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Over the last 10 years, the regular functioning of Greek universities has
been disrupted several times due to various reforming governmental
efforts by major Greek political parties. Actors inside (academics,
students) and outside (policy-makers and analysts, experts, journalists)
university resist the implementation of certain European education policies, such as the establishment of a quality assurance mechanism, at a
national level. In order to analyse this resistance the advocacy coalition
theoretical framework, developed by Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, is used.
Therefore, Greek universities are considered as a policy subsystem
where actors, inside or outside universities, form coalition networks that
share policy core beliefs and values, engaging in coordinated action in
order to translate these into public policy. The beliefs of the key actors
presented here are derived mainly through semi-structured interviews but
also through the analysis of the parliamentary proceedings, articles published in scientiﬁc magazines and the press and specialised material
posted on the internet. This article investigates and analyses the intense
process that led to a policy change in the subsystem with the establishment and implementation of an institutionalised quality assurance
system.
Keywords: quality assurance; university; advocacy coalition framework;
public debate

Evaluation and university: from local reality to the international
discourse
The debate about the need for the establishment of an evaluation system on
Greek higher education triggered intense conversation and conﬂict for
almost two decades. On the one side, Greek governments tried to promote
evaluation policies for universities, shaped along and in coordination with
the international and supranational level. On the other side, a considerable
part of the university community resisted the establishment and implementation of these policies.
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This discussion was usually not limited to the evaluation process itself
but was also extended in a more general discussion about the university and
its role in society. This should not be a surprise, as this debate takes place
not only in Greece but also at an international level. For example, Zgaga
(2007, p. 12) referred to the issue of higher education expansion; the stronger demand for higher education was not only a simple response to the
growing employment options but also a result of the population’s higher
social and cultural expectations. Moreover, higher education is no longer
primarily a personal call; it is a social demand because modern societies, in
order to function, must increase their numbers of educated and skilled people. The main difﬁculty in the process of expansion is not the pace but the
fact that the university has changed its size but not its philosophy and
values. Wagner (1995, p. 15) considered that ‘changes concerned mainly
university external life, the issues of ﬁnance, governance and structure. The
internal issues and purpose of what is taught and how it is taught have been
subject to far less change. As a result the external and internal worlds are
now out of balance’.
Because of these developments, one of the main concepts in the international debate about the modern university is quality and its assurance
through formal evaluation. Ellis (1993, p. 3) claimed that it is an ambiguous term as it has connotations of both standards and excellence. Harvey
and Green (1993) in their discussion of the relationship between quality
and standards in higher education noted that quality is a relative concept
and identify different aspects of quality: quality as excellence, as ﬁtness
for purpose, as value for money and as transformation. It should be mentioned that Harvey and Green identify a ﬁfth aspect of quality (quality as
perfection), which refers to the ﬂawless consistency of a product or service
but that is better understood in other settings. However, the deﬁnition of
quality in higher education is not the only problem. Another difﬁculty is
that quality assurance, at the bottom line, is concerned with power.
Administrators try to assume control on the academic process by
arrogating the power to require compliance with a system of monitoring,
reviewing and accountability, notions that all are important in the quality
debate (Vries, 1997, p. 57).
Institutionalising an evaluation system on Greek universities: European
inﬂuences and local efforts
In Greece, the ﬁrst law that enacted evaluation processes for every activity
of a higher education institution was voted in 1992 by a conservative government (New Democracy administration). More speciﬁcally, the government promoted the 24th article of law (2083/1992) entitled: ‘Evaluation of
activities of Higher Education Institutions’ to establish a quality assurance
system within the sector.
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Greek universities have traditionally been mistrustful of the Ministry of
Education (Greek University Reform Forum, 2006). This mistrust was intensiﬁed by the general philosophy in the law, according to which the result of
the evaluation could have unfavourable repercussions on the evaluated institution, as it could inﬂuence a part of the public ﬁnancing.
Moreover, an analysis of the parliamentary proceedings indicates that
only the ruling party was in favour of an evaluation that promoted competition between universities and potentially a system of ranking. The other big
Greek political party, the Panhellenic Socialist Movement (PASOK), was
opposed to the principle of the particular law. Nevertheless, PASOK was in
favour of an institutionalised evaluation system that should respect the
autonomy of institutions. The representatives of the left-wing parties, with
some variation, were totally opposed both to the new law and, more generally, to the principle of external evaluations of institutions (Parliamentary
Proceedings, 1992a,b,c,d,e,f). Despite parliamentary opposition the law and
the speciﬁc article were passed. However, due to continuing reactions,
mainly by the academic community, the provisions of article 24 were not
activated and the particular article was never applied.
The year 1998 was a very important year at European level for the policies of quality assurance in higher education for two reasons. First, the initial Recommendation for European cooperation on quality assurance in
higher education was published (Ofﬁcial Journal of European Communities,
1998). Second, this year saw the beginning of what would become, a year
later, the ‘Bologna Process’. These two developments marked the beginning
of the formation process of a European Higher Education Area, in which
the development of quality assurance policies is a central objective. However, only seven years before, in a memorandum that inﬂuenced European
education policy, evaluation was not seen as a priority or an objective
(Commission of the European Communities, 1991). Nevertheless, quality
was horizontally penetrated in all other policy priorities and objectives. At a
local level the impact on the Greek higher education system can be distinguished via the intensiﬁcation of efforts of adoption and implementation of
an institutionalised evaluation system for universities, as much from the
administrations of PASOK up to 2004 as from those of New Democracy
from 2004 to 2009.
During this period the Ministry of Education, realising the difﬁculties
and the intensities that had been caused by previous legislative efforts,
mainly from actors inside universities, focused attention on the promotion
and strengthening of ‘quality culture’ in the Greek higher education system.
The policy’s essential objective was the weakening of the belief among
actors that external evaluation is a danger to the university itself. Indeed, the
voluntary attendance of Greek universities in national evaluation
programmes (‘Operational Programme for Education and Initial Vocational
Training’ during 1995–2000) and international programmes (‘European Pilot
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Project for Evaluating Quality in Higher Education’ by the European Community (EC) during 1994–95, ‘Institutional Management in Higher Education – I.M.H.E.’ by the OECD during 1994–98, and ‘Institutional
Evaluation Programme’ by the European Universities Association during
1996–2005) was aimed at their familiarisation with evaluation processes.
In these international and national evaluation programmes 75 university
departments and 22 higher education institutions were evaluated, usually
with positive results. After this initial familiarisation with external evaluation
processes the Ministry of Education, in 2003, prepared the publicity for further discussion of a draft law about the formation and implementation of an
institutionalised evaluation system for universities (Ministry of Education –
Draft Law, 2003). The public presentation of the draft law resulted in
intense reactions, as can be seen from articles in scientiﬁc journals and the
press (Apekis, 2003; Mpliaronikolaki, 2003; Strevina, 2003; Theotokas,
2003). This negative climate in combination with the national election in
spring 2004 postponed the passing of the law.
After the change in administration a new cycle of consultations began. It
should be mentioned that, as a member of Bologna Process, Greece had
already undertaken the engagement to enact, until the Bergen Communiqué in
2005, a national system of quality assurance in higher education. However,
the public debate was again very intense and the ofﬁcial dialogue was inevitably contradictory. During the spring when a draft law for a quality assurance
system in Greek higher education was published, the intensity of the debate
became stronger as evidenced by articles in the media at that period (Koumantos, 2005; Lavdas, 2005; Maistros, 2005; Markatos, 2005; Milionakis, 2005;
Theotokas, 2005; Venieris, 2005). The law was ﬁnally voted in during the
Parliament’s summer season, August 2005 (Law 3374/2005).
As a result of the intense debate, different opinions emerged inside the
university. The academic staff trade union, the Federation of Greek Universities Teaching and Research Staff Associations (POSDEP), hardened its position and was no longer able to express the wide range of academic
perspectives. Thus, a variety of spontaneous and unstable networks inside
the university formed and promoted their opinions on the internet and in the
mass media. These networks usually expressed views that are either in
complete contradiction to the position of POSDEP or at least have major
differences.
Theoretical choices
The initial theoretical choice was the search for analytical tools from theories that connect policy formation and implementation with the construction
of networks because, in this article, policy-making is conceptualised as a
continuous struggle between the actors who develop their strategies. This
choice has been reinforced because, in the speciﬁc research topic, shifts or
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changes in beliefs and policy strategies during the last decade could be
observed. Finally, from the ﬁeld of networks theories, those frameworks that
consider interests as a unique criterion to constitute a coalition (interest
groups) did not appear applicable to the present issue. The reason is that in
the area of higher education and research, apart from the obvious interests
of groups of actors, powerful systems of values and beliefs exist that form a
distinguishable identity. Consequently, it seems that the theoretical work of
Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, known as ‘advocacy coalition framework’
(ACF), detailed in the following paragraphs, could cover these conditions.
Long before the establishment of ACF, Heclo (1974) considered policymaking and policy change as a product of both (a) large-scale social, economic and political changes and (b) strategic interaction of people within
a policy community involving competition for power and efforts to
develop more knowledgeable means of addressing a policy problem. ACF
attempts to translate this basic insight into a framework of policy change
over time (Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1988, p. 130). ACF regards policymaking as a continual process with no strict beginning and end, the content of which is inﬂuenced by changing coalition networks representing
different policy beliefs (values) and interests. These advocacy coalition networks are formed by actors that might include bureaucrats, politicians,
interest-group representatives, researchers, policy analysts and journalists.
ACF, like other theories of the policy process, generally assumes that
actors are self-interested and instrumentally rational (Ostrom, 1990; Baumgartner & Jones, 1993; Kingdon, 1995). More concretely, the decision that
ACF is a suitable theoretical tool to analyse the issue in this article was
based on: (a) the existence of formation of two conﬂicting coalition networks concerning the quality assurance policy programme; (b) the fact that
individual networks inside these coalitions have been tried to promote their
belief system and interests; and (c) the article’s intention to investigate the
process of policy change in the speciﬁc policy programme inside intense
social conditions.
The ACF has four basic premises: (a) understanding the policy change
and the role of policy-oriented learning requires a timeframe of a decade or
more; (b) the most useful way to think about policy change is through a
focus on ‘policy subsystems’ (it is an area where the actors from various
public and private organisations interact; these actors follow and seek to
inﬂuence governmental decisions in the speciﬁc policy area); (c) those
subsystems must include an intergovernmental dimension; and (d) public
policies can be conceptualised in the same manner as ‘belief systems’ (that
is, sets of value, priorities and casual assumptions for the realisation of the
policy problem or in general of the public policy) (Sabatier, 1993, p. 16).
Outside the policy subsystem there are two sets of exogenous variables
that affect the constraints and opportunities of subsystem actors (Sabatier &
Jenkins-Smith, 1988, pp. 132–33). The ﬁrst, rather stable set of variables
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includes the basic constitutional structure, socio-cultural values and natural
resources of the political system and are seldom the subject of coalition
strategies because they change very slowly and with difﬁculty. The second,
more dynamic set of variables includes major socio-economic changes,
changes in the systemic governing coalition and changes in policy decisions.
These variables are elements that may result in policy change because they
could cause changes in networks’ belief systems or in the power and
resources of networks and network coalitions.
ACF assumes that actors within the subsystem form advocacy coalitions
having common belief systems. Therefore, within these coalitions they share
a set of normative and casual beliefs and possibly engage in coordinated
action to translate those beliefs into public policy (Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith,
1988, 1999). The belief systems in each coalition are organised into a hierarchical structure. At the top is the deep core shared belief system, which
includes basic ontological and normative beliefs that are very difﬁcult to
change; on the medium level are the policy core beliefs, which represent
coalitions’ basic normative commitments and perceptions across the policy
subsystem; at the bottom are the secondary aspects of a coalition’s beliefs,
which are instrumental decision and information searches necessary for the
implementation of policy core beliefs. ACF assumes that the policy core
beliefs are the fundamental glue of coalitions because they are normative
values and problem perceptions that focus on an entire policy subsystem
and serve as the primary perceptual ﬁlter for actors in a policy subsystem in
order to determine their perceived allies and opponents, potential sources of
coordination and potential sources of advice or information (Sabatier &
Jenkins-Smith, 1999, pp. 120–22).
On the general process of policy change the ACF has a particular interest
for the understanding of policy-oriented learning. Heclo (1974, p. 306)
claimed that this notion refers to alterations of thoughts or behavioural
intentions that result from experience or new information.
The theoretical framework forecasts concrete assumptions with regard
to the creation and stability of advocacy coalitions, the process of policy
change due to actions of networks during at least a decade and the process of policy learning, which is very important to this theoretical model
(Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1988, 1999; Sabatier, 1993; Leach et al.,
2005).
ACF and the policy subsystem of the Greek university
In the policy subsystem of the Greek university there are networks formed
both inside and outside universities. They all try to shape not only public
opinion for topics related to universities but also the related educational policies. For example, the PASOK, a political party outside the university network, is in favour of an institutionalised quality assurance system although
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it criticises certain articles of the law (Parliamentary Proceedings, 2005a,b,c)
and POSDEP, inside the university network, is totally against an institutionalised quality assurance system (POSDEP, 2006a, 2006b).
Inside the university system, the informal but prestigious network of the
Rectors’ Conference is always active. The university traditionally and ofﬁcially has been represented by the Rectors’ Conference and Greek government in ofﬁcial public debates with them.
During the last seven years the voting of laws concerning universities,
the continuation of intense public debate, along with the weakness of POSDEP and the Rectors’ Conference to express the views of many academics,
has led to the formation of new (but unstable) networks inside the university; more speciﬁcally, (a) the ‘Declaration of Academics’ is a declaration of
a new network (Initiative for the Reform of Greek University, 2006), (b) the
coalition AR.SI. (Left Today) with an initial extensive policy proposal for
the reform of higher education (AR.SI., 2006), (c) a network with an initial
policy paper entitled ‘Reform on the basis of common sense’ (Initiative of
Academics for the Reform and the Upgrade of Public University, 2006) and
(d) the ‘Greek University Reform Forum’ network, which presented on its
blog-site the paper ‘A few thoughts on Universities’ (Greek University
Reform Forum, 2005). This rise of various bottom-up movements of academics attracted the attention of the press and in the beginning of 2007, the
press, simplifying the various networks, named them: ‘the movement of
1000’ (Stamelos et al., 2007).
Although this name was initially given by the press, it was used purposefully by many actors for various reasons afterwards. It was used by the leadership of the Ministry of Education, as well as by members of other
networks. For some actors, this use constituted a unique and independent
movement and for others a proof of submission and identiﬁcation with the
ofﬁcial policies.
Finally, inside the university, there are also active actors who do not
belong to a speciﬁc network but their beliefs and opinions are very important as they are individual personalities of high social repute and, therefore,
could be considered key actors.
Parallel to these networks inside the university, there are actors who represent networks from outside universities. They are also trying to shape public opinion and convert their own interest to public policy concerning
universities. These are various stakeholders representing networks of
employees and employers and political parties.
The two main networks representing employees in Greece are the General Confederation of Workers of Greece (GSEE) and the ‘Higher Administration of Unions of Public Employees’ (ADEDY) and these networks
ofﬁcially express their views about universities, mainly through their specialised institutes: Institute of Work of GSEE/ADEDY and the Centre of
Growth of Educational Policy of GSEE. A network representing employers
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that always states its proposals for educational policies concerning universities is the Hellenic Federation of Enterprises and especially its institute of
research named the Foundation for Economic and Industrial Research.
Finally the networks of political parties in Greece also try to inﬂuence
public opinion on issues concerning the Greek university through educational policy texts, articles in think-tank foundations usually formed by
them, articles posted on internet pages and in the daily press. It is obvious
that the role of the two major political parties is signiﬁcant, because when
they are in power, they can pass laws and therefore shape and inﬂuence the
conditions in the particular area of educational policy.
