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Outline
• What is the ‘Bologna 

Process (BP)’?
• How does it relate to 

wider reform of higher 
education in Europe? 

• Bologna’s key objectives 
and progress to date?

• The implications of the 
BP on planning 
education: 

• key findings from the 
AESOP survey
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The Bologna Process

Aims to:
• Create a compatible European Higher Education  
and Research Area by 2010
• Promote the mobility and employability of Europe’s 
citizens 
• Make Europe a world leader in higher education
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The origin
• 1988: The 900th anniversary of the 

University of Bologna

• The oldest “continually operating 
degree-granting university in the world”. 

• Alumni: Dante, Thomas Becket, 
Erasmus of Rotterdam, Pope Nicholas 
V, and Copernicus

• Magna Charta Universitatum was 
issued by the university rectors 

• Acknowledging the role of the “university 
as an autonomous institution at the heart 
of the society”. 
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1998: The Sorbonne Declaration 

• Signed by the education ministers from 
UK, France, Italy and Netherlands, in Paris

• Made a commitment to: 
– “harmonise the architecture of the European 

higher education systems”.  
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1999: The Bