well-functioning Triple Helix that can be distinguished in this area. A triple helix between the University of Technology Eindhoven, industries such as ASML and Philips and numerous other (smaller) high-tech companies; and the government. The government has a facilitating role and is, with targeted subsidies, funding the university. This goes at the cost of funds for, for instance, the humanities (ibid.) at other, broader universities, implicitly giving the University of Technology a privileged position. The developments in the Eindhoven region are a prime example for the changing ways in which the Dutch government approaches universities.  [1:  Viale & Etzkowitz (2010) even go as far as calling this trend the commodification of knowledge.] 

In the UK, these developments occurred much earlier. Universities in the UK are for instance much more based on mutual competition and focused on internationalization compared to Dutch universities. Prestigious institutions such as the London School of Economics, Oxford and Cambridge are a few examples of high-tier universities in the UK, attracting numerous students from all over the world. Take the Cambridge Phenomenon, another Triple Helix, which started around the 1970s, in the region of the Cambridge University and consists of almost 1.400 companies that are all (directly or indirectly) cooperating with the university and the fundamental research which is conducted there. The ‘Cambridge Phenomenon’ is an example of the fact that the British higher education system is way ‘ahead’ of the Dutch higher education system. The UK has also witnessed several changes in the last decades. It was, just like the Netherlands, a signatory of the Bologna Process, the Lisbon Strategy and the Europe 2020 growth strategy. However, in the last decades tuition fees have gone up significantly, making studying, and doing a Masters in particular, less and less accessible simply due to the costs. The increase in the value of tuition fees is generally seen as a result of the changes in higher education, as a result of the processes and strategies describe above. The universities found themselves forced to obtain funding elsewhere, as opposed to relying primarily on the government (Maassen, 2006; Robertson, 2006; Van der Wende, 2007; Zumeta, 2010).[footnoteRef:2] These recent developments have led to several massive demonstrations and student riots in the UK. For example, the infamous 2010 London riots, dominated the international news cycles for days. These demonstrations were aimed at planned cuts in post-compulsory education and the significant increase in the maximum allowed amount of tuition fees. The same demonstrations (though much less violent) have been witnessed in the Netherlands. The Dutch government imposed ‘penalties’ (a significant increase of tuition fees) on students that studied more than a year longer than the total length of their Bachelors or Masters.[footnoteRef:3] More recently the basisbeurs (basic grant), a government loan to students that will be converted into a gift if, and only if the student graduates within a set number of years, has been subject of discussion. The Dutch government plans on converting the basisbeurs into loan system, creating a much higher threshold for a student to start a (new) study. [2:  As of 2006, in the UK, the state is no longer the primary funder of higher education (Maasen, 2006: 19)]  [3:  Eventually, this measure was retrospectively cut during the negotiations of the in 2012 instated new coalition cabinet Rutte II ] 

In addition to the rise of tuition fees, developments such as the increased focus on entrepreneurial activity of students (Rae, 2010), or the increased eagerness of obtaining patents by universities (van Looy et al., 2011) are also results of the changing higher education systems in Europe, and in the UK and the Netherlands in particular. Lorenz (2006: 10-27) argues that the Dutch higher education policies after the Bologna Process have several distinctive characteristics. Examples include the radical economization of higher education, the preference of policy makers to change the higher education institutions from public to private institutions, and the political preference of enlargement of the higher education institutions that it hitherto did not have. These characteristics resemble the way the United Kingdom’s education system has changed the last decades. It can also be argued that the Bologna Process has accepted and copied the United Kingdom’s (or more generally, the Anglo-Saxon) structure for higher education because of, according to Lorenz (ibid.), its exceptional success. British universities are seen as among the best in the world. However, since the adoption of the European strategies and initiatives by the British government, the changes in the higher education system of the UK appear to be accelerating. Year by year the government is giving universities more autonomy and less money, forcing them to seek funding at the private sector, exploit patents[footnoteRef:4] and increase tuition fees. [4:  Since the Bahl-Dole act of 1980, which facilitated universities to exploit their patent rights, universities were able to make profits on their patents by selling or licensing them (Sampat et al. 2003: 1371)] 

What is intriguing about the higher education developments of both the Netherlands and the United Kingdom is that they are comparable. the higher education organization of the Netherlands is diverging along the very same lines as the restructuring of the UK’s higher education organization. It is, however, changing at a much slower pace. To put it in a more popular way, both states are on the same track, however, the UK is several stations ahead. This leads to the central question of this thesis:

What can explain the variance in pace in which the Dutch higher education system is changing towards more internationalization and adding more value to the economy compared to the faster pace in which the British higher education system is changing?

This thesis will try to answer this question by analysing the developments in higher education in the United Kingdom and in the Netherlands. The thesis employs a most similar systems design. Both states are facing the same challenges in respect to internationalization and globalization, and are both highly competitive capitalist economies that have both signed various agreements and declarations at a European level, committing them to the same objectives. Furthermore, both have higher education institutions that combine teaching and research and that are both competitive on the highest level. There are, however, some institutional differences between these states and it is these differences that might be able to help understand the variance.   
Two theories will be used to try and explain the variance between the Dutch and the British organization model. The first is the international relations theory of social constructivism, the second is the varieties of capitalism-approach. Social constructivism is a systemic international relations theory that is able to explain dynamic changes, whereas the varieties of capitalism approach is a more static, heuristic approach often used to explain why states and markets behave in a given way and why they are often resistant to (radical) change. The varieties of capitalism-approach has gained traction after the publication of Hall and Soskice volume published in 2001. This approach is now the most dominant theory in the field of comparative political economy. It has, however, several weaknesses, such as the fact that it is not able to properly explain the rapidly emerging global market for higher education . The literature on varieties of capitalism, in particular on skill formation, paid less attention to higher education than to vocational training (Crouch et al., 2005). This is problematic for two reasons. For one thing, the amount of highly-educated workers is much higher now than it was fifteen to twenty years ago. Secondly, internationalization influences the institutional organization of higher education which has implications for a state’s economy on the whole due to the so called institutional complementarities.  
Changes in higher education may come at a price, as argued for instance by Dearden et al. (2011). General enrolments drop significantly when tuition fees are raised and therefore it is of vital importance that it is understood how these changes affect the national economies and what the implications of these changes are for the for instance competitiveness of an economy. On a more scientific level, it is important to understand the mechanism behind these changes. Multinational corporations have been working to persuade governmental organizations, or can it be argued that advanced capitalist economies such as the United Kingdom and the Netherlands are shaped in such a way that all institutions complement each other making a convergence toward a single ‘best practice’ unlikely. 
This thesis will try to answer the research question by juxtaposing the social constructivist approach on the one hand and the varieties of capitalism approach on the other, and test which of these approaches has the most explanatory value. As will be discussed in the next chapter, both theories have different explanatory variables and have both different expectations about the outcomes of the developments in higher education policy. The social constructivist approach and norm lifecycle framework used here, deals with the adoption of an international norm (from its creation to its implementation in the domestic arena). This norm lifecycle might be able to explain why the pace in which the Dutch higher education system is changing is rather slow compared to the British pace, because norms about higher education may be interpreted, or even framed differently by different people and institutions. Social constructivism is able to cope with rather abstract notions of ideas and identities, and for instance the impact of individuals. The varieties of capitalist approach on the other hand, is able to explain why the United Kingdom is moving as fast as it does on changing their higher education system. It is however unlikely it can also explain why the Netherlands is moving in that direction as well. The varieties of capitalism approach argues that there are, in general, two types of economies: a coordinated market economy, which is (in a nutshell) focused on long term, strategic considerations, and the liberal market economy, which focuses on short term gains. All institutions, such as higher education but also for instance employment protection, benefit from the economic organization staying the way it is. These so-called institutional complementarities would not allow the higher education organization to change in this sort of way because of the way it is interconnected with other realms of the economy. Therefore, if the Dutch higher education system is changing slowly towards the British system, then this would pose a problem for the, in this field, rather dominant varieties of capitalism approach. If the Dutch higher education system is changing in line with the coordinated market economy, then the varieties of capitalism approach will prove to be very effective in explaining such changes. The framework of the norm lifecycle would, in that case, have to be adjusted for , apparently, international EU-norms (stemming from the EU level) are not internalizing in the same manner in different domestic arena’s.
     This thesis will be structured as follows: the second chapter, the theoretical framework, will delve deeper into the social constructivist theory. The norm lifecycle, as formulated by Martha Finnemore and Kathryn Sikkink will function as the cornerstone of the approach in this thesis. The implications of international norms on domestic norms will be discussed, after which a number of critiques will be outlined. The next paragraph will consist of a more general elaboration on the varieties of capitalism approach. It is vital to understand the framework of the varieties of capitalism approach before delving deeper into the part of skill formation that is central in this thesis. A lot has been written about skill formation but this thesis will remain closely to the work published in 2001 by Peter A. Hall and David Soskice on this very topic. Critiques of this approach, and of the skill formation part in particular, will be discussed in the next paragraph. This paragraph will also entail the discussion of the fact that varieties of capitalism has problems dealing with globalization. Throughout this chapter, several expectations are formulated that will be instrumental for answering the research question. Chapter three will elaborate on the methods used and the operationalization of the several variables relevant in this thesis. Further, the method of the analysis will be discussed and what kind of primary and secondary sources will be used in order to be able to answer the research question. The fourth chapter consists of the analysis of the cases. In this chapter, it is tested whether the theory of social constructivism, and the framework of the norm lifecycle in particular, or the varieties of capitalism is better able to explain why in the last two decades, there has been a change in the organization of higher education and why the Netherlands is changing in a slower pace than the UK when it comes to internationalization of higher education and the increasing focus on adding value to the domestic economy by higher education institutes. Both theories will be alternately discussed in order to find out which is better able to explain the changes and therefore, better able to answer the research question. This will lead to an eventual conclusion in chapter five and brief discussion on the expectations formulated in chapter two. The remainder of chapter five will elaborate and will critically discuss the results and outcomes of this thesis.


2. [bookmark: _Toc391510165][bookmark: _Toc396045587]Theoretical Framework
In the following chapter, the two different theoretical approaches will be discussed extensively. First, the general features of the approach will be discussed. Second, how the theory can be used to explain the variance in pace in which the Dutch higher education system is changing in comparison to the British higher education system. Also the criticisms of both approaches will be thoroughly discussed. Furthermore, in this chapter, several expectations will be formulated. These expectations will be discussed in the empirical chapter (chapter four) and in the conclusion. 

2.1. [bookmark: _Toc391510166][bookmark: _Toc396045588]Social Constructivism
2.1.1. [bookmark: _Toc391510167][bookmark: _Toc396045589]Core features of Constructivism
The theory of social constructivism can help to explain why the higher education systems of the Netherlands and the United Kingdom are changing, and why they are changing at different paces. In order to understand the implications of social constructivism, it is important to first discuss the core features of the theory and what (international) norms are, before delving into the norm lifecycle framework.
Social constructivism is considered to be the third mainstream International Relations theory and, in contrast to the neo-utilitarian theories such as neo-liberalism and neo-realism, that focus almost exclusively on the importance of power and material interest, argues that ‘the building blocks of international reality’ are shared ideas, shared understandings and knowledge; in fact, constructivist scholars even argue that material interest are only valued within the social context in which they are embedded (Payne, 2001:37). 
Constructivist scholars focus on the roles of norms, ideas, culture and for instance speech-acts. They stress the role of ‘intersubjective’ ideas and understandings on social life that are collectively held (Finnemore & Sikkink, 2001: 393). Finnemore and Sikkink (ibid.) argue that constructivism, being an approach towards social analysis, asserts as follows: (1) the interaction between humans is not shaped by material factors, but primarily by ideational factors, (2) the ideational factors that are seen as most important are widely shared intersubjective ideas and beliefs and, (3) it are these beliefs that shape the identity but also the interests of the purposive actors. 
Searle (1995), states that constructivism focuses on so called ‘social facts’ (for example rights, norms, money and sovereignty). These are social constructs that do not have a material reality. They exist because people collectively believe they exist. The major concern of the constructivist approach is analyzing how these ‘social facts’ change over time and in what manner they influence politics. 
What is important to understand about constructivism is that it, contrary to the other International relations theories, does not aim at producing predictions about certain political outcomes. Walt (1998: 38) states about this that constructivism does not predict political outcomes because one can never predict the content of future ideas. This is best summarized by Finnemore and Sikkink (2001: 393), who argue that constructivism is a different kind of theory in comparison to for instance liberalism, realism and Marxism and that it operates on a different level of abstraction. It is not a substantive political theory, but a social theory that is able to make claims about social change and the nature of social life. It does not, however, make claims about the nature of agents that are at work in social life or about the content of certain social structures. Constructivism therefore does not produce specific predictions on for instance political outcomes. Constructivism also differs from the utilitarian theories in respect of how they view the other international relations theories. Constructivist scholars are not in a constant battle with the other theories but rather focus on the issues instead of on competition. Constructivism aims at generalization. Finnemore and Sikkink (2001: 396) even go as far as comparing constructivists to political science comparativists. 
Martha Finnemore and Kathryn Sikkink are two central authors in the literature on social constructivism. Their groundbreaking article Norm Dynamics and Political Change, published in the renowned journal International Organizations, shaped the debate about the impact and the dynamics of norms in the field of international relations. Norms do not play a role in the utilitarian theories and therefore Finnemore and Sikkink (1998: 915) argue that ‘norm research opens up conversations with theoretical traditions that IR scholars have ignored in recent decades’. Before elaborating on their theory and framework, it seems important to argue why this is relevant for answering the research question. The relevance lies in the fact that international norms affect national decision-making. And these norms do not necessarily lie in the best interest of the most powerful states (Finnemore and Sikkink, 2001). Norms formulated by for instance an international organization such as the EU, can have significant implications on domestic policies of EU member states. The way higher education is changing in Europe at the moment, and more specifically in the United Kingdom and the Netherlands, might be traced back to a norm that has been formulated on a whole different level. The European Union, with the Bologna process and for instance the Lisbon strategy, might have been able to formulate a norm about higher education that, once adopted by the member state, had gigantic implications for the way their particular higher education systems are organized. It is therefore important to discuss, before elaborating on the actual norm lifecycle, what a norm actually is and how international norms are connected to domestic norms.
Because the role of ideas and individuals is much less prominent for the topic at hand, this paper will only focus on the literature about norms in relation to social constructivism. 
2.1.2. [bookmark: _Toc391510168][bookmark: _Toc396045590]Defining norms
In order to understand the emergence of a norm, the cascade of this norm and its internalization, it is important to define what a norm is. A norm, as defined by Finnemore and Sikkink (1998: 891) is an appropriate or standard behaviour for actors that have a given identity. Norms are not to be confused with institutions. This happens quite often, but institutions can be seen as a collection of norms. An example is slavery, or democracy. These are institutions that are a mix of rules and practices that have constantly varied over time. A good example of a norm is for instance the norm to not use landmines (Price, 1991). This norm gained traction when NGOs were able to give it a platform (the norm emerged). Then states adopted this norm (cascade) and, at the extreme of the cascade of a norm, the norm has become a habit; the norm has been internalized. 
Finnemore and Sikkink (2001: 891), as do other scholars, recognize two types of norms: regulative norms and constitutive norms. Constitutive norms are norms that create new interests, new categories of action or new actors. Regulative norms constrain and order behaviour: these are the norms that give incentives to actors or policymakers to act in a certain way. Norms are different from rules because norms involve a certain standard of proper or appropriate behaviour. As Finnemore and Sikkink (2001: 890) argue, when assessing norms, the evaluative and intersubjective dimensions are inescapable because often, one can only recognize appropriate behaviour when one refers to judgments coming from society or from a community. If an actor acts in a way that is not in line with a norm, this behaviour will generate a certain disproval which could be an incentive for the actor to change his behaviour; or even better, a disincentive to act against the norm from the beginning. 
But how can a norm be recognized? There are no bad norms: even slaveholders thought they were behaving appropriately (and were treated as such) and therefore, it is not the case that one can look at appropriate behaviour of a state, or an institution to single out the norm it lives by. Norms can, according to Finnemore and Sikkink, only be found with indirect evidence of norms. As Price (1998) found out, a norm can be very powerful and even compel states to act against their own interests. This conclusion posed a threat for the more rational theories that argue that states only act in their own best interest. For instance, the United States insisted on keeping landmines at the border of South and North Korea and has been heavily criticized for not signing the treaty on the ban of landmines. Consequently, the United States had to go through considerable lengths when trying to explain and justify why it was legitimate to feel compelled to not remove the landmines. And it is this, as Finnemore and Sikkink (1998: 892) argue, the ‘extensive trail of communications between actors’ that can be studied in order to identify a norm. In the case at hand, the changes that can be seen in higher education in on the one hand the UK and on the other hand the Netherlands, can also be based on, or initiated by the adoption of a norm. For instance, the norm of international cooperation between universities and the deviation from the model were universities were mostly occupied with teaching and doing scientific research.
2.1.3. [bookmark: _Toc391510169][bookmark: _Toc396045591]International norms connected to domestic norms
Before elaborating on the norm lifecycle and the three stages identified by Finnemore and Sikkink on how a norm evolves and the phases it goes through before becoming internalized, it is important to understand how international norms are connected to domestic norms and vice versa. First of all, many international norms originated from domestic norms that, over time, were adopted by more and more states before becoming an international norm. One can think about for instance the norm of women suffrage (Dubois, 1994), but also norms about warfare (Legro, 1997), or for instance human rights norms (Risse, 1999). Finnemore and Sikkink (1998) argue that even when there appears to be an international norm trumping a domestic norm, often a domestic norm entrepreneur can be distinguished. This domestic norm entrepreneur uses the international norm to enforce his domestic position. This gave rise to the idea of a two-level game of norms, a game between the international arena and the domestic arena where advocates of a norm could argue that they were tied to internationally internalized norms, or the other way around. The early stages of the lifecycle of a norm can be influenced by domestic actors. Once the norm is cascading (see paragraph 2.1.4) domestic actors can hardly influence it anymore (Finnemore and Sikkink, 1998: 893). 
International norms may also influence national norms. Cortell and Davis (1996: 471) state about this that domestic actors can appropriate international rules and norms to further their goals in the domestic arena. An international norm can therefore influence a state’s policies . They do, however, argue that there are two factors that influence the adoption of the norm. These are the domestic legitimacy or salience of the norm on the one hand, and on the other the domestic, structural context. Nevertheless, states do react differently to the same international norms according to Checkel (1998). Checkel (ibid.) also argued that the mechanisms by which international norms are internalized by states can differ as well. Van Kersbergen and Verbeek (2007: 234) argue that international norms are not always easy to live with for domestic actors. On the contrary even: the adoption of an international norm may be the start of a fierce battle about its precise meaning and how to interpreted this. This can lead to reformulations and changes to such international norms. They continue by stating that the international norms that are expected to affect the power relations, for instance the relations between the member states on the one hand and the European Commission on the other, are more prone to ignite fierce debate (ibid.). The authors give the example of subsidiary within the European Union. This issue ignited fierce debates within the member states and with European Commission because it would- in theory- fundamentally change the power relations between them. This will be more elaborately discussed in chapter 2.2.4. that discusses the critiques on the norm lifecycle because the considerations of van Kersbergen and Verbeek can be very valuable in answering the research question. Higher education, as stated before, has always been a primarily domestic affair with little interference from the EU-level. When this started to change (the adoption of the Bologna process for instance), it would be understandable for national policymakers not to just except these new ‘imposed’ EU policies. It is understandable that these changes will meet protests and will be reframed or otherwise interpreted in a way that is more in line with the domestic policy makers’ preference.
The framework of the norm lifecycle, that will be discussed below, is able to shed light on the development of an international norm and the adoption of such a norm in the domestic arena. 
2.1.4. [bookmark: _Toc391510170][bookmark: _Toc396045592]Norm lifecycle
In their famous article Norm Dynamics and Political Change, Martha Finnemore and Kathryn Sikkink (1998) came forward with the norm lifecycle. The norm lifecycle covers the entire lifespan of a norm. From the emergence of the norm, its cascade, to its internalization (consider figure 1). The following section will outline their framework. For every stage of the norm lifecycle, an expectation will be formulated. The norm lifecycle is relevant for this thesis, for it can be used to explain the development of the evident norm of more internationalization of higher education and the increased focus on adding economic value to a state’s economy by higher education institutes. The Dutch and the British higher education systems are going through a time of significant change, but appear to be changing in a different manner. The Dutch system is changing slower but appears to be changing towards the British model. The norm lifecycle can shed a light on how and why this is happening.
The first two stages, the norm emergence stage and the norm cascade stage, are (relatively) the same for the Netherlands and the United Kingdom for these stages, in the case of higher education, take place primarily on the European level. The norm internalization stage takes place on the domestic level and therefore, differences are to be expected there. 

Figure 1. The Norm Lifecycle (Finnemore and Sikkink, 1998: 896)

Norm Emergence		        Norm Cascade		      Norm Internalization

          Stage 1       Tipping point	              Stage 2			                Stage 3

[bookmark: _Toc389425340][bookmark: _Toc389431523][bookmark: _Toc391323363][bookmark: _Toc391510171][bookmark: _Toc391511439][bookmark: _Toc396045593]Norm emergence
Norms do not come out of nowhere. They are not suddenly ‘there’. There always has to be someone, or some organization, that formulates the norm. A norm is actively built. To illustrate the emergence of a norm, consider the organization ‘the International Campaign to Ban Landmines’ (ICBL) and Jody Williams, its coordinator. This agency was a Non-Governmental Organization (NGO) that was able to formulate a norm. In the literature, this is called the norm entrepreneur and they form a critical part of norm lifecycle for they call attention to issues or even create them. This is a hard task for these norms never enter a vacuum but always find ‘themselves’ fighting an uphill battle against the already existing norms (Finnemore and Sikkink, 1998: 897). In the case of the landmines, Jody Williams and her team faced tremendous opposition in numerous forms. From the functionality of the anti-personnel (AP) landmines to the fact that states did not want to give up the right if other states would not do the same (Price, 1998). These new norms are challenging the existing ‘logic of appropriateness’: the consideration that human behaviour is influenced, or more directly prescribed, by rules and norms that arise for- and regulate the social environment (Zotti, 2010). The norm entrepreneurs therefore might need to be ‘inappropriate’ in order to get their norm out in the open. This begs the question: what could motivate a norm entrepreneur? What motivates the norm entrepreneur to fight an uphill battle against the current logic of appropriateness? Consider Table 1. In this table, one can see the three stages of the norm life cycle. On the left, one can see the actor (in the case of the norm emergence: a norm entrepreneur), the motive and the dominant mechanism. The motive of a norm entrepreneur is often ideational or even altruistic. Usually, the norm entrepreneur does not get much in return except maybe personal glory (in the case of the landmines, Jody Williams eventually received the Nobel Peace Prize). Before continuing with the dominant mechanism in this stage, it is important to give more attention to how a norm entrepreneur is able to articulate the message. All norm entrepreneurs in the international arena need some sort of an organizational platform to articulate their message (Finnemore and Sikkink, 1998: 899). These platforms are often constructed for the sole purpose of articulating the norm and can often be, or become part of the larger advocacy networks; networks of NGO’s fighting for the same cause. In the case of the landmines, the ICBL was able to join the Red Cross as a member of a rapidly growing group of individuals and NGO’s that became actively involved in the banning of AP land mines. The platform that eventually helped raising the issue in the international arena was the fact that members of the ICBL were able to become part of official delegations of states to meetings and conferences and were able to get permission to speak, distribute information and submit proposals at these gatherings (Price, 1998).
But whatever their platform, norm entrepreneurs and the NGO’s cannot get their norm to the (implicit) second stage of the norm life cycle if they cannot lock the support of certain state actors that make the socialization of the norm part of their own, international agenda (Finnemore and Sikkink, 1998). In the case of the landmines, it was Canada that put the issue on the agenda. Belgium gave the issue legitimacy by banning the land mines. It is acts from states that could break the initial position of a state, like the United Kingdom’s when the country argued that it did not want to take part in having people in the street dictating security policy (McGrath, in Price, 1998: 625). Of course, the issue of the changing approach towards higher education, and the norm that has ushered this in, cannot be compared to norms in the domain of warfare, but the lifecycle of the norm is comparable. 

Table 1. Norm life cycle 
	
	Stage 1
Norm Emergence
	Stage 2
Norm Cascade
	Stage 3
Internalization

	Actors
	Norm entrepreneurs with organizational platforms
	States, international organizations, networks
	Law, professions, bureaucracy

	Motives
	Altruism, empathy, ideation, commitment
	Legitimacy, reputation, esteem
	Conformity

	Dominant Mechanisms
	Persuasion
	Socialization, institutionalization, demonstration
	Habit, institutionalization


Finnemore and Sikkink, 1998: 898

Consider table 1 again. The dominant mechanism in the norm emergence stage is persuasion. The norm entrepreneur needs to persuade actors (states) to adopt the norm and put it on the international agenda. At a certain moment, the norm reaches its ‘tipping’ point; the norm reaches a threshold after which it develops in a rather different way: states begin, after this point, to adopt the norm more rapidly and without domestic pressures (Finnemore and Sikkink, 1998: 902). The tipping point of the norm has quite often been discussed in the literature. One might argue, based on the literature, that this tipping rarely occurs before a third of all the states have adopted the norm (ibid.: 901). But which states adopt the norm is also a factor relevant for the tipping point of a norm. To continue with the example of the landmines: France and the UK both decided to adopt the norm to ban AP landmines. They did this in mid-1997. According to Price (1998) the norm cascaded at the end of that year. the UK and France can be seen as critical states. The one third ‘rule’ does not apply when there are no large states amongst them. Finnemore and Sikkink (1998) also argue that some states can be critical because they have a certain moral stature. The adoption of the norm by South Africa under Mandela is an example of this. Unanimity among states is, however, not essential. For instance, the United States did not support the ban (because of the landmines on the border between North- and South Korea). This did not stand in the way of a cascade of the norm.
The change, as described in the first chapter of this thesis, which universities go through, is likely to be initiated by a norm that has gone through or is in the middle of the norm lifecycle just like other international norms. The above leads to the expectation that, because higher education has always been primarily a domestic affair, the norm entrepreneur able to articulate a norm in this domain should be either a rather influential or powerful actor (like the European Union). After all, it has to be able to put a norm on the agenda on a level higher than the state level, otherwise it would not have been able to organize an organizational platform. Or more generally: the more institutions are rooted within the domestic domain of a state, the more influential the norm entrepreneur should have to be in order to give the articulated norm traction.

[bookmark: _Toc389425341][bookmark: _Toc389431524][bookmark: _Toc391323364][bookmark: _Toc391510172][bookmark: _Toc391511440][bookmark: _Toc396045594]Norm cascade
As one can see when considering table 1, the dominant actors in this stage are the individual states, International organizations and networks. The norm is not influenced primarily by domestic pressures. In this stage, the norm is driven by transnational and international influences. These influences can be quite strong, so strong even that norm breakers can become norm followers via mechanisms such as socialization, institutionalization and demonstration. Naming and shaming are weapons that are quite effective in this stage of the norm life cycle. In the case of the Landmines, the NGO’s equated the usage of landmines with using chemical weapons, and in doing so they were able to classify the states that did not adopt the norm not to use land mines as evil for using land mines comes close to (or is the same as) using chemical weapons (Price, 1998). Finnemore and Sikkink (1998) argue that states comply with the norms in this stage because their identity, as a member of the international society, compels them to do so (consider the cell in the middle of the table). Non-compliance can damage a state’s reputation and other states might view the non-compliant state as a rogue state; a state that cannot be trusted. In the case at hand, it might be unwise for states not to follow the norm for their higher education system might become disjointed form the other European higher education systems. In a later phase, after the establishment of the European Higher Education Area, states that did not comply with the norm could face considerable disadvantages when looking at for instance EU subsidies compared to states that did comply with the norm.
Further, domestic legitimacy is also a factor that has become relevant since citizens of a state are, because of the easy access to information, increasingly judging their own government’s behaviour in the international arena. In the case of the landmines, not complying with the norm would have resulted in many demonstrations and domestic opposition. 
What is also an important aspect of why a norm cascades, is the fact that a person takes pride in aspects that define his identity (Fearon 1997: 24). Finnemore and Sikkink (2001) made an analogy to the international arena in which states also take pride in the fact that they are for instance, liberal states, or states that see themselves as playing an important role in internationalization. This gains them self-esteem and therefore, they adopt particular norms simply because they fit with their identity. To go even further, the identity of a state might change if it would not adopt a norm in line with that identity. What also induces the cascade is the fact that the norm entrepreneurs sometimes direct their criticisms directly towards individual leaders. These leaders, in the face of elections, often feel compelled to issue statements in line with the norm (ibid.). This is, however, more relevant to norms concerning for instance warfare and human rights. However, higher education is also a topic that can have large ramifications for a political leader. If a leader of state does not adopt a certain norm, the usually very vocal community of students in favor or in opposition of the norm are often able to bring that leader in discredit. Also the private sector of a state can, in this case, become an important player. The economy of an advanced capitalist state benefits from having a highly educated population. If the leader of a state does not do anything within his power to comply with their wishes (with regard to education, in this case), he might find himself with a powerful opposition. 
Further, Keck and Finnemore (1998) have argued that when a certain state does not comply with a new norm, this can result in a boomerang effect (the ‘boomerang model’). This model ‘proposes that in cases where state actors are not responsive to civil society demands, domestic groups are increasingly able to connect to transnational allies, who use the power of principled ideas and norms to lobby their own states or international organizations to put pressure on the recalcitrant state from the outside’ (Krook & True, 2012: 107).
It can therefore be expected that the more the international norm of changing the higher education organizations in the Netherlands and in the UK is in line with what students and particularly the private sector want, the faster this norm will cascade and become salient. This expectation does not directly mean that the norm will also internalize quickly for other factors are relevant in that stage as will be shown below.

[bookmark: _Toc389425342][bookmark: _Toc389431525][bookmark: _Toc391323365][bookmark: _Toc391510173][bookmark: _Toc391511441][bookmark: _Toc396045595]Norm internalization
The norm internalization stage is the ultimate form of cascade. The norm is not questioned anymore and compliance with the norm is self-evident. The norm has become a habit and has been entrenched throughout the institutions. The norm is taken for granted and conformity with this norm is almost automatic. The norm to ban landmines is now internalized: all but a few states, which are by and large considered rogue states, no longer use landmines (except of course for the United States on the border between the Korea’s). A better example in this case is the abolishment of slavery. Actors are not questioned when they behave according to an internalized norm and these actors do not discuss or consider to conform; it has become a habit that has been institutionalized. The main actors (as can be seen in table 1) are laws, professions and bureaucracies. For instance the norm for doctors to help the wounded, even if they are, in the case of a war, soldiers of the enemy. This norm has become a law. Finnemore and Sikkink (1998) also come forward with professional trainings that go even further than transferring knowledge: these trainings socializes people to value certain values more than others. They continue by arguing that also the bureaucracies of states and international organizations will start to use the norm when they shape certain policies. 
	This above leads to the following expectations: The more an international norm deviates from the existing norm at the domestic level, the slower the norm will be internalized in the higher education organization. Furthermore, if there are institutional constraints, the norm is likely to internalize slower than if there were no (or little) institutional constraints.

2.1.5. [bookmark: _Toc391510175][bookmark: _Toc396045596] Critique on the norm life cycle in respect to the adoption of norms
According to Finnemore (1993), international organizations such as the European Union, can teach states new norms. As van Kersbergen and Verbeek (2007) point out, several problems may present themselves once a norm has been internalized. The fact of the matter is, the norm life cycle framework as depicted by Finnemore and Sikkink has faced some minor critiques but, in general, is seen as a framework that is helpful in explaining the emergence and the adoption of norms. However, as can be read in the introduction of this paper, certain norms are not adopted by every state in the same manner as the international organization had envisaged. Van Kersbergen and Verbeek (ibid.; 218) present several problems that arise after the internalization of the norm. They argue that after international norms have been adopted, they remain subject to new battles over their usefulness and meaning. These battles, as can be expected, occur in the classical governmental arrangements. They continue by arguing that it is difficult to reinforce the norm because there are few legal enforcement mechanisms. Furthermore, Van Kersbergen and Verbeek (ibid.), present with several problems about the implementation of an adopted, international norm. The first is that the current literature on norms and the role of norms in respect to international cooperation does not pay sufficient attention to the fact that certain norms can mean different things to different actors and that this has grave implications for the compliance with the norm because this can be a recurrence of differences in policy that already existed. Another identified problem is that in an extremely institutionalized environment such as the EU, compliance and adoption of norms depends on the strategic behaviour of states because the EU is ‘an inter-state system and a ‘domestic-like’ polity’ (ibid.: 219). Krook (2012: 104), comes forward with a similar argument. In her study on gender equality and the United Nations, she argues that a norm, in the internalization stage, must be regarded still as a work in progress and not as a finished product. International norms are not deliberately diffuse, but are diffuse because they are subject to (re)framing and reinterpretation by a diverse array of domestic actors. International norms fit into a variety of context and can therefore encompass different meanings. Sandholtz (2008) and Wiener (2004) came forward with similar arguments. In relation to the higher education norm, it can be argued that, because higher education policies have always been primarily the domain of the individual nation states, a vague and diffuse norm will cascade much easier for most states will adopt the norm at the EU level, knowing that they can make (subtle) changes when actually implementing the new international norm into their domestic higher education systems. This leads to the expectation that, in line with the argument of van Kersbergen and Verbeek,[footnoteRef:5] the (presumed) higher education norm that directs the higher education organization of states towards more internationalization and an increased focus on higher education institutes adding value to the state’s economy (and, indirectly, to the European economy on the whole) will internalize much faster in a state that has less institutional barriers compared to a state that has more barriers. An example could be for instance a more powerful opposition within the national parliament, or a much more open political opportunity structure.  [5:  Van Kersbergen and Verbeek are not regarded as constructivist theorist . The critique that they have formulated on the norm lifecycle is nonetheless useful for their ‘out of the box’ perspective on the framework of Finnemore and Sikkink can help understanding why international norms tend to change in the domestic arena.  ] 

2.2. [bookmark: _Toc391510176][bookmark: _Toc396045597]Varieties of Capitalism
The literature in the discipline of global economy of advanced (liberal) capitalist democracies has been dominated by the more institutionalist-focused theories such as neo-mercantilism for a long time. These theories emphasize the institutional arrangements, which define the specific models of capitalism that we recognize nowadays (Thelen, 2012: 138). Today this dominance has changed and made place for the now widely used framework proposed by Peter A. Hall and David Soskice, who laid the groundwork for a new approach towards global economy (2001). In contrast to other liberal capitalist economy theories, this approach draws attention to the different types of characteristics of institutional arrangements. The approach cannot be seen as a primarily explanatory theory, but more as a heuristic device – a sort of mid-range descriptive device. Furthermore, the approach has a tendency towards a more static analysis and latent features of institutional functionalism (Peck and Theodor, 2007: 731).
     In a nutshell, the essence of Hall and Soskice’s theory is that they distinguish two sorts of economic institutional arrangements. On the one hand, they recognize the coordinated market economy (CME), and on the other the liberal market economy (LME). The distinction between these two models is the centre of their approach. Their framework provided an integrated and systemic view that was able to emphasize the links between all the defining institutions of a capitalist (liberal) political economy: financial arrangements between institutions, social policies, industrial relations institutions, corporate governance and, most relevant for this paper: higher education systems (Hall and Soskice, 2001: 4). These links are called the institutional complementarities. This means, in short, that the setup of institutions in a particular type of capitalist economy (for instance a CME), develop institutions that are complementary in other spheres.[footnoteRef:6]  [6:  A good example is that in the Netherlands, there is high (un)employment protection and therefore, the education system is organized in a way that promotes the acquirement of specific skills for individuals because for them, it is worth the costs to become a specialist in a particular domain because they are likely to be able to stay at a firm for a long period. This is less the case in for instance the UK where it is more rational for an individual to acquire general skills for he could easily loose his or her job (less employment protection); specific skills would render him or her less likely to find a new job quickly.  ] 

Hall and Soskice challenged the idea that in the contemporary, globalising world, the market pressures would inevitably drive towards a convergence towards a ‘most’ efficient, best model of capitalism, a world with immense technological process and competitive pressures put forward by long term trends such as globalization and the decline of for instance manufacturing in the capitalist societies, would inevitably drive towards a convergence; a convergence towards a ‘most’ efficient, best model of capitalism. Hall and Soskice (2001) argue that this is not the case. At the very heart of the varieties of capitalism framework lies the idea that the there will be no convergence in organization of capitalist economies. The two models, the CME and the LME, described by Hall and Soskice both represent different ways of organizing capitalist economies that both operate within a whole different logic. They are both even (equally) durable in the face of the new strains put forward by for instance globalization, internationalization and the growing interdependence between states.
The varieties of capitalism approach can be useful when explaining the difference between the different development trajectories that the higher education systems in the Netherlands and the UK go through because the approach has certain expectations about this. Institutions in a particular logic are not expected to change radically because then these institutions would not be complementary with the other (economic) institutions. A rapidly changing skill formation regime (of which higher education institutes are a part) has implications for the other institutions of the economy. And if the skill formation regime is changing towards a different capitalist economy logic this poses a problem for the varieties of capitalism approach on the whole (though this is not the focus of this paper. This paper will try to find out which approach, the social constructivism approach or the varieties of capitalism approach, is better able to explain the different development trajectories of the Netherlands and the United Kingdom). 

2.2.1. [bookmark: _Toc391510177][bookmark: _Toc396045598]Coordinated Market Economy (CME) and Liberal Market Economy (LME)
Before continuing with a brief outline of the two different organization types of capitalist economies, it is important to understand that Hall and Soskice regard firms as the crucial actor in a capitalist economy. It is thus a firm-centered political economy approach that regards companies; companies that seek profit,[footnoteRef:7] as the key agent (Hall & Soskice, 2001: 6).  [7:  Hall and Soskice (2001: 6) argue that: ‘we see firms as actors seeking to develop and exploit core competencies or dynamic capabilities understood as capacities for developing, producing, and distributing goods and services profitably (Teece and Pisano 1998).’] 

The idea at the heart of the varieties of capitalism approach is that both the models, the coordinated market economy and the liberal market economy, operate using a different logic and that they both represent different types of organising of a capitalist economy. The logic of the organization of a state’s economy defines the nature of employee-worker relations, company-government relations, company- higher education relations, bank-industry linkages (Hall & Soskice, 2001), in short, all actions within the state’s economy are defined by how that particular economy is organized and there is no convergence towards another, more efficient logic. Both models stand alone and are durable for, as Thelen (2012) argues, all key coordinating institutions within the state’s economy have a stake in the survival of the organization for they have adapted their strategies around it and rely on the success of the system.[footnoteRef:8] The concept of institutional complementarities is important here. Institutional complementarities are the foundation of the differences between CMEs on the one hand and LMEs on the other. In order to understand the interaction effects of the various institutions in a capitalist economy, the varieties of capitalism approach analyses and identifies the natures of the different institutional complementarities (Graf, 2008: 11). Hall and Soskice (2001: 17) argue that the complementarities across the spheres of their respective political economies that are most important, are between labour relations and inter-firm relations on the one hand, and corporate government on the other hand and, between higher education training systems and labour relations. This thesis will primarily focus on the last relation. Due to internationalization, this relation has become more and more under pressure, which has implications for the organization of universities.  [8:  To illustrate this: imagine a coordinated market economy. As will be described in the next pages, employees are better protected in a CME in comparison with a LME. It is therefore worth the while of an individual living in a CME to acquire a certain specific skill that makes him valuable for a company. It is profitable for him to do that for he knows he cannot be fired easily. If this individual would have lived in a LME, he would do no such thing for he can more easily be let go by the company he works for (because in an LME, as will be described in the next pages, there is less employment protection) and enter the labour market only with one particular, very specific skill. Because it makes good sense to specialize yourself in a CME, the public policy makers have an incentive to create a higher education and vocational training system that facilitates a more specific training (Estevez-Abe, Iversen & Soskice, 2001: 145). ] 

In general, coordinated market economies are primarily found in continental Europe where the liberal market economies are primarily found in the Anglo Saxon economies such as the United Kingdom, the United States, Canada and Australia. There are some hybrid economies (such as Denmark, Japan and East-central European states[footnoteRef:9]). These two varieties of capitalism are sometimes also seen as the Rhineland model of capitalism and the Anglo-Saxon model of capitalism. Economies in continental Europe, such as the economy of Germany (exemplary for the coordinated market economy) represent the Rhineland model of capitalist economies.  [9:  Nolke and Vliegenthart (2009) ascribe these states to the Dependent Market Economy (DME). They state about DME’s that: ‘DME’s have comparative advantages in the assembly and production of relatively complex and durable consumer goods. These comparative advantages are based on institutional complementarities between skilled, but cheap, labour; the transfer of technological innovations within transnational enterprises; and the provision of capital via foreign direct investment. Given these complementarities, the superior performance […], becomes understandable’ (ibid: 672)] 

In order to make matters more clear, consider table 2.1. In this table, the several institutions within the two different logics of capitalist economy are juxtaposed. As one can see, there are numerous fundamental differences in the organization of economies.


Table 2.1.
Two varieties of capitalism
	Institutions
	Liberal market economy (LME)
	Coordinated market economy (CME)

	Distinctive coordination mechanism
	Competitive markets and formal contracts
	Inter-firm networks and associations

	Primary means of raising investments
	Domestic and international capital markets
	Domestic bank lending and internally generated funds 

	Corporate governance
	Outsider control/ dispersed shareholders
	Insider control/ concentrated shareholders

	Industrial relations
	Pluralist, market based; few collective agreements
	Corporatist, consensual; sector wide-wide or even national agreements

	Education and training systems
	General skill, high research and development expenditures
	Company- or industry- specific skills, vocational training

	Transfer of innovations
	Based on markets and formal contracts
	Important role of joint ventures and business associations

	Comparative advantages
	Radical innovation in technology and service sectors
	Incremental innovation of capital goods.


Nolke and Vliegenthart (2009: 680)

It is important to note that, as Hall and Gingerich (2005) argue, both capitalist economy perspectives, are at the ends of a spectrum. On the one end there are the liberal market economies where the relations between firms and actors within the economy are primarily coordinated by competition. On the other end, the coordinated market economy end, firms engage in more strategic interaction with each other and the other relevant institutions (such as trading unions) within the state’s economy.[footnoteRef:10] [10:  Firms in a LME face large equity market with rather high levels of transparency and, with very dispersed shareholding. The access firms have to external financing is depending on criteria that are publicly assessable. For instance the market valuation of another company. Hostile takeovers are allowed (more easily than in coordinated economies) by regulatory regimes and depend on the price of the shares and the executives sensitivity to current profitability. There is little employment protection and trading unions are rather weak. The wage setting is a matter of contract between employers and the workers and the labor markets are therefore, quite fluid. Because of these fluid labour markets, workers have an incentive to obtain more general skills instead of more specified skills: these general skills can be taken to other possible jobs to which a worker may transfer. Industry associations are weak and there are little collaborative training programs where industry specific skills can be learned. The transfer of technology is usually accomplished via licensing or the hiring of expert personnel. Furthermore, the strategy is defined by the top managers that have a substantial amount of authority on the strategy of the company on the whole. This includes the layoffs. This all leads to the fact that the relationships that firms in a LME have with other actors should always be seen in a competitive market perspective (Hall and Gingerich, 2009).
    Firms in a coordinated market economy are all connected via cross-shareholding and dense networks and are all member of large employers organizations. The networks in which they act provide a platform for the exchange of for instance private information, the development of intra firm relations, it allows firms to develop trustworthy reputations that can be instrumental for the access to capital which, in a CME, depends more on reputation than on the value of the (combined) shares. The labour markets are far less fluid compared to the labour markets in a LME. There are strong labour unions and trading unions and the protection of employment is much better facilitated. This leads to substantially longer job tenures. Accordingly, the managers of firms in a CME usually cannot be focused on current profitability and are forced to look more at the future. Collective labour agreements are often mediated by employers associations. These associations also facilitate and supervise the coordination of industry specific skill training schemes and the assurance of a position if a worker is willing to invest in those specific skills. Associations within an industry are playing an important role in for instance legal endorsements and standard-setting. Furthermore, transfer of technology takes often place through collaborations between firms in the same industry. Therefore, the top managers of firms are usually seeking consensus because the existence of powerful industrial networks and employers unions provides them with al smaller scope for unilateral actions. Decision making is therefore much more based on mutual agreement (Hall and Gingerich, 2009).
] 

The above leads to the expectation that if a state has a coordinated market economy, then its higher education organization will not diverge towards a more liberal market economy type of higher education organization (or vice versa). CME higher educational systems focus more on teaching company and industry specific skills where an LME higher educational system is more focused on teaching more general skills and, is much more dependent on, and active in the private sector. Higher education in a CME is usually much less engaged with the private sector and is a lot less dependent on private donations and tuition fees.

2.2.2. [bookmark: _Toc391510178][bookmark: _Toc396045599]Varieties of Capitalism: differences in cross-national skill profiles and protection institutions (welfare production regimes)
In chapter four of Hall en Soskice volume about the varieties of capitalism, Estevez-Abe, Iversen and Soskice argue that the configuration of labour markets and particularly specific skills; skills that are taught by higher education institutes, that distinguish certain national economies, can explain several major aspects of a welfare state’s economy. It is, as Lauder et al. (2008: 19) argue, one of the most clear statements within the varieties of capitalism approach because one variable (skill formation) has implications for the labour market and the organization of welfare institutions in the national economy on the whole.
This paragraph will show that different types of social protection (for instance from unemployment), are institutionally complementary to the various skill formation possibilities. Assessing the skill formation organization of a state is important for this shapes the other institutions of that state (and the other way around). The central problem of this thesis, the slower pace at which the higher education system; the system producing the ‘skills’ is changing in the Netherlands in respect to the British higher education system, could be answered making use of this perspective. Furthermore, this paragraph will delve deeper into the varieties of capitalism approach and will give a more general background to how this approach coops with higher education and the relation of higher education to the labour market. 
One would expect that when the skill formation organization is changing, institutions such as wage-protection and unemployment protection would change as well. Powell & Solga (2008: 3) state about this that strong supranational forces, however powerful, are not likely to transform these national complementarities between higher education systems and employment institutions. They continue by arguing that the organization of higher education is embedded within the economic and educational environment that have evolved together over time. The above formulated expectation would, however, surpass the expectation (of course) that these changes would not occur on the whole for all institutions are configured to the organization of a particular states economy and do not want this organization to change for they are complementary. 
First, Estevez-Abe, Iversen, & Soskice (2001) identify three types of skills for a workforce within a state. These skills are often taught at the university or higher vocational education level. They argue that the firms anticipate their product market strategy on the workforce within the state in which they operate for this workforce has a particular skill profile. Secondly, they argue that different types of social protection (protection from losing employment or wages) facilitate the propensity of individuals within an economy to invest in a particular skill. This determines the skill profile of an economy. The different skills Estevez-Abe et al. (2001) identify are 1) firm specific skills, 2) industry specific skills and 3) general skills. The distinction between these skills lies mainly in the asset specificity and the portability of the skills from one job to the other. The least portable of the three different types of skills are the firm-specific skills. These skills are acquired through on the job, specific training. Training that is valuable to the employer that facilitated this training and invaluable to other employers. An example of this is the training in the organizational structure and the different processes within the firm. These skills are not portable and therefore, both the employer and the employee must be able to find an added value of investing in this skill. Industry specific skills are skills that are mainly acquired through vocational training schools and apprenticeships (Estevez- Abe et al., 2001). These skills are certified and are therefore transferable: the skill can be used throughout the whole industry and is therefore not employer-specific. The third type of skill distinguished by Estevez- Abe et al. (2001) is general skills. These skills are valuable regardless of any type of firm or industry. These skills are recognized by all employers. It should, however, be noted that a production system contains, if working properly, all types of skills to a point, however, particular strategies can be characterized, according to Estevez- Abe et al. (2001: 148[footnoteRef:11]), based on the required skill profile that is required.  [11:  Several hybrid skill formations can be distinguished. For instance in Japan, where industries like automobile and other goods are produced by the same firm (e.g. Mitsubishi). Changes in production line occur every few years and this requires not only industry specific skills, but also firm specific skills and the production strategy depends on the ability of the workers to perform a wide range of tasks (Koike, 1981). Germany in this case (see table. 2.2) is also a hybrid economy when it comes to skill formation. It has, on the one hand, very high quality product production facilities (e.g. high end cars) and has also been able to get the production out of the smaller scale production facilities. Streeck (1999) calls this production type a diversified quality production: it requires both industry and firm specific skills.] 

The above can be seen as the perspective of the employer. But how about the perspective of the employee? Estevez-Abe et al. (2001) assume the following about the worker’s behaviour. The worker’s behaviour is economically driven and is always a calculation of the return on investment. To be more concrete, a student can choose to start a university education towards a very specific skill, or instead a for instance higher vocation education towards more generic skills. This leads to three assumptions:(1) students are rational; they calculate the overall return on their educational investments before committing themselves. So, it is assumed that a student enrolls for a university, he or she chooses a study that will not only ensure him or her an overall return, but also the wages forgone during their years studying. One can therefore argue that they take a calculated ‘risk’. (2) people invest in the skills that are likely to generate a higher expected return (provided of course that the investments’ riskiness is identical. (3) Ceteris paribus, people are not likely to invest in skills with an uncertain future, for people are, as is assumed, risk-aversive (Estevez-Abe et al., 2001: 149)
These assumptions are accepted in the field of varieties of capitalism that focuses on the formation of skills and vocational training (e.g. Lauder et al. 2008; Kleinman & Vallas 2001; Freeman & Lazear, 1996). It is important to note that, in the absence of institutional interventions, it is never rational for an employee to invest his or her money or time in highly specific or industry and firm specific skills because he or she knows that there can be a certain job insecurity. A worker will not invest in skills that have no remunerative added value for other industries or other firms because if he or she becomes unemployed, the investments on this skill (1) will not generate a return. Therefore, an institutional intervention is critical in a capitalist economy that depends on industry or firm specific skills.[footnoteRef:12] [12:  For these reasons, the varieties of capitalism approach has been described as rational choice institutionalism (Coates, 2005; in Lauder, Brown and Ashton, 2008)] 

First, firm specific skills require a high level of employment protection because the skills acquired by a worker are useless when he would lose the job. Without a sufficiently high level of employment protection, it would not be rational for workers to invest significant amounts of energy, time and money in this skill. Freeman and Lazear (1996) argue that workers will only invest in firm-specific skills if they are assured that they will keep their jobs long enough to see a return on their initial investment (ibid.). 
The investment of a worker in industry specific skills is much safer than the investment in firm specific skills. The employment protection is less relevant because if a worker loses his or her job, he can apply at firms active within the industry because his skills do not solely bind him to a specific firm. They are also useful in the industry in which the worker was already occupied: he can move between firms. For industry specific skills (as can be seen in table 2.2), unemployment protection is an important institute. The protection of the so called ‘skilled wages’ are essential within an economy that primarily makes use of industry specific trained work force. Unemployment protection achieves this by helping to keep the skilled wages high and by allowing workers to turn down jobs that are not within the industry they are trained in. If there is no such unemployment protection institution and a worker is forced to take a job that is not industry specific, workers would be discouraged to invest in an education that leads towards industry-specific skills for they have no certainty that they will have a return on their initial investment (1). On the other hand, when there is generous unemployment protection, the worker is rewarded for his investment even when is out of a job for a period (Estevez- Abe, 2001). Furthermore, a high replacement ratio also facilitates the investment in industry specific skills because the worker that has been laid off by a certain firm, has a big chance of getting hired again within a limited timeframe and, if this is not the case, the worker is still not compelled to accept a job that does not lie within his or her core competencies. To summarize in the words of Estevez- Abe et al. (2001: 152) ‘unemployment protection — a high replacement ratio and 'secure' benefits — guarantee return on skill investment sufficient to compensate for economic fluctuations’.
Both the unemployment protection and the employment protection are an incentive for workers to invest in firm- or industry-specific skills. If there is little or no protection against unemployment and employment, workers will invest in general skills, that might be relevant in a broad variety of jobs and industries.[footnoteRef:13] This is the best insurance against insecurities on the labour market a worker can get. Further, if general skills are most needed for firms in order to pursue their product market strategy, this might lead to a competitive edge when there are no institutions that prevents them from being flexible with their workforce (Busemeyer, 2009 and Estevez et al., 2001). [13: It should be noted that academic education can also be of this general skill type. Take an MBA title, or a public administration master. ] 

The third institute identified by Estevez-Abe et al. (2001) is wage protection. Wage protection ‘reinforces the effects of employment and unemployment protection by reducing the risk that the wage levels for specific skills might drop radically in the future. In other words, wage protection makes it possible for workers to calculate viable lifelong earnings if they were to invest in specific skills’ (ibid.: 153). A well-organized wage protection institute within a state enables workers to make calculations on the return on the investment in skill.[footnoteRef:14]  [14:  At first hand, one would assume that the best organized wage bargaining systems can be found in the specific training economies. This is true however, one should see wage protection in two ways: wage protection for the employed and wage protection for the unemployed. For the employed workers, the relevant protection is the protection of their wages in contrast to other industries. For the unemployed, wage protection means the assurance that, when they find a new job, they will be hired for the same wage they earned at their previous job. In a general skills economy, both the employment wage protection and the unemployment  wage protection are both low for if they were high, there would be a disincentive to leave the company. The other way around is true for the industry or firm specific skills. Both the unemployment and the employment wage protection are high (Estevez et al, 2001). ] 

The skill profiles described above have significant implications for the output of a state’s economy. Hall and Soskice are famous for pointing out why coordinated market economies have mostly incremental innovations and why liberal market economies often produce radical innovations. Estevez-Abe (2001) uses the example of start-up companies in the United States. They benefit from the very flexible labour market of university-educated workers that have excellent general skills in combination with a lot of experience in the field. This combination of skills and experience can lead more easily to radical innovations such as the innovations coming from the Silicon Valley. The innovations in a CME are often more incremental.
Further, another significant implication of these different welfare production regimes is that they produce different kinds of inequality. This is best summarized by Lauder, Brown and Ashton (2008: 21) who argue that for low-achieving students, training systems that are highly developed for industry or firm specific skills (found in CMEs), are likely to provide the best opportunities for students to gain a particular skill that employers are willing to protect. This in contrast to the training systems in a LME where low achievers in the flexible (less protected) labour market are likely to have greater possibility of lower wages. They continue by stating that in 2007, 23 percent of the British employees where low-paid – a salary lower than two thirds the median income.
In the conclusion of their chapter Estevez et al. (2001) argue that two factors can be distinguished that are instrumental for the resilience of these particular welfare production regimes. Firstly, the regimes tend to be enforced by the institutions such as employee representation and collective wage bargaining systems because these institutions facilitate the commitment of the actors to the strategies that are formed (or that already exist) within the economy. For example, long-term employment is a necessity for the sustainability of cooperation within the provision of certain particular, specific skills. Secondly, the employees and the employers that have the biggest advantages by these institutional complementarities usually have rather strong political positions. Estevez et al. (ibid.: 182) give the example of a welfare state economy that emphasizes the creation of specific skills. A median voter within that economy is likely to also have invested in specific skills. The same goes for the employers side. This side within this economy is likely to be dominated by firms that pursue specific skill strategies. Both the employee organization and the employers organization will contribute to institutions that benefit workers and companies that have invested heavy in specific skills.
2.2.3. [bookmark: _Toc391510179][bookmark: _Toc396045600]Varieties of Capitalism and globalization
Reform strategies of tertiary education have been linked to globalizations by governments all around the western world (OECD, 2003; Naidoo, 2003 etc.). A significant change in the approach towards universities and (university) education can be unveiled since the 1980s. Due to globalization, nation state economies have become more interconnected than before. This process will likely continue in the future because of the acceleration of information technologies such as for instance the instant communication all around the world and the institutionalization of the Post Fordist working practices, a new sort of economy can be seen in the Western World (Naido, 2003). This ‘knowledge economy’ is the result of the trend of abandoning manual labour, the production of material goods in developed countries towards a more immaterial, scientific economy which derives its merit from development, science, research and innovation. 
Globalization is everywhere and is best defined by David Held (1999: 14-15). He states that globalization refers to the deepening, the widening and the speeding up of the global interconnection. It can be seen as a continuum with on the one end the social and economic networks and relations that are organized on a national and local basis, and on the other end the economic and social relations and networks that lie on the wider scale of global interactions. The general linkage of human activity across regions, states and continents. Anthony Giddens (1991: 64) defines globalization more generally as the intensification of the social relations on a worldwide scale, linking distant places with local happenings in a manner events are shaped by occurrences thousands of miles away and vice versa.
Lauder et al. (2008) and Graf (2009: 577) argue that the varieties of capitalism approach as depicted by Hall and Soskice and, to be more precise the part in their book written by Estevez-Abe, Torben, Iversen and Soskice (2001), disregards the strong forces of globalization. Lauder et al. (2008) go even further and argue that the utilization of skills is fundamentally changing and that this is a result of the changing nature of firms that increasingly operate abroad (and thus within other capitalist economic logics). 
Before delving deeper into the implications of globalization in relation to higher education and training, it seems important to understand how Hall and Soskice interpreted globalization and why their view of globalization has been criticized. The technological innovations and the increasingly lower costs of transportation and communication all over the world captured in the, as Hall and Soskice (2001: 55) argue ‘the watchword globalization’, can possibly have gigantic implications for the topic at hand: the changes in higher educational systems in LME’s and CME’s. 
First of all, Hall and Soskice (ibid.: 56) recognize the effects of globalization. They argue that due to the declining transport and communication costs, new flows of goods, information and capital across the national borders have become the reality. Developed economies are nowadays much more open than in the 1980s and the growing international competition has grave implications for firms. They continue by arguing that the conventional view of globalization that is prominent in the literature (ibid.) is built on three pillars: First, it regards firms in essence as similar across states in terms of their basic structure and their basis strategies. Second, it sees the competitiveness of these firms only in the light of a firm’s labour costs: if the production can be cheaper in another state, a firm will move its production towards that other state (from which the logical expectation is that all firms will move their production) and third, the first and the second pillar facilitate, or even generate a particular model of politics that is inspired by these globalization ‘trends’. The above named pillars are forcing governments to change their regulatory frameworks that regulated the labour costs or the employment protection in order to make it less attractive for firms to move their production. They continue by arguing that the opposition to these regulatory changes comes from the political resistance of labour unions or social democratic parties (‘the left’). However, the international interdependence is providing capital with more opportunities to exit a state than for instance labour and therefore, ‘the balance of power is said to have shifted dramatically towards capital’ (ibid.: 56). This inspires deregulation and therefore a sort of convergence of institutions across the world and, in theory, the convergence of LME’s with CME’s.[footnoteRef:15]  [15:  This ‘convergence theory’ is based on much older theories of industrialism (Hall and Soskice, 2001: 56)] 

The critique Hall and Soskice have on the above named pillars is that they do not regard firms as similar in essence (1). Firms in CME’s and LME’s have developed different strategies and have a different structure and will, therefore, respond differently to similar changes (Knetter, 1989). Furthermore, Hall and Soskice (2001: 56-57) do not think that firms will automatically move their production lines offshore only because the wages are lower. Their approach is centered around the fact that firms facilitate the capitalist logic and, and this is more relevant for CME’s, have competitive advantages by a specific skilled labour force. Firms will be reluctant to give up an exquisite labour force only for lower wages. Of course Hall and Soskice do recognize the fact that for some production activities, lower wages are convincing enough for the board of a firm to move their production elsewhere. They are also open to the possibility of firms moving parts of their production line to lower wage states.
An intriguing aspect of the approach towards globalization of Hall and Soskice is the fact that they are able to come up with arguments why globalization can ‘exist’ side by side with their models of LMEs and CME’s. They call this concept institutional arbitrage. This concept entails that firms can secure the advantages of the different institutional frameworks of the political economies. For instance, due to the fact that, according to the varieties of capitalism approach, LME’s have more radical innovations and CME’s have more incremental innovation, firms that act within one logic, can use the framework of an economy within another logic, to their advantage.[footnoteRef:16] Hanké (2001: 4) summarizes this by arguing that globalization often reinforces the institutional advantages because foreign direct investments (FDI) flow to locations that are rich in specific assets and these depend on the requirements of investors. He continues by arguing that the CME’s and the LME’s will likely be located at different points in the industrial production chain and that these, therefore, enforce the logic of the system. [16:  Hall and Soskice give the example of Nissan, A Japanese company that therefore operates in a CME-like economy, locates its design studios in the United States in order to gain the support of the institutions that facilitate radical innovation; something that can be useful for an automobile manufacturer with a rather dull image. The example also works the other way around. General Motors, a United States bases company, relocated its engine plant in Germany. The high skilled labour force in Germany might, via incremental innovation, be able to improve the engines in a way that would be hard to achieve if they were produced (and designed) in the United States.] 

Hall and Soskice (2001: 58) conclude their remarks about globalization with the prediction that LME’s will witness increased and widespread deregulations. Trade unions will be weakened by business initiatives and universities and other higher education institutes will become more autonomous and will be regulated less by the state. This has big implications for, for instance, studies that do not have a short-term profit perspective (such as the humanities). These studies are less attractive for a university to offer because they cost more than they produce in terms of economic gains. Higher tuition fees will be a (possible) result for the private sector will have less (or no) demand for these studies. Hall and Soskice use OECD statistics (of for instance the trade union density in LME in respect to CME) as prove for their statements; the UK, the US, New Zealand, Canada and Australia have all witnessed far-reaching deregulation (ibid.: 59). CME’s, where the cross-class coalitions are far stronger, have helped preserve their employment and wage institutions, and are therefore much less influenced. 
This leads to the expectation that if a higher education institute is located in a coordinated market economy such as the Netherlands, these institutions will be less influenced by globalization than their Liberal market counterparts.
It is important to note that, as argued by Lauder (2008), that the above described skill formations and the institutions that facilitate these formations, do retain all the aspects of globalization as depicted by Hall and Soskice. 
Graf (2008: 22) argues that, given the fact that universities face a set of coordinating institutional spheres of which they may only be able to define to a limited extent, universities are expected to focus their internationalization strategies in such a way that they are in line with the comparative institutional advantages that are provided by the higher education system of which they are a part. Other strategies would require adjustments in the neighbouring institutional spheres and would therefore increase the cost of change across the board. The comparative institutional advantages of the respective higher education system, are based on the institutional complementarities of the state’s economy and whether there is institutional support for which type of coordination. This resembles the path dependency of certain other International relations (meta-)theories such as historical institutionalism. 
Before elaborating on the criticisms of the varieties of capitalism approach it seems important to look at the general expectations of the varieties of capitalism approach on the higher education organization. As argued earlier, institutions within a certain capitalist economy logic will not divert towards the other logic. The expectation is therefore that the organization of higher education within a coordinated market economy will not divert towards a liberal market economy type of organization for there is no single best practice. If the higher education system of the Netherlands is diverging in a way similar to (and towards) the UK model, then this expectation is not met. Moreover, this would pose a problem for the varieties of capitalism approach, as presented by Hall and Soskice (2001) in general.  
2.2.4. [bookmark: _Toc391510180][bookmark: _Toc396045601]Criticisms on the Varieties of Capitalism approach (in respect to skill formation)
Varieties of capitalism is a rather new way of approaching issues of global political economy and, as every new theory, has encountered much criticism. However, and this is line with the argument made by Lukas Graf (2008: 14), there has not been much criticism on the varieties of capitalism approach regarding the educational systems. Graf even goes as far as arguing that ‘the perspective varieties of capitalism opens up on skill formation systems in advanced political economies is considered one of the major strengths of varieties of capitalism’. 
The biggest criticism in regard to skill formation systems that the varieties of capitalist theory faces is the fact that the approach treats states as sealed actors (Graf, 2008). Actors that exist in a system of states in which every state is subject to its own capitalist logic. Lauder et al. (2008: 26) argue that they have developed the notion of ‘digital Taylorism’; a change that can be witnessed that involves that standardization of processes, products and people that has rendered the innovation process into a set of particular routines that requires some education, ‘but not the kind of creativity and independence of judgment that is often associated with the knowledge economy’ (ibid.)[footnoteRef:17].  [17:  This can be illustrated by the 24 hours cycle several MNC’s nowadays have: the production lines start in India and end in the West of the United States. People start working in India when Europe is still asleep. When the Europeans start, The USA is still asleep and when they start, the people in India are reloading their batteries for the new day.
] 

With regard to higher education systems, Nolke and Taylor (2007) have argued that of all the capitalist institutions, the education and training systems are the least affected by the pressures of globalization because domestic policies are still playing the dominant role. This is challenged by Lauder et al. (2011: 25). They state that due to the rise of a global skill regime, governments are forced to adjust their higher education systems because in the past, the highly valued skills were always embedded within a certain context, a context that gave unions and the workers power. Nowadays, ‘once skills can be disembedded and constructed more or less anywhere’ (ibid.), governments are not as free in deciding how these institutions are organized as they once were. Highly educated individuals do not necessarily have to be educated by the state itself. 
Another critique was articulated by Busemeyer (2009: 376). The skill formations described in chapter 2.3.3. and protection institutions have been put right at the centre of a states national innovation strategies, production regimes and welfare state on the whole. Busemeyer recognizes the importance of this work and the implications for the political foundations of skill regimes. She, however, formulates an important critique on the approach formulated by Estevez- Abe et al. (2001). The critique is focused on the rather dichotomous distinction between the general skills systems and the specific skills system. She argues that Hall and Soskice (2001) underestimate the variation of skill regimes within coordinated market economies and that the dichotomous distinction between skill sets in CME’s and LME’s does not do justice to the real world complexity. Instead of grouping states along the single dimension that ranges from general skills to specific skills, she suggests to use two dimensions of variation: on the one hand, the investment in training and the degree of firm involvement, and on the other the degree to which an educational system is specified to vocational training as an indicator for the availability of an authoritative skill mechanism certification (Busemeyer, 2009: 397). 
She identifies three distinctive skill regimes within coordinated market economies that all have a particular set of institutional complementarities. These skill regimes are firstly, the segmentalist skill regime, found in Japan and is based on a firm-based provision of the vocational skills, where furthermore the portability of these skills is constrained by several large labour market institutions (ibid.: 390). Secondly, the integrationist skill regime emphasizing school-based vocational training and integrating school based vocational training in upper secondary vocational training. This regime is found in Sweden. Thirdly, the differentiated skill regime, found in Germany , which differentiates between vocational and academic education or training. In this regime, the national certified and recognized vocational skill profiles contribute to greater worker mobility between firms than in for instance in the Japanese regime (ibid.: 394). What these three regimes have in common, as argued by Busemeyer (2009), is that higher vocational training in general is of a greater importance in a CME system than in a LME system where more general skills are important. 
Busemeyer (ibid.) looked deeper into the skill regimes and concluded that these regimes are not as dichotomous as Hall and Soskice (2001) have suggested. Like Busemeyer, Trampusch & Eichenberger (2012) argue that this dichotomization does not do justice to the rather complex reality. In a comparative case study they found out that there are fundamental differences between the skill formation within states that have a coordinated market economy. This is in line with what Lukas Graf (2009) argues about the varieties of capitalism approach on the whole: varieties of capitalism often treats nation-states as closed systems that are not affected by the strong forces of globalization (ibid.: 577). 
The last critique that is relevant for this thesis comes from Lauder et al. (2008: 34). They argue that it is rather hard to account for differences in national institutional configurations and the relationships between these institutes when the rational action framework is taken on the level of the individual person. Lauder (ibid.) argues that this is too small for the basis of a national institutional configuration.
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3. [bookmark: _Toc396045602]Operationalization and Methodology
In this chapter, the methodology of this thesis will be discussed. How is the knowledge gathered and how will it be used to answer the research question. Furthermore, this chapter will also elaborate on the sources that will be used and where they could be found and how the concepts that came forward in the theories are operationalized. 
The method that will be used for this thesis in process tracing, combined with an extensive literature review. Only via process tracing, one can grasp the changes that have occurred in the field of higher education in Europe and in the UK and the Netherlands in particular. Both social constructivism and the varieties of capitalism approach are best utilized when tracing back the process of on the one hand, the lifecycle of the norm of internationalization and increased economic value of universities and the changes this norm has evoked on the national higher education structures. And on the other hand tracing back the process of the formation of skills in the UK and the Netherlands and how these would be organized according to the varieties of capitalism. The more common approach to process tracing emphasizes the identification of a causal mechanism that is connecting the dependent variable and the independent variables (Mahony, 2000: 412). In a more positivist research, one can evaluate a link between different factors making use of archival documents, speech acts, interviews, treaty texts and numerous other sources (Vennesson, 2008). There are numerous different types of process tracing. One possibility is to give a detailed narrative of the events in chronological order, quite similar to the work of historians and anthropologists. Another option is to rely more on broad, causal explanations and an enumeration of the events. 
This thesis will take the latter approach. It will give a broader insights of the changes that have occurred in the field of higher education and will trace back the emergence, cascade and eventual internalization of the internationalization of universities and their increased economic value (tracing the process of the norm). The same accounts for the varieties of capitalism approach; it will not trace back the roots of the capitalist economies of the Netherlands and the UK, but will rather try to explain why certain changes were adopted by government and universities. Furthermore, a lot has been published about the reforms in European higher education and the implications of these reforms. An extensive review of the literature will help answering the research question because, by making use of a literature review, we may better understand the broader meanings and implications of the process that is being traced back.
The cases of the United Kingdom and the Netherlands were chosen for several reasons. First of all, The United Kingdom and the Netherlands are very comparable in several aspects. They both have an advanced capitalist economy which is highly competitive. They both committed themselves to the European Higher Education Area (EHEA) and are both signatories of the treaties and declarations such as the Lisbon Strategy and the Europe 2020 strategy that focus on creating a competitive, dynamic European knowledge economy. Furthermore, both are subject to the same global changes: globalization and internationalization apply to the UK, as well as for the Netherlands. There are only a few (for this thesis) relevant differences between these two states. One of which is the fact that the UK is, according to Hall and Soskice (2001), a liberal market economy where the Netherlands is generally regarded as a coordinated market economy (at least in regard to the for this thesis relevant institutions). This has implications for the organization of the economy on the whole. Another relevant difference is that the organization of higher education in the UK is more based on competitiveness than the higher education organization of the Netherlands (Graf, 2008). Furthermore, the Dutch government is based on seeking a big support base for radical measures where in the UK, the opposition is of rather little importance. The above very briefly described similarities and differences lead to the conception of a most similar system design (MSSD). This, contrary to a most different system design (MDSD) entails that of the compared cases, most relevant independent variables are the same, but one or two are different. These are then usually the variables able to explain the difference between the cases. This method is used often in comparative political science and can be very useful when comparing two cases that seem very alike. The big advantage of this method is that it keeps the irrelevant independent variables constant and can therefore focus on the changing variables. However, is must be stated that it is often hard to treat the irrelevant independent variables as constant for, on the level of states and global economy, potentially all factors that can help explaining the variance on the independent variable cannot possibly be kept constant (Anckar, 2008). 
This thesis will make use of a variety of sources. First, primary sources will be consulted. These are for instance speeches of government leaders of board members of advocacy groups. These speeches can help giving an overview of the debate behind a certain decision. Furthermore, in speeches, more than in reports or publications of certain groups or commissions, a vision is formulated. Speeches about what happened during a certain process, or what has been achieved, almost always go hand in hand with a vision about the future. Speech acts are also a vital part of the constructivist theory because constructivist regard the formulation of ideas of great importance. Other primary sources that will be consulted are for instance annually report of advocacy groups and off for instance the European Commission but also from non-governmental organizations. It is important to understand that these reports often show a one-sided view on the matter at hand and are therefore rather biased. This will pose a problem because it is rather hard to find unbiased primary sources about this topic. All actors that formulate their perspective tend to disregard the viewpoints of those that disagree with them. An example is the European Round Table of Industrialists. They have a clear focus on making the European economy more dynamic and innovative in order to keep up with the United States. They disregard the fact that European firms often have a long-term view in respect to their US-based counterparts that have a rather short-based, quick profit view. Therefore, this thesis will make use of as much primary sources as possible, but will rely more on secondary sources.
A lot has been published in scientific journals about the changes in higher education and about the implications of these changes for the European economy on the whole, but also for (new) students and their perspectives. When it comes to secondary literature, the skill formation aspect of the varieties of capitalism has, according to Lauder et al. (2010), been described extensively. This paper will stay close to what has been written by Estevez-Abe et al. (2001) in the volume of Hall and Soskice. Adopting the more recent alterations of this theory on the whole in the analysis would be futile for the initial framework (as can be seen in chapter 2) remains largely intact. Furthermore, there is not a lot published about social constructivism and the adoption of norms in the field of higher education. Therefore, this thesis will develop a way to use the framework of Finnemore and Sikkink (2001) that is derived from other uses of this framework. Secondary sources such as journal articles will be used to understand and describe the political process behind the changes. 
The operationalization of the several independent variables is for some variables, such as the norm entrepreneur, rather easy; but for other more abstract variables a bit harder. In the following section, the independent variables will operationalized in the order of appearance in the previous chapter. 
The norm entrepreneur that was responsible for the emergence of the norm of the internationalization of higher education must be sought in the late 1980s, early 1990s. An actor will be considered a norm entrepreneur in this thesis if he came forward with publications, or speech acts in this timeframe, that gained attention from either European states, or from the EU (i.e., the Commission or the parliament). These actors can be individuals, groups or even the European Commission itself. If the actor is given a stage where he can articulate the norm he seeks to create, then that will be the organizational platform. This can be a meetings with for instance the European Commission, but also a, or several meetings with government officials from (important) EU member states. If the norm entrepreneur is given a stage that is able to give the norm its required footing, that is the organizational platform.
The cascade of the norm is easier to expose. By looking at treaties and agreements on the European Level, the cascade of the norm must be clearly distinguishable in these declarations. If at least two thirds of the EU member states (Finnemore and Sikkink speak of a critical mass that is reached at two-thirds of the possible signatory states) have signed these declarations, then the norm cascade is evident.
The internalization of the norm is a lot harder to clearly operationalize. In the framework of Finnemore and Sikkink (2003) it is evident that a norm has internalized when it has become a custom: no one is discussing the norm anymore and the norm is institutionalized in professions and laws. Norm internalization in this thesis is difficult to clearly distinguish, as higher education is a heavily debated topic within the domestic arena. Even if the changes in higher education have been fully internalized; and have thus become a habit, discussion will always remain. Therefore, discussion about the norm in order to find out whether it is internalized is not the best practice. Therefore, it is best to look at laws and agreements within states. If governments have adopted measures in line with the norm, then it can be argued that the norm is (almost entirely) internalized. If there are massive and recent demonstrations against these laws or measures, then it can be concluded that the norm is yet to be internalized. Furthermore, the existence or the initiation of projects such as for instance a triple helix organization, (cooperation between industry, government, and university), is also regarded as an indicator for the internalization of the higher education norm (the institutionalization of the norm; the dominant mechanism in the internalization stage).  
Institutional constraints are often rather vague, but are operationalized here as a strong opposition in the national parliament and the existence of a rather open political opportunity structure.

The varieties of capitalism variables are harder to clearly operationalize than the social constructivist variables. The reason for this is that, and the same accounts for globalization and internationalization, it are often rather abstract concepts. One can describe globalization, but cannot regard it as a variable that can be changed or that can be left out of the equation because it has implications on so many different factors. 
The Dutch economy can be designated a coordinated market economy, whereas the British economy is a liberal market economy. Both logics do not converge towards a single best practice and therefore, the varieties of capitalism approach would expect that the changes the higher education systems of the UK and the Netherlands are going through, are following a path that lies in the extension of their particular logic of economy. If that is the case, then the varieties of capitalism approach is better able to explain the changes (ushered in by for instance globalization) than the social constructivist approach that would expect that the norm of internationalization, and the adding of economic value of higher education systems to their respective economies, would lead to the same point for the UK and the Netherlands. 
The varieties of capitalism approach, being a more heuristic device, consists of mostly static variables such as for instance higher education institutions that hardly change because of the institutional complementarities. If institutions such as employment protection exist in a state, it is likely that the organization of higher education in that state will reflect this and will therefore be more focused on specific skills than on general skills. Therefore, the varieties of capitalism ‘variables’ will be described within the analysis, but they will not be further operationalized in this chapter. 
 
[bookmark: _Toc391510182][bookmark: _Toc396045603]

4. Explaining the change of pace: The Dutch universities compared to the British universities

This chapter will start with a brief elaboration of the Bologna Process, the Lisbon Strategy and the Europe 2020 strategy. This in order to give an overview of what has changed in the last two, two and a half decades in the field of higher education on the European level. This level has significant implications for the domestic level of the United Kingdom and the Netherlands. This section will be followed by a section that will argue that the internationalization of higher education and the increased focus of economic added value of higher education institutes can be called a norm and through what stages of the norm lifecycle this particular norm has already gone. In this section, the norm entrepreneur will be identified as well as the means it has used to articulate the norm. As argued earlier, the problem might lie in the variance of the level of internalization. The next section of this chapter will focus on why there can be a change of pace distinguished between the internalization of the norm in the UK in respect to the Netherlands. In here, the two theoretical approaches and their respective expectations will be discussed.

4.1. [bookmark: _Toc391510183][bookmark: _Toc396045604]The Bologna Process, the Lisbon Strategy and The Europe 2020 - an overview 
As already stated in the introduction, higher education has gone through some fundamental changes in the last two decades. These changes, including for instance more internationalization, increased global competition (Sursock, Smidt & Davies, 2010), significant increase on adding value to the economy by higher education institutes and a rise of tuition fees, have been initiated by the Bologna Process which was then followed by the other European agreements such as the Lisbon Strategy and the Europe 2020 strategy. 
In 1999, 29 European ministers signed the Bologna declaration. This declaration was aimed at establishing a European higher education era, which had to facilitate the qualification transparency, the individual mobility,[footnoteRef:18] quality assurance systems and the recognition of diplomas. By December 2003, 38 countries had signed the declaration and it even attracted interest of states outside Europe. The momentum established by the Bologna process was unprecedented, especially for the domain of higher education that was hitherto very nationally oriented (Furlong, 2005). The Bologna process harmonized the European university structures. Conferences were held in Prague (2001), Berlin (2003), Bergen (2005), London (2007) and Leuven (2009). The process’ reform agenda has been implemented in a decentralized manner at the national level but was, however, closely advanced and monitored by European level conferences, reports and policy declarations. These were all structured around ministerial meetings (Keeling, 2006). One of the objectives of the Bologna process was to make university qualifications more transparent and comparable across Europe. An example of this is the introduction of the Bachelor, Master and Doctoral degrees throughout the signatory states. The same accounts for the introduction of the ECTS credit structure. Besides these rather visible measures, the Bologna process also encouraged and initiated developments in European higher education quality assurances. In Bergen in 2005, the ministers of education of the signatory states concluded that the Bologna process was demonstrating a success and that the implementation of the European Higher Education Area[footnoteRef:19] (EHEA) showed good progress (Keeling, 2006). Keeling (ibid.) also argued that student unions, rector unions and the European University Association also took stock in the Bologna process despite initial (and lingering) concerns about the swiftness of implementation. The European Commission (EC) played a pivotal role in the establishment of the EU higher Education policies and is the only non-state member of the Bologna Process. The Commission has, on multiple occasions, showed its influence on the process by giving financial incentives to universities if they cooperated internationally, but also for funding the Bologna Promoters and information initiatives in the (non)member states (Keeling, 2006: 208). In 2002, the European Council decided that the EU had to commit itself to the goal of spending three percent of the GDP on research and development. In these plans, the universities and other high education institutions were the ‘key stakeholder’; as formulated in the action plan: ‘Investing in Research by the European Commission’ (2003). According to the European Commission, universities gave employ to a third of all the researchers in Europe and together they produced more than 80 percent of all fundamental research in Europe (European Commission, 2005). The goal of spending three percent of the GDP proved to be too ambitious. The same accounted for the ‘Work Programme 2010’. This programme was designed in a response to the Lisbon Strategy to monitor the progress. It showed that in for example the education sector, the set benchmarks were not met. Therefore the Commission initiated a mid-term review (‘A New Start for the Lisbon Strategy). In this review again, the critical role of universities and higher education was highlighted.  [18:  The Erasmus program had already been established in 1987.]  [19:  Launched together with the Bologna Process] 

The mandate of the Commission was, according to Keeling (2006), strongly confirmed in the area of taking action in relation to research because of the lack of progress. The Commission presented, in 2005 a rather bold plan that would double the available funds for research in Europe: the so-called ‘7th Research Framework Programme’ of the EC. After the launch of this programme, European universities were eligible for funding for each of the following four categories: Cooperation initiatives, researcher support, project-based research and the improvement of the universities’ infrastructure. These funds that came available through the research initiatives of the Commission generated much interest from European universities which enhanced the legitimacy of the European Commission and its actions (Keeling, 2006).
In 2003, the report ‘The Role of the Universities in the Europe of Knowledge’, by the European Commission, came out. It was followed in 2005 by the ‘Mobilizing the Brainpower of Europe’, which both called for a new social contract between the higher education institutions on the one hand and the society at the other (Keeling, 2006). The focus that the Commission was recommending was based on curricular reform towards internationalization, institutional governance and financing arrangements. Important here is that the 2005 report focused for a significant proportion on university-industry relations and the tax incentives that would facilitate these relations. Therefore, changing the view of the university in a way best described by Leydesdorff & Mayer (2008: 109) as the third mission of a university: adding economic value to a state’s economy (the first two being teaching and research). This, according to Leyesdorf & Mayer (2008) leads to a disproportional increase of funding for studies with great economic value such as physics and IT-studies compared to the humanities that have a cultural value rather than an economic one. Another intriguing aspect that came forward in the 2005 report was the aspect of performance-based funding. Implications for higher education competitiveness and more specific research universities were also included in the report (European Commission, 2005)
The most recent major initiative is Europe 2020. Again, this initiative elaborated on the Lisbon Strategy and the Bologna Progress and did not take higher education as its primary focus. It regards higher education as instrumental for achieving the goal of being the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy of the world with sustainable growth and low unemployment numbers. 
The formulated goal is only achievable with a highly educated population. Europe 2020 set two targets to achieve these goals. First, it aimed at significantly reducing the number of early school leavers. By the time the initiative was articulated, 15 percent of Europe’s population left school in an early stage. This number should be below 10 percent in the year 2020. Secondly, the share of young adults that have completed a secondary education should increase. The percentage of the population between 30 and 34 years old with a secondary education degree should increase from 31 percent to at least 40 percent. By the year 2020, the ten year strategy should be completed. Furthermore, lifelong learning was one of the major aspects of Europe 2020. Lifelong learning should be the perspective when implementing the under Europe 2020 proposed higher education restructures. 
The Bologna Process, the Lisbon Strategy and Europe 2020, and also the Erasmus programme all had huge implications for the structure and organization of higher education in the member states. The signatories of the strategies differed but in general, most EU members participated. The Netherlands and the United Kingdom took part in all these programs and initiatives. 
But where did these initiatives come from? Why did these initiatives arise and why were states giving parts of their autonomy up? Higher education has always been a domain where the state had great autonomy. Why did states agree to initiatives and strategies that were aimed at increasing the convergence of the higher education and university systems? In chapter 2, the norm lifecycle was discussed. The norm lifecycle might be able to shed light on these questions and appears to be able to explain why and how these changes gained traction.
Many players can have played a vital role in shaping these initiatives. But before entering a debate about whether there was a norm entrepreneur and when the norm cascaded and ultimately internalized, it seems important to find out whether the combinations of initiatives and strategies can be considered a norm. In chapter 2.2.1., the definition of a norm is worked out. According to Finnemore and Sikkink (1998:891), a norm is a form of appropriate, standard behaviour for actors with a given identity. In this case, the actors are member states of the EU and signatories of the various strategies and initiatives. They all share that they aspire (or already are and want to stay) a competitive, dynamic and knowledge based capitalist economy. As has been mentioned, there are regulative and constitutive norms. Because the initiatives and strategies do not constrain states or force them to act in a particular way, one cannot (yet) speak of a regulative norm (as was for instance in the case of the banning of landmines). If the internationalization and the economic value of a university is perceived to be a norm, it can, at the moment, only be a constitutive norm: a norm that creates new interest and new categories of action and new actors. 
The identification of a norm can, according to Finnemore and Sikkink (1998) only happen by looking at indirect evidence of the norm. It is the extensive trail of communication between actors (ibid.: 892) that should be studied. There is little discussion about whether the internationalization of higher education and the significant increase of adding economic value to a state’s economy by higher education institutes such as universities is a norm or not because, as for many other norms, it is rather clear that it is.
For now, it seems therefore wise to assume the internationalization of higher education and the economic added value of universities in the future can be called a ‘norm’. The process of the norm will be thoroughly traced back in the next paragraphs and will lead to no other conclusion than it being a norm; a norm that can be dissected with the norm lifecycle framework of Finnemore and Sikkink (2001).

4.2. [bookmark: _Toc391510184][bookmark: _Toc396045605]The norm lifecycle of the new of higher education norm
Central to this thesis is the question why the UK has changed in a faster pace than the Netherlands when it comes to the internationalization of higher education and the changing role of higher education institutes; a role that is changing towards adding more value to the national economy. They appear to be on the same track except for the fact that the UK seems to be ‘a few stations’ ahead. It is conceivable that, when following the framework of Finnemore and Sikkink (2001) that the norm lifecycle internalized quite differently in both these states. This might be due to the fact that norms face domestic institutional constraints (as argued by van Kersbergen and Verbeek (2007)).
Regardless of the way the norm has internalized, it seems appropriate to trace back the process before discussing the internalization stage. 
4.2.1. [bookmark: _Toc391510185][bookmark: _Toc396045606]The European Round Table of Industrialists and the European Commission
As the literature on higher education suggests, the transformation of higher education started in the late 1980s. The question that arises is: what ushered in this transformation? Where did it come from and who initiated it? As argued earlier, (higher) education has been a domain in which the nation states have stayed rather autonomous (Lauder, Brown & Ashton, 2008). According to Kauppinen (2012), the developments of the European Higher Education Area (EHEA) and the European Research Area (ERA) have caused problems for scholars that adopt a nation-state centric approach towards higher education. It can be said that higher education has been lifted entirely out of the domain of the state, given that internationalization has become the central strategy of universities.
The internationalization of higher education, and the increasingly economic function of universities norm did not come out of the blue. According to Finnemore and Sikkink’s norm lifecycle framework, the norm emerged as a result of a norm entrepreneur that was able to make use of an organizational platform. Tracing back a norm entrepreneur is often not easy, given that articulating a norm often happens implicitly. In this case, fortunately, the norm entrepreneurs can be distinguished rather easily. There cannot be any question about the gigantic impact of the European Round Table of Industrialist (ERT) and the European Commission (EC) in formulating this norm. The ERT and the EC will be discussed below. After that discussion, the internalization stage will be discussed for the adoption of the Bologna Strategy and the other EU initiatives will be regarded as the cascade stage.
The European Round Table of Industrialists (ERT) is a transnational advocacy group and an elitist forum which consists of forty-six CEO’s and chairmen of some of the biggest European based multinational corporations (MNC). Membership of this group is personal; not organizational. The ERT meets twice a year in the EU presidency member state. The influence and sheer power of this group of captains of industry is evident. The ERT describes their work as: 
Drawing on the global experience of its Members, ERT identifies important issues related to European competitiveness and examines how public policies could facilitate improvements. ERT makes its views known to the political decision-makers at national and European level by means of reports, position papers and face-to-face discussions. At European level, ERT discusses its views with Members of the European Commission, the Council of Ministers and the European Parliament. At national level, Members communicate ERT’s views to their national government and parliament, as well as business colleagues, contacts in industrial federations, other opinion-formers and the press.ERT has close contacts with BUSINESSEUROPE, the official representative body of European business and industry vis-à-vis the European institutions.(European Round Table of Industrialists, 2013)

There is little doubt about the influence and power of the ERT. Van Apeldoorn (2000: 157) researched the political impact of the ERT and argues that:
‘the ERT—as an elite forum mediating the interests and power of the most transnational segments of European capital—has played a significant role in shaping European governance in as much as it has successfully articulated and promoted ideas and concepts that have at critical times set the political agenda and, beyond, have helped to shape the discourse within which European policy making is embedded. Here, the increasingly neoliberal orientation of the ERT reflects […] the construction of a new European order in which governance is geared to serve the interests of a globalizing transnational capitalist elite, and hence the exigencies of global ‘competitiveness’


And according to for instance EIRMA (2008), the ERT often organizes meetings with the European Commission and with members of the European Parliament. The economic power of the members of the ERT is significant. For instance twenty of the world’s sixty non-financial MNC’s are represented at the ERT (Kaupinnen, 2012).
The ERT has been a driving force behind the restructuring of European universities. Since its establishment in 1983, it has focused on higher education. The ERT has produced many reports that have focused on higher education, Research and development and science on the whole. These topics were always related to the competitiveness of the European economy. The ERT views higher education as instrumental for the position of the European economy in respect to the economy of the United States and the upcoming economy of for instance China (or Japan in the 1980-90s). To illustrate that this has been the focus of the ERT from its earliest years: 

Europe needs to make advantage of its scale in improving scientific education. No truly European research-led education institution has yet been created. Such institutions are required to redress the currently unfavorable balance between each individual European nation and Japan and the US. And furthermore, the European dimension is crucial because the national level in Europe is just too small for the new technologies (imagine Stanford being limited to Californians and MIT to US East Coasters (ERT, 1985: 31).

In this report, the ERT continues to argue that the European teaching institutions should be focused at sharpening the European industry’s competitive side. Further, the ERT (2009) argues that, compared to Japan and the United States, the connection between educational institutions and the industry has been relatively week. Especially in the area of academic research. In the early 1990s, the ERT has articulated the need for an European Educational Space along the lines of the European Economic Space (ERT, 1989) and has argued for the installment of a European business degree matching the American MBA. According to Kauppinen (2013:12), numerous reports have followed and they all focused on harmonization, more co-operation between European higher education institutes, European degrees, transferability of studies and exams, exchange programmes and international apprenticeships. Universities had to offer economic value and therefore, universities offering studies that do not have (direct) economic value, will likely not receive as much funding as studies that do have an explicit economic value for, as can be read in a report of the ERT (1989:9) that argues that funding of higher education institutions should increasingly come from the industries and teachers should always be aware of the economic implications when building their training programmes or course curriculums. 
As one has read in the previous paragraph, all these goals have been reached via the Bologna Process, the Lisbon Strategy and Europe 2020. These European agreements and initiatives all originated from the European Commission; the other actor that has shaped the higher education norm. 
According to a number of authors (for instance McCreevy, 2008, Ziltener, 2004, Parsons, 2010, Cowles, 1995 and Van Apeldoorn 2000), the interaction between the ERT on the one hand and the European Commission on the other hand has proved to be a rather productive one. The mutual recognition of the successfulness of the cooperation between the ERT and the EC and the often publicly organized meetings originated from the promotion and the formulation of the idea of the Single Market Programme of 1992. According to Kauppinen (2013), it is important to recognize the instrumental role of the ERT towards this project in order to understand the role the ERT and the EC played in articulating the higher education norm. The higher education norm can be seen as an extension of the European Single Market; that is, a European Single Market for innovation and knowledge. The Commissioner for Education in 1985, Peter Sutherland, was a strong supporter of the Erasmus programme, which was started off in that year. He emphasised how the programme would dovetail the Commissions Single Market policy focus (Corbett, 2003: 125). 
According to Keeling (2006: 208), the European Commission has shaped the discourse on higher education ever since the Erasmus programme. Through the Lisbon Strategy and the Bologna Process, it has been able to achieve an ever growing profile within the domain of European higher education. All the agreements on the EU-level, were initiated by the European Commission. Achieving this by funding the councils and ministerial meetings, and the backing of for instance the European Research Council. Furthermore, as argued by the then President of the Commission Barosso, the European Commission is the only constant in the higher education project; it is the only actor that is always at the table (Barosso 2005). An extensive discourse analysis has led Keeling (2005) to conclude that the contributions of the EC always propagated a discourse in line with the European Round Table of Industrialists. Higher education had to have a purpose, for the individual and for the wider society on the whole. Learning on academic level should be a productive activity, a means to accumulate and generate knowledge for social benefit. On the knowledge production site, the European Commission argued that this should be focused on creating innovations and intellectual property (European Commission, 2004: 12-17). Further, the Commission has, in the last decades, pushed the idea of measurable ‘outputs’ of higher educational activities such as the ECTS credits structure (within the Bologna Process) at the individual level and research output[footnoteRef:20] at the institutional level (European Commission, 2005). The European Commission is restructuring the higher education organizations in such a way that they are starting to participate in the open market and are even competing with the private sector on the one hand, and other higher education institutes on the other (Keeling, 2006: 209). Education is increasingly being represented as a product. The researcher is seen more as a manufacturer where the student can be regarded as the consumer and the ECTS credits has become the systems specific ‘currency’ (Nyborg, 2005).  [20:  Research outputs such as quantities of patents, citations indices and international scientific awards.] 

To summarize, the recommendations of the ERT to the European Commission, which involved increasing industry representatives in the boards of universities, the restructuring of (some) European universities towards a US private university, the lifelong learning principles, the compatibility of European higher education institutions between the member states and the facilitation of industry-university collaborations, have not been in vain. According to Kauppinen (2013), the restructuring of the European higher education area in the last twenty years has been done exactly along the lines put forward by the ERT and the European Commission. The ERT and the EC have persuaded the European (member) states of the importance of their plans for the higher education area in Europe. As has been pointed out, norm entrepreneurs require an organizational platform with which it uses to articulate the norm. In this case, the ERT was able to influence the ERT and the EC, being the executive branch of the European Union, was able to create its own platform by setting the agenda of council meetings of the European Union with ministers from the member states (Apeldoorn, 2000). 
The second stage of the norm; the norm cascade, has been described in the first paragraph of this chapter. The Bologna Process, the Lisbon Strategy and the Europe 2020 are all embodiments of the norm that was articulated by the European Round Table of Industrialists and the European Commission. Keeling (2006) argues that the EC has been very active in articulating the importance of a European higher education area (EHEA).He states that this creates innovations, new technologies and intellectual property. Keeling (ibid.) argues that the EC, with its constant use of benchmarking (on US-based universities) in relation to the reform of higher education, constructed higher education institutes as organizations that participate and compete, like other organizations, in an open market. A competition that can be measured and that produces winners and losers. An example of this is are the ‘stocktaking procedures’ that analyze the output and the performance of the participating states (Bologna Working Group, 2005). Furthermore, the EC keeps depicting higher education as beyond the university and its focus on lifelong intrastate learning (European Commission (2001, and 2004). The European Commission, in a way, has paved the way for the cascade of the norm. By institutionalizing the internationalization of higher education and by capturing the norm in various treaties, it was able to give the norm a strong foundation, one that could not be ignored by member states nor by non-member states for not joining meant falling behind. As argued by Finnemore and Sikkink (1998), in order for a norm to cascade, it should have reached a so called critical mass of states that adopt the norm. This point lies around two-thirds of the member states (including the larger states such as France, Germany and the UK). This criterion has easily been met. With all European states (excluding Monaco) plus Ukraine and Kazakhstan (as of 2010) among others, this measure has been almost universally adopted in Europe (Council of Europe, 2014).
It was expected that the preferences of the private sector do play a role in the cascading stage. They are unable to change the norm in this stage, but can lobby their own government to adopt the norm. In the Netherlands, high tech companies such as Philips and for instance ASML all benefit greatly from the cooperation with higher education institutes. Furthermore, Wisse Dekker, who was the President of Philips, was the chairman of the European Round Table of Industrialists and had, therefore, a big influence on the formulation of the norm. Cowles (1995) argues that Dekker, with the unveiling of the ‘Dekker Plan’; a simple plan for a unified and harmonized market, was instrumental for the goal of creating the Single European Act. This ‘Dekker Paper’ was an internal Philips initiative that was embraced by the ERT. Several days later, Jacques Delors, the new President of the European Commission, embraced the paper and pledged himself to the completion of the unified single market by 1992 (ibid.: 515). The industries in the UK have always cooperated closer with the higher education institutes in comparison to the Netherlands. They are also well represented in the ERT and were therefore able to adjust the course of the ERT to wherever would suit them best.  
The third stage is the main focal point of this thesis. Is the internalization of the above described norm. It seems sensible to look at the changes in the Netherlands and the UK before arguing if, and why there is a change of pace when it comes to the third stage of the norm: internalization. The varieties of capitalism approach will then be used to analyze the changes that have occurred.
 