All these networks during the period of the last decade formed coalitions
either promoting evaluation policies in the universities or encouraging resistance and the ﬁnal inversion of these policies. Thus, during the last decade
there has been an advocacy coalition of networks that tries to promote formal quality assurance policies (advocacy network ‘in favour’). In this coalition there are the networks of the two major political parties (PASOK and
New Democracy) and the networks of employers. Simultaneously, active
networks usually constructed inside universities form an opposite advocacy
coalition as they perceive an institutionalised external evaluation system as a
threat (advocacy network ‘against’). In the later advocacy coalition of networks it seems, from the present research ﬁndings, that important changes
have recently taken place. Actors (collective or individual) with powerful or
weak connections to this advocacy coalition begin to formulate beliefs and
values that bring them into an area between the two opposite advocacy
coalitions. These players may have the role of a ‘policy broker’. The role of
a policy broker is important for the implementation of a policy programme
or for a policy change to take place because as Sabatier says ‘[policy
brokers’] dominant concern is with keeping the level of political conﬂict
within acceptable limits and with reaching some “reasonable” solution to the
problem.. . .The distinction between “advocate” and “broker” is, however, a
continuum. Many brokers will have some policy bent, while advocates may
show some serious concern with system maintenance’ (Sabatier, 1988, p.
141).
Methodology
This study is based on two sources. First, ofﬁcial policy documents and
other published material, designed to inﬂuence public opinion, were analysed. These included Parliamentary Proceedings, articles in scientiﬁc magazines, texts in newspapers and internet web pages. Second, semi-structured
interviews were carried out with representatives of networks and key actors
in the policy subsystem of the Greek university. Fifteen interviews have
been used for this article and whenever an interlocutor’s opinion is quoted
they are identiﬁed by a code, S1–S15.
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The ﬁndings of the survey
Beliefs related to the policy issue of networks outside the university
The networks of the two major Greek political parties, with some differentiations on the implementation, accept that a type of institutionalised quality
assurance system should be implemented in universities; the two left-wing
political parties, with different arguments between themselves, are opposed
to the law. Through the analysis of the parliamentary discussions it could be
concluded that the representatives expressed their beliefs about the notion of
quality in higher education but not always very clearly. The rationales presented by the government and the majority opposition party put forth the
notion of quality as ‘value for money’, while some of the majority opposition speakers appeared to be in favour of a quality assurance system that
would guarantee ‘ﬁtness for purpose’. The representative of the communist
party seemed to espouse the view that any form of quality assurance would
connect universities with economic interests and ﬁnally lead to their degradation. In addition, the representatives of the minority (left-wing) opposition
party supported notions of quality that adhered more to a concept of a
‘transformative’ approach to quality and, therefore, see quality as not measurable (Parliamentary Proceedings, 2005a,b,c).
Various stakeholders representing networks formed outside the university
express their views about the role that the university should play in society
and, in general, they believe that there should be an institutionalised evaluation of the university. They also believe that such a system is necessary for
the universities’ social accountability and for the production of a welltrained manpower (interlocutors S11 and S12, members of network GSEE/
ADEDY). Interlocutor S11 also claims that university should be connected
with the market because there is a need for graduates to be employed in
positions relevant to their studies, in order to have reciprocity and maximum
proﬁt for the entire society.
It could generally be concluded that the networks outside university have
a positive attitude for an institutionalised evaluation system in universities,
despite individual differences. Exceptions to this rule are the left-wing parties (particularly the Communist Party of Greece).
Beliefs related to the policy issue of networks inside the university
The network based on the Rectors’ Conference accepts, as intrinsic to
the university, the notion of evaluation and this network also believes
that there is a need to implement some form of institutionalised evaluation in combination with other necessary steps in order to improve and
ensure the quality in universities. The announcement of the 49th Rectors’
Conference states that universities should be evaluated with reliable procedures. However, there are some necessary prerequisites: the state should
ensure the minimal conditions for proper function of universities; and the
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government should be committed clearly in the law about the way that
the results of the evaluation are going to be used (Rectors’ Conference
Announcement, 2005).
POSDEP constituted a network totally opposed to the quality assurance
law and the proposed institutionalised evaluation system. Characteristically,
the view of the leadership of POSDEP was that the quality assurance law
has nothing to do with the assurance of quality in education but it only
manages to establish an ‘institutionalised framework and procedures for
the commercialisation of education and of scientiﬁc research’ (POSDEP,
2006b, p. 11). It was also claimed that the law not only cancels the independence of the university but it constitutes cession of our country’s right
to practice a national education policy (POSDEP, 2006b, p. 12). Another
example of this network’s beliefs can be seen in the arguments of the
General Secretary of POSDEP, in his article in Kyriakatiki Eleftherotypia
entitled ‘Higher Education Selling out’ (Maistros, 2005), where he argued
that implementation in Greece of Europeanisation and Bologna policies
would lead to the ‘commercialisation’ of higher education, students would
become ‘customers’ and universities ‘knowledge supermarkets’. Theotokas
(2005), an active member of the POSDEP network and a critic of the philosophy of the law in respect to the notion of quality, claims that an evaluation system, instead of promoting employability skills and learning
outcomes, should rather promote reﬂection and critical thinking, which is a
transformative view of quality.
Two observations are necessary for the analysis and understanding of the
interaction between networks concerning the speciﬁc policy issue. First, the
public debate was not restricted to the analysis of the quality assurance law
and often contained discussions with regard to wider notions as autonomy
or university philosophy.
The second POSDEP became increasingly inﬂexible and given the
continuing intense policy, social and educational conﬂict, many academics
felt that the network no longer represented their beliefs. As a result, several
new networks of academics, mentioned above, emerged with different perceptions about institutionalised evaluation.
Many interlocutors believe that the speciﬁc law, although regulative, notwithstanding problems, does create an adequate structure. However, at the
level of implementation it is too bureaucratic, vague in respect to the criteria
of the evaluation and creates difﬁculty in respect to university autonomy.
For example, a supportive interviewee, who is a vice-rector, notes: ‘it creates
a structure but not the conditions for its implementation’ (S7). The interviewee S1 (a full-professor with a special weight in the university, a key actor)
holds a similar opinion but he also adds that with the particular law there is
also a problem of autonomy of universities, which becomes stronger if the
mechanism of quality assurance is connected to the resources that the evaluated university is going to receive from the state.

Downloaded by [94.64.159.202] at 07:35 31 August 2012

Quality in Higher Education

363

A totally different opinion about the quality assurance law is
expressed by S2 and S9. S2 (a member of the Greek University Reform
Forum network) considers that bigger steps should be taken and the evaluation procedure should have already been connected with the ﬁnancing
of universities. S9 (a member of the network ‘Initiative for the Reform
for the Upgrade of University’) argues that the quality assurance law
leaves adequate freedom to the institution and simply establishes certain
procedures that each institution will use in order to understand, according
to its own objectives, whether or not it does well and where it can do
better.
In the public debate, certain scepticism has been expressed about the
notion of quality and the difﬁculty in conceptualising this notion. As Markatos (2005), a former rector, stated, ‘the notion of quality is elusive. . .it has
the very important disadvantage that quality means different things to different people, and this discussion becomes more difﬁcult whenever it is
combined with inadequate resources and mediocre infrastructures’.
About the different theoretical aspects of quality, interviewee S6
(a respondent who belongs to the Initiative for the Reform for the Upgrade
of University and has also signed the ‘movement of 1000’) claims that ‘the
structure and the total function of the Greek university do not give the
opportunity for excellence. . .a quality assurance mechanism is something
that helps to identify and promote best practices’. With this view he seems
to agree with ‘Greek University Reform Forum’ network as it understands
quality as ‘excellence’. This network does not support directly in its ofﬁcial
documents the notion of ‘quality as excellence’. However, by analysing its
policy papers it could be seen that it tends to this version of the notion of
quality.
On the other hand, many academics, members of the so-called ‘movement of 1000’ understand the notion of quality as ‘ﬁtness for purpose’. As
can be seen in the document produced in a conference they organised in
2007, they accept that a quality assurance mechanism could be beneﬁcial
for the function, standing and competitiveness of Greek universities in general, so long as measures are taken to avoid (a) the excessive bureaucratisation of the quality assurance procedures, (b) the emphasis on quantitative
performance indicators over a more substantial and qualitative assessment of
teaching and research in universities and (c) an emphasis on standardisation
procedures that may contradict the notion of university as a locus of creativity in teaching and research (Initiative of Academics for the Reform and the
Upgrade of Public University, 2007).