4.3. [bookmark: _Toc391510186][bookmark: _Toc396045607]Empirical analysis of the changes in higher education in the Netherlands and In the United Kingdom
Before starting with an elaboration of the changes in the Netherlands and the UK, it seems important to first state that both the Netherlands and the UK are subject to the same legislations from Europe. Both the UK and the Netherlands are signatories of the Bologna Process, the Lisbon Strategy and the Europe 2020 strategy. Furthermore, both states are subject to the same contemporary trend in the (economic) world. Secondly, it seems important to address what is meant with internationalization of higher education: until the 1980s, higher education internationalization constituted mostly of student mobility. At the beginning of the 1990s, the ‘definition’ was broadened towards increased interconnectedness between national higher education structures (Van der Wende, 2007). Furthermore, internationalization of higher education institutes also beholds that for instance universities become more involved in competitions.
4.3.1. [bookmark: _Toc396045608][bookmark: _Toc391510188]The Netherlands 
The Netherlands has gone through a number of changes when it comes to higher education, as have the rest of the European Union member states. As a signatory to the Bologna Process, the Lisbon Strategy and Europe 2020 it has committed itself to such a change. However, the implementation (or internalization) is slightly different from the implementation in the UK. Van Kersbergen and Verbeek (2007) might be able to explain this, but before delving deeper into that, Before moving to explaining the difference, it seems important to describe the (political) process behind the internalization of the norm in the Netherlands.
De Boer et al. (2007) have written an elaborate article about the reforms of higher education, and the reforms of universities in particular, in the last two decades. Their main conclusion is that universities have transformed into more ‘complete’ organizations and that the position of the university as ‘corporate actor’ has been strengthened (ibid.: 42-43). They compare the contemporary universities with their predecessors and conclude that new identities, hierarchies and rationalities have been constructed. 
The Dutch higher education system is organized as a so-called binary system, consisting of thirteen universities and forty-three higher vocational education institutes. Of these thirteen universities, ten are publicly funded and three are privately funded. The Dutch government has traditionally played a role of importance in the coordination of research and higher education. Private funding and private higher education has always played a minor role in the Netherlands. Until recently, tables that compared Dutch universities did not exists and the difference between teaching and research at the different Dutch universities was relatively small (de Boer, 2007). Only in the last decade, status stratification has become an issue (ibid.; 29).
According to De Boer (2007), the development ‘from government to governance’ was initiated in the late 1990s. The government gave more powers to the executives of universities. This allowed the market to get a more firm grasp on the universities, as was the intention: it was believed that the market was better able to allocate the services of universities. The facilitation of this development can be easily traced back by looking at numerous speeches of Dutch policy-makers: 
“Nederland heeft alles in huis voor de top 5 van kenniseconomieën. Dat levert ons in de toekomst banen en welvaart op. Maar we moeten onze kennis en innovaties beter vermarkten. Kennis en kunde moeten ook kassa worden” (Prime minister Mark Rutte, 2011)
And: 
“De gelijkheidsdeken die nu nog grote delen van onze kennissamenleving bedekt, mag wat mij betreft flink worden opgeschud. Tevreden zijn met een zesje past niet meer in deze tijd. Wie heel goed presteert, mag daar ook best de vruchten van plukken.” (Prime minister Jan Peter Balkenende, 2003)

A good example of these development is the, by the second Balkenende-cabinet established ‘innovation platform’ which comprised of the Dutch Prime minister, several cabinet members and the CEO’s of Dutch MNC’s such as Philips and several top-tier scientists. The goal of this platform was to make sure the profit of Dutch technical companies would match the scientific research output of the Netherlands that was in respect, considerably higher. 
Another example of the changes that have had an impact on universities and that have driven them further back from their traditional roles is the realization of so-called ‘triple helix’ institutes (Leyesdorf & Mayer 2008). This triple helix consists of the government, the industry and the university. A good example is the creation of ‘Brainport’ in the region Eindhoven. In this Brainport; an industrial terrain, many MNCs have an R&D department that collaborates extensively with the university, its researchers and its students. This area has established a global dominance in their respective fields with firms such as Philips and ASML, and many of the University of Technology Eindhoven students find employ here. The universities (mainly the universities of technology) have indeed adopted a third mission: Economic value. Next to their other primary missions of educating and researching. The Brainport region has been designated by the government as key-region for economic growth in the Netherlands (Eindhoven, 2009). 
The above gives rise to the idea that the Netherlands, being a signatory of all the relevant treaties, has been working hard to converge the organization of higher education to the rest of Europe, making it a vital part of the European Higher Education Area. It can, however, easily be argued that the internalization stage of the norm lifecycle is far from completed. Van Kersbergen and Verbeek (2007), Sandholtz (2008 and Wienier (2004) have all argued that norms that have been adopted at the international level are not, by definition, implemented in an unaltered fashion by national governments due to for instance their vagueness or elusiveness. This will be discussed in chapter 4.5.
4.3.2. [bookmark: _Toc396045609]The United Kingdom
The United Kingdom on the other hand, as recognized by many scholars (such as Furlong, 2005; Graf, 2008), has stumbled upon much less resistance when implementing the Bologna Process and the Lisbon Strategy. This due to the fact that British universities were already much aligned with the propositions made. As Furlong argues, because of institutes such as the London School of Economics, Cambridge and Oxford, British universities have traditionally had little or no difficulty in the recruitment of good students from elsewhere in Europe (Furlong, 2005: 60). The British higher education system consists out of four subsystems. One of which is the subsystem the UK that has become, as of 1992, an autonomous administration. There are 144 higher education institutions in the UK (Huisman & Wende, 2004) and approximately two and half million students. As for the Netherlands, the UK is also a signatory of all relevant treaties and has also committed itself to become a part of the European Higher Education Area.
In the UK, there is, in contrast to the Netherlands, stiff competition between universities. The Russell Group for instance, which consists of 24 universities under which all the ‘Red Brick’ universities and for instance Oxford, Cambridge and the LSE which, all together, receives more than two-thirds of all public research funding. Furthermore, in stark contrast with the Netherlands, recruitment for universities is, to a great extent, outsourced to private organizations. This is also true when British universities target foreign students (Graf, 2007: 35). Graf (ibid.) also argues that this is a clear example of a market based, contractual relation between the university and the private sector. In the Netherlands, cooperation between the private sector and universities is mostly focused on the sponsoring of internationalization (Luijten-Lub et al., 2005). In the United Kingdom, as argued by Graf (2007), the internationalization of British universities reflects the configuration of a close connection between the university and the labour market because, and here the varieties of capitalism approach might be able to come up with an explanation (though it is mostly a heuristic theory, less able to explain dynamic changes) the whole economy is structured via the liberal market economy logic of a capitalist economy. The United Kingdom, being a text-book example of an LME and, considering the institutional complementarities has, in regard to higher education, focused its higher education institutes on creating a workforce with more general skills (while outsourcing and off shoring the jobs that require specific skills). A good example of this is for instance the well-known MBA managerial education; a generalist MBA kind of (post-gradual) education does not have as much footing in the Netherlands (which is considered a CME) because of the rather specialist managers which the economy (apparently) demands. Also the BA an MA structure fits this coordination. Though this has been implemented and adopted in the Netherlands (via the Bologna Process) it is still much less internalized than it is in the United Kingdom. In the Netherlands, despite frantic attempt of the Minister for Education Ronald Plasterk[footnoteRef:21], almost all students continue with a much more specialist master after obtaining their bachelor. In the United Kingdom, the proportion of people continuing their study in order to obtain a Master’s degree is much smaller for it is not rational for (all) students to pursue a specialist skill in a general skill economy.  [21:  Ronald Plasterk, minister of Education, tried to significantly raise the tuition fees for MA studies in 2007 (NRC, 2007). H] 

The higher education system of the United Kingdom has been engaged in internationalization of higher education since, according Coate and Williams (2004: 115), the nineteenth century. They have linked the internationalization of higher education to the UK’s imperial conquests. Up until today, the United Kingdom are still profiting from these historical ties. The former British colonies have a similar mindset that can be traced back to the point of the British rule. Graf (2008) argues that it is not surprising that the former colonies of the UK are now strong competitors to the UK universities. He continues by arguing that states that also have colonies, states such as France, are not seen as competitors. Furthermore, with English being the lingua franca of the academic world, it can be argued that this also influenced the fact that the United Kingdom has a longer history of internationalization of universities than the Netherlands. It does, however, hinder the outward mobility of native English speaking students. De Wit and Callan (1995) have argued that the lack of knowledge of other languages of native English students is a barrier against the internationalization of higher education.
Triple helix structures, like the one described in Eindhoven, exist in the United Kingdom for a much longer time. The best example of this is the Cambridge Phenomenon. Since the 1970s, about 5000 hi-tech companies have been established in and around the area of Cambridge (BBC, 2012) of which more than 1.400 remain as of today (ibid.). These hi-tech companies were all drawn to the university-city because in doing so, they could cooperate with the university and be part of the innovative research that was conducted there. As argued by Keeble (1989), the Cambridge Science Park consisted of more than 16.500 workers and took the form of a market concentration around the university. Keeble (1989: 162) argues that these developments were only possible because of the strategic assistance provided by the (local) government. Interesting here is that Keeble (ibid.) argues that several decisions by the ministry of Technology in the 1965-1969 (decisions such as assigning a Computer Design Centre to this region) were instrumental for the entrepreneurial activity of and around the university. 

4.4. [bookmark: _Toc396045610]Explaining the differences with the varieties of capitalism approach
As listed above, there are some fundamental differences between higher education in the UK and the Netherlands. These can be juxtaposed as, respectively, a ‘competition mode’ and a ‘coordination mode’. Graf (2007) came forward with several institutional spheres where one could find differences between both these modes. 
	First, university-state relations. Where the British government would rather focus on steering at a distance and preserving a market orientated institutional framework, the Netherlands rather restricts the institutional autonomy of universities and a state in a CME would even push universities to catch up with other universities where the UK would rather regard the relation as a producer-customer one, even carrying out performance-based assessments. 
	Secondly, corporate governance. Where the UK-based universities would focus on profit-orientated ventures and where offshore projects would have to generate return of investment quickly, the Netherlands, as a CME, would rather focus on off-shore projects that would foster long-term relations and even restricting entrepreneurial activity.
	Furthermore, the cooperation with firms would be rather based on sponsorships than on a potential income stream. The United Kingdom has also adopted a significantly more stringent state funding regime. Thirdly, the relation between international students and the university. In the Netherlands, international students are attracted through networks with other European universities and scholarships where in the UK, the focus lies more on the selling of their higher education services. 
	Fourthly, the relations between the university, the labour market and the firms differs in respect to internationalization. Where in the Netherlands the exported study programmes offered by universities reflect industry-specific trainings creating specific assets for the economy (in a rather regulated labour market), the UK’s exported study programmes focus on teaching general skills. Furthermore, the exported degrees will likely lead to a higher wage in the students domestic market, this in contrast to the Netherlands where the exported degrees are more likely to reflect more domestic wages that are standard at certain levels of skill. Another difference is that the exported studies in the UK are almost always in the managerial and financial areas; thus reflecting the UK’s strength in these respective sectors. In the Netherlands, the offered programmes are more linked towards the specific strengths of the domestic economies. 
	Fifthly, the interstate relations: In the Netherlands, there is much more collaboration between universities and national intermediary actors play a vital role in the internationalization. In the UK, the relations between universities are much more competitive. Reaching out to international students is considered a matter for the universities themselves. Further, performance is of the highest importance because universities that perform badly are viewed as unattractive investment opportunities and unattractive for international students to study abroad at (Graf, 2007: 42-43; van der Wende, 2007).
In sum, one can state that universities in the UK and in the Netherland put rather different emphasis on several aspects that can be seen as illustrative for the approach of the global market when it comes to higher education.
As argued in the theoretical chapter, the varieties of capitalism approach is a rather heuristic device. It has a hard time explaining the changes that have occurred in higher education; that is, it has a hard time explaining any changes for it explains why liberal and coordinated markets are rather static. They do not converge towards a single best practice (Thelen, 2012) because all institutions benefit from the rest of the system being organized in a complementary fashion. Change in for instance unemployment protection would change the perspectives of students studying in order to gain specific skills; they would have to stop their study and switch to a more general one for they are rational individuals (as presumed by the theory). 
The varieties of capitalism approach would expect that there would not be any change and, in particular: no convergence towards a single best practice. The best scenario for the credibility of the varieties of capitalism approach would be that the British universities would focus more and more on short time gain, competition and adding value to the (financial) markets (Higher education based more on market coordination) were the Dutch universities would not change their paths and would continue to focus on long term initiatives, on incremental innovation and education and fundamental research in all domains. Simply put: the humanities and applied physics received equal subsidization and higher education was based more on strategic interactions. 
However, changes in higher education have been witnessed and this poses a problem for the varieties of capitalism approach. As Graf (2008: 53) argues, liberal market economies tend to be the first movers when it comes to organizational change. They were the first movers in the off-shore for-profit sector, which indicated that there were parallels between the institutional configuration of an economy, and the internationalization of higher education. While concluding that there is not a superior mode of organizing higher education, Graf (ibid.: 55) nevertheless had to admit that a coordinated market economy has to adapt to some international standards that happen to be biased towards a liberal market economy. He gives the example of the adoption of the master’s and bachelor’s degree structure. Universities in CMEs do not have to adapt completely in order to stand competition with LME universities. It can be argued that the varieties of capitalism approach is therefore able to explain why Dutch universities are restructuring, but in a slower pace than British – first movers – universities. However, to focus on internationalization is to not paint the whole picture. Not only internationalization should be considered in this case. The third mission of universities is another factor that Graf did not include in his conclusion. Dutch universities, as can be concluded when reading the numerous speech acts, and looking at the numerous examples of cooperation’s between universities and industries in the Netherlands (Brainport in Eindhoven, Seaport Rotterdam, Bio-Science Park Leiden, etc.) have adopted a more market-coordinated organization. 
According to Lauder et al. (2008: 31) the varieties of capitalism approach would expect that the skill formation regime of a liberal market economy would change because it is likely to go off shore, seeking lower costs of labour. A CME such as the Netherlands would keep focusing on gaining competitive advantages from high skills that are generated at home and therefore would not seek to go international in any way that is similar to the United Kingdom’s institutions of higher education. 
The varieties of capitalism approach is unable to explain why the organization of higher education in the Netherlands is changing towards being both more internationalization and more focused on market coordination. The varieties of capitalism approach has, as argued by many scholars (Thelen, 2003, Lauder et al., 2008, Hanke 2011) problems controlling for globalization. The varieties of capitalism is a rather static approach which expects that CME’s and LME’s will not converge towards a single ‘best practice’. The Dutch higher education system is however, changing towards the British (Anglo-Saxon) system but is changing in a slower pace. As argued in chapter 4.2., the European Round Table of Industrialists and the European Commission can be recognized as the norm entrepreneur for the norm of internationalization of higher education and the focus on converging Rhineland universities towards a more Anglo-Saxon university organization which is based more on market competition than on governmental coordination.
This leaves open the question why the Dutch higher education organization is changing in a much slower pace than the higher education system in the UK. Why is the UK ahead on the Netherlands when both states were subject to the same changes, (European) institutions, economic progress (Chapter 3: most similar system design)? The answer to this question can be found in the norm lifecycle framework as depicted by Finnemore and Sikkink (1998).