The notion of quality as ‘value for money’ also has its supporters. For
example, S4 (a member of the network ‘Initiative for the Reform for the
Upgrade of University’) states that after the big expansion of universities
(increasing access) the question of value for money is introduced automatically, as the resources are more-or-less ﬁxed but the university has to
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educate more and more people. Therefore, he believes that an evaluation
system in the universities becomes essential.
About the notion of university autonomy, interlocutor S1 says that even
if the question of evaluation is very important, the independence and
autonomy of the university is, in his opinion, a central value that should
inspire all the activities of the university. S7 states that the increase of
ﬁnancing of universities should go together with efforts towards improving
the quality of universities but at the same time he considers that it is
important that a climate of conﬁdence be cultivated between university
and state.
Conclusions
According to the ACF, policy change could take place either by the existence of signiﬁcant perturbation external to the subsystem, or by longlasting procedures inside the policy subsystem. The development of quality assurance policies and institutionalised evaluation in higher education
is a change that is external to the Greek university subsystem. Indeed,
they are policies that have been formed at a European Union level and
their implementation in Greece has caused serious reactions. After the initial period of conﬂict an agreement of Greek public policy about quality
assurance system with the European policies seems to have become a
reality.
However, there is a considerable distance between the policy core
beliefs that have been promoted by European education policies for universities and those of some networks inside the university. Therefore, the
tension in the policy subsystem of Greek university is expected and the
line-up of allies and opponents is and should be rather stable since many
common policy core beliefs of the networks during the last years are in
dispute.
On the other hand, there is an exceptional interest in the analysis of the
processes that took place inside university as a process of internal change.
These activities led to the inversion of forces that reacted to the implementation of the speciﬁc policies and resulted in the appointment of a more consensus leadership in the representation of academics. The required time for
this vital change was considerable but in the limits that ACF predicts. This
change can be considered to be a result of policy learning so much from the
attendance of universities in international evaluation programmes as much
as from the intense public dialogue that took place, particularly during and
after the major crisis of 2003. Attention should also be given to the parallel
emergence of new networks during the process of public dialogue. These
networks might have played the role of a policy broker. Therefore, they
could promote the development on speciﬁc policies in the subsystem,
because the actions of a qualiﬁed policy broker (or mediator) during a
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conﬂict may result in a policy change. This requires further research and
analysis.
At this point three observations can be made. First, although the education system in Greece is considered particularly centralised, for the last
decade, the Greek governments have faced difﬁculties in implementing
their decisions. This occurs because of the way that the notions of
‘power’ and ‘control’ are conceptualised in Greek society, which is different in comparison to some other societies. Consequently, as ACF was
not developed mainly for the Greek context, this point should attract
more attention and further research on the way the policies are developed and implemented in different social frameworks should be carried
out.
Second, ACF also predicts that it is difﬁcult for policy learning to
take place when it is not possible for quantitative data to exist on the
central topics of the public debate concerning the policies under implementation, or when these notions are too abstract and qualitative and are
not connected with theories that can provide experimental data or concrete measurable results simultaneously. As has been shown, the central
notions during the public debate were those of quality, autonomy, methods and use of state funding and ﬁnally the role that the university
should have in a modern society. These central notions, and also the
public debate in general, were too abstract and qualitative. Nevertheless,
an important change was achieved inside universities. Consequently, in
the future, a modiﬁcation or at least more specialised research concerning
the policy change might be needed, not essentially due to the accumulation of quantiﬁed elements but due to the actors’ subsystem qualitative
comprehension on a speciﬁc subject. If this is an interesting area for further research, then it might also need to forecast an additional differentiation between the needs of ofﬁcial power and actors in the subsystem.
The ofﬁcial power would mainly need the accumulation of quantiﬁed elements but the actors would need more qualitative elements in order to
analyse and comprehend the characteristics and the particularities of a
policy issue.
Finally, future research might address the role of EC ﬁnancing via European (educational) programmes. Indeed, it appears that the belief system of
networks inside universities are inﬂuenced by the European Framework Programmes, since the considerable ﬁnancing through these programmes plays
the role of deus ex machina or a Trojan horse (depending on the political
view).
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