4.5. [bookmark: _Toc396045611]Explaining the differences with the norm lifecycle framework
The first two stages have already been discussed in chapter 4.2. The third stage, the norm internalization stage, will be discussed below. Both the UK and the Netherlands have been subject to the same international higher education norm, but for some reason, the norm has internalized in the United Kingdom much faster than in The Netherlands. Van Kersbergen and Verbeek (2007) have written an article (see chapter 2.1.3) about the implementation of international norms in the domestic arena. Finnemore and Sikkink (1998: 892) have argued that a norm should be considered as a ‘continues entities’ and that it can be (formulated) rather vague and elusive. This has several advantages: more states will adopt a norm if it is formulated vague for these states can interpret the norm differently in the domestic setting. This is precisely what Van Kersbergen and Verbeek (ibid.: 222) are arguing: international norms have the tendency to be imprecise and are often formulated to broadly. This ushers in new battles ‘at home’ about the exact interpretation of this norm. Domestic actors may argue that the norm is adequate, while others may argue that it is too limited, or, in this case , too far-reaching. Van Kersbergen and Verbeek have formulated a critique of the three stages norm framework of Finnemore and Sikkink. They argue that the framework is speaking about the very same norm throughout the three stages and do not take into account the possibility that a norm might change during its descend through the stages. When an international norm is in its (domestic) internalization stage, the exact meaning and interpretation can be altered.
A shift of this kind has not happened in the UK. The European Round Table of Industrialists and the European Commission, both being entrepreneurs of this norm, formulated advice and organized meetings with the member states (and the Commission itself) that has functioned as a platform for the eventual cascade of the norm. the UK, being a liberal market economy, was much more likely to adopt the norm as it was formulated by the ERT and the EC for it focused on more internationalization and, more importantly, more cooperation with the industries rendering the university more of an economic actor than it was before. The United Kingdkom, already an economy based more on competition and market coordination in compared to a coordinated market economy such as the Netherlands, was quite eager to adopt the norm. This is made evident by the rapid changes in higher education in the UK: higher tuition fees, less participant, more focus on scientific output than on the teaching and researching. Furthermore, the UK was also supported by the fact that their degree structure was adopted (as a result of the Bologna Process) by the other European states 
To illustrate the above, consider the following example of the changing tuition fees in the UK and the Netherlands. According to Dearden (2011) the UK has witnessed three dramatic changes in tuition fees in the recent years. First, in the late 1990s, the ‘Teaching and Higher Education act’ raised the tuition fees with 1.200 pounds per year and abolished the maintenance grants and replaced them with loans. The second set of changes occurred in the year 2007. The tuition fees were increased to more than 3.000 pounds per student, regardless of a student’s background. The most rigorous change, however, occurred in 2010 (implemented in 2012). The tuition fees where, on 3 November 2011, increased to more than 9.000 pounds per year. On November 10th of that year, the infamous London student riots broke out in opposition to this new measure (BBC, 2011). This policy was defended with the argument that universities should cooperate with industries and that universities should pursue more funds from the private sector, enabling them to reduce the tuition fees. This would lead to more competition between universities; something that was seen as desirable. Furthermore, as Lea (2014) argues, the Securing a Sustainable Future for Higher Education-report suggested raising the tuition fees to 9.000 pounds and forcing universities to become more and more involved in the market, would usher in the demise of the humanities. The humanities do not have a (direct) measurable economic value. At least not in comparison to applied physics or another beta study of that kind. Universities in a system based on competition have a hard time reducing the tuition fees for studies that are not directly as profitable.
The Netherlands saw similar tendencies, but they unravelled at a much slower pace. Tuition fees in the Netherlands have not (yet) risen that much in the last years, however, considerable changes were proposed that eventually, were never adopted. There was for instance the increase of tuition fees for slow students. Students perceived this € 3.063 increase as a ‘penalty for doing extracurricular activities. This led to a massive , demonstration of more than 20.000 student at the Malieveld in The Hague, although it was much less violent than the 2010 UK student riots. This tuition increase was eventually cut during the negotiations of the Cabinet Rutte II. Another example is the very recently adopted change of the funding of higher education. Students in the Netherlands have always received receive a government loan that is converted into a gift if and only if the student graduates within a set amount of years. This will change as of academic year 2015-2016. From then on, students can loan money of the government, but this will no longer be converted into a gift after graduation. Student will have to pay back everything, albeit over a 35-year time period. This measure also faced tremendous opposition and even at this very moment, nothing is certain. 
The increase of tuition fees can be seen as a result of the adoption of the norm that universities should be focused more on internationalization and on playing a more important part in the market economy for the increase of tuition forces universities to cooperate more with the private sector. An international norm, as argued by Van Kersbergen and Verbeek (2007) faces a new battle in the domestic arena because it is often formulated rather vague with room for interpretation. The strategies and processes such as Bologna and Lisbon did not force governments into action. Therefore, it can be concluded that, the norm faced more opposition in the Netherlands than in the UK. After all the university system of the UK was already focused more on competition and was already more coordinated by the market, whereas in the Netherlands, universities are more strategically governed and less focused on competition. Furthermore and importantly, institutional constraints make the adoption of radical measures in for instance higher education much less likely in the Netherlands than in the United Kingdom. In this case, the norm faces much more opposition for a larger support base should be found. First, the several parties in the coalition must find a common ground and often, the opposition is consulted. In the UK, one party can push legislation through while only facing a toothless opposition. The Netherlands has a much more consensual democracy than the United Kingdom. These are a few of the reasons why the international norm was adopted much faster in the UK than in the Netherlands. The Netherlands is, however, on the same track as the UK but is a few stations behind; the changes in both countries are similar, but less radical and more slowly adopted and implemented in the Netherlands. This is a result of the fact that the norm faces much more battles in the domestic arena of, in the words of van Kersbergen and Verbeek (ibid.: 222) ‘a new battle over meaning’ commences. This battle can even change the norm in its entirety. 
Other examples such as tuition fees are for instance the cooperation of universities and industries. In the UK, this has already gotten a lot of footing whereas the Netherlands is slowly creating increasingly many successful projects such as Eindhoven Brainport. 
As argued by for instance van Kerbergen and Verbeek (2008), and Wiener (2004) and Sandholtz (2006), international norms face a new battle in the domestic arena. They are often formulated in a vague and elusive manner and are therefore, open to interpretation by domestic actors that can frame them in all kinds of manners and thus, slowly deviate from the initial meaning of the norm. The higher education norm internalized slower in the Netherlands than in the United kingdom due to for instance institutional constraints. Exactly this has been stated by Leisyte (2011). She argued that in the Netherlands the Valorization Agenda had only been adopted in 2008. Valorization is the utilization of the results of scientific research (ibid.: 441). The agenda, consisting of twelve concrete steps towards utilizing the knowledge ‘developed’ at higher education institutes, has been signed by a wide range of stakeholders and was pushed by the already mentioned innovation platform. Leisyte (ibid) argues that this ‘knowledge commercialization policy’, was initiated by intermediary organizations and representatives of the university and not by the national parliament. She argues that, given the consensual democracy in the Netherlands, the valorization agenda, and the wide support for institutions such as the HBO-Raad and the Koninklijke Nederlandse Akademie van wetenschappen, should not be underestimated. In the United Kingdom, valorization has been institutionalized much earlier. Andersen & Rossi (2011: 703), argue that since the 1980s universities in the UK have emphasized the economic role of the universities besides the research and the teaching role. Some (e.g. Henderson, Jaffe & Trajtenberg) even argue that the focus on adding economic value in liberal market economies had been initiated in the 1960s. Since the adoption of the Bologna Process, and the European-level education agreements after that, the amount of patents by United Kingdom-based universities has increased even more (Andersen & Rossi, 2011). Furthermore, it should be noted that, compared to the Netherlands, the United Kingdom does not have a consensual democracy. One dominant party is able to implement changes for the opposition in the national parliament is rather weak compared to the opposition in the Netherlands. The new norm in higher education has internalized much faster by the United Kingdom on the one hand because of the fact that universities in the UK were already focused on adding economic value to the economy compared to Dutch universities that focused on teaching and creating knowledge regardless of the commercial value. Leisyste (2011: 438) argues that one can distinguish two research governance models: the Anglo-Saxon model (the LME variant) and the Continental model (the CME variant). In the latter, science funding and budgets are allocated on a historical basis. In the former, budgets are allocated on a competitive basis. 
The norm of more internationalization in higher education and of a greater focus on economic value of universities has not yet fully internalized in the Netherland. The ERT and the European Commission functioned as the entrepreneur for this norm and the cascade of the norm was evident given the numerous declarations, strategies and agenda’s formulated by government officials and the European Commission. However, the internalization phase differed between the UK and the Netherlands. 


5. [bookmark: _Toc391510191][bookmark: _Toc396045612]Conclusion
This thesis has delved deeper into the developments in the domain of higher education in the Netherlands and in the UK. The changes in higher education over the past two decades have been unprecedented. Higher education has always been a domain that was almost exclusively steered by the nation state. This has changed in the last several years. The European Commission and the European member states have committed themselves to several economic goals. The fundaments of these goals – goals such as creating a sustainable competitive and dynamic, capitalist knowledge based European economy lay in a well organized, European higher education organization (of which the European Higher Education Area is one of the results); a convergence of the different European higher education systems towards a single, best practice. The convergence of the degree structure towards a Bachelors and Masters degree is an example of this. This single best practice, with a focus on internationalization of universities and on the so-called third mission of universities (adding value to a state’s economy) has slowly become the norm in the last two and a half decades. This norm has been articulated for the first time by the European Round Table of Industrialists and the European Commission that were able to formulate their visions of a European economy capable of competing with the rest of the world to for instance the European Commission. The norm eventually cascaded, which can be concluded when looking at the several declarations, strategies and processes reshaping the higher educational landscape of Europe. 
One can, however, easily see that there are variances between states in respect to the manner of which it adopted, or is adopting, this new higher education norm. The UK, with its much more competitive higher education system with renowned institutes such as Cambridge, Oxford and the London School of Economics was ‘miles’ ahead of the Netherlands, the other state subject to inquiry in this thesis. In the UK, there is much more cooperation between universities and industries in comparison to the Netherlands, where these Triple Helix cooperation structures between the government, the industries and the universities have been realized only in the last several years. Another example is, especially in the UK, a significant increase of tuition fees that forces universities to cooperate with the private sector. This goes, as argued by many scholars, at the expense of for instance the humanities; studies such as anthropology or philosophy that do not have a direct economic impact.
One of the reasons that the UK adopted the norm much more easily could lay in the fact that it has a liberal market economy, an economy already based on competition and short term profit making. This in contrast to the Netherlands that, apart from parts of its financial system, is considered a CME that is much more focused on the long term and on strategic cooperation between the (economic) institutes. According to the varieties of capitalism approach, these institutions would not converge towards a single best practice because of the institutional complementarities. Globalization and internationalization do pose a threat to the explanatory power of this rather heuristic approach. It considers the capitalist economies it deals with as rather static and can therefore not easily explain what the implications of globalization are on domains such as higher education. The varieties of capitalism approach would ‘expect’ that the higher education institutions of a coordinated market economy would deal with such global trends in its own way in respect to a liberal market economy. This is, however, untrue for the Netherlands – a CME – which is making alterations that are similar to the alterations made several years ago in the UK, which is a liberal market economy. Therefore this deviates from the expectations of the varieties of capitalism approach. The norm lifecycle of Finnemore and Sikkink (2001), with additions of Van Kersbergen and Verbeek (2007), is better able to explain why there is a variance in pace between the Netherlands and the UK in the way they change their respective higher education organization. The third stage of Finnemore and Sikkink’s norm lifecycle framework has not yet been completed in the Netherlands, while it has been completed in the UK. The reason why the Netherlands is still in the middle of the internationalization process may lie in the fact that an international norm, which is often quite vague and elusively formulated, can be interpreted differently in the domestic arena. When implementing (for instance) higher tuition caps, the Dutch government faced massive opposition from parties that disagreed with this increase. This resulted in first postponing the measure, and eventually even cancellation of the measure on the whole. However, the changes do get through every now and then. In May 2014, the basisbeurs was repealed, paving the way for the introduction of a loan system as of 2015-2016, potentially scaring away numerous (poorer) students. 
If European education systems are indeed all converting towards the Anglo-Saxon system, the future of higher education does not look at all like the past of European higher education. Competition between universities might be the rule that defines the structure. Private investments will likely increase, making the universities and other higher education institutes more and more an economic player. This might go at the expense of (for instance) the humanities, but also, on an entire different level, at the expense of poor or below average students because the top tier universities, will only educate those students that are excellent; not wasting money or time on less than excellent students. It appears that the coordinated market economy higher education organization, as can be found in continental Europe, will converge towards the Anglo-Saxon organization of higher education.
In the theoretical chapter, several expectations were formulated. Below, these expectations will be addressed. First, it was expected that, in the case of higher education restructuring, the norm entrepreneur would have to be a rather influential group or individual. The norm of a more internationalized and economically driven university needed to be pushed hard in order to set in motion a domain that has always been primarily steered by the individual states. The European Round Table of Industrialists and the European Commission are both known to be very influential. It can even be argued that the ERT is one of Europe’s most influential and powerful nongovernmental actors. This expectation has therefore been fulfilled.[footnoteRef:22] [22:  it is, of course, not clear whether a less powerful actor has tried and failed to articulate a norm and it can therefore be called some sort of self-fulfilling prophesy hypothesis. However, consider the example of the land mines. The norm entrepreneur that was able to articulate a norm in a domain where states are almost completely autonomous was in fact, not influential at all beforehand. ] 

The second expectation was that the more the norm was in line with what students, and the private sector in particular, want, the faster the norm will cascade. On the one hand, it can be argued that this is the case for the private sector did stand behind the reforms of higher education. This was the case for the Netherlands as for the United Kingdom. However, the protest in the UK did not have any impact on the new policies. In the Netherlands, the demonstrations of students did not yield results either. Furthermore, there have been little or no demonstrations on the broader issues such as internationalization, or the more towards the market oriented university. These changes were met with approval of the majority of public. 
The third expectation predicted that the more an international norm deviates from an already existing domestic norm, the slower this norm will be internalized by higher education institutes. This expectation has been fulfilled. In fact, the reason why the international norm was not internalized in the Netherlands as fast as it was internalized in the UK, is that the Netherlands was much less focused on internationalization and on seeking economic added value of universities than the UK. The organization of the Dutch higher education institutes differed more from the international norm than the organization of the British higher education institutes. 
Fourthly, it was expected that if a state has less institutional barriers, a norm will internalize much faster than in a state with more institutional barriers. This expectation turned out to be correct. In the Netherlands, where the higher education norm internalized slower than in the UK, there are more institutional barriers. For instance the fact that the Netherlands has a more consensus based democracy in comparison to the UK where the vote-winning majority can, and often will ignore the minority. 
Fifthly, from the varieties of capitalism approach, one would expect that if a state has a coordinated market economy, then its higher education system will not grow to be more like a liberal market economy’s education system. This is not the case. As depicted in chapter four, the Dutch higher education system (the Netherlands being a coordinated market economy) is slowly diverging towards a liberal market economy type of organization. The higher education institutes are forced (via funding cuts and so forth) to cooperate with the private sector and are increasingly market orientated instead of strategically oriented. This poses a problem for the varieties of capitalism-approach on the whole. After all, given the institutional complementarities it recognizes, it expects that single institutional realms, or the whole capitalist logic of a state in general, will not divert towards a different logic. 
Finally, an expectation about the implications of globalization in respect to higher education was formulated. It was expected that higher education institutes located in a coordinated market economy would be less effected by globalization than their counterparts located in a liberal market economy. This expectation was fulfilled. Because skills in a coordinated market economy are (industry of firm) specific, it is not as interesting for a CME-based higher education organization to change its structure as for an LME-based higher education organization. Liberal markets are more prone to offshore than coordinated markets.  
This research about the changes in higher education in the Netherlands and in the United Kingdom, changes that originate from the European level, is not completely comprehensive. The main shortcoming is the shortage of empirical data: without it, the answers this thesis gives lack strong proof.. The analysis is therefore somewhat limited and sometimes even shallow, which prevents the formulation of a conclusive answer. The reason for this lack of information is on the one hand that the changes are still implemented at this very moment and therefore no definitive conclusions can be drawn about the end results of the changes in the Dutch higher education system. Furthermore, only limited or even no attention has been paid to applying the constructivist approach to the new higher education norm. Therefore, the arguments provided in this research are often based on studies on other issues. Furthermore, there is no abundance of objective primary sources on higher education systems and their changing natures. Of course, articles and reports have been published on this issue, but these were often of a normative nature, stemming from for instance the European union or, on the other end of the spectrum, critical theorists arguing that the changes cannot lead to anything else but the erosion of the education systems towards a privatized institute focused on capitalizing all knowledge.
Future research on this topic should focus on the implications of the changing higher education structure in Europe. What happens to the overall enrolment if the tuition fees will keep increasing in the coming decades? What will happen to the humanities and to other studies that do not directly have an economic value? Furthermore, on a more scientific level, future research should also address the question whether the varieties of capitalism approach is able to cope with the perceived convergence of the economic logics. The slow convergence of the Dutch higher education system towards the British system, or in general, a system that functions within a liberal market economy, must have implications for varieties of capitalism on the whole and the institutional complementarities in particular.
Next to these rather concrete questions, future research should also address the implications of scientific research focused on (short-term) economic added value. Is there a chance that this will stand in the way of scientific process? Or the exact opposite: would it lead to more radical innovation? And what are the implications for society when incremental innovation becomes marginalized and, knowledge becomes commoditized? Higher education is the cornerstone of economic and societal progress. Is that something that can be left to the whims of the free market?
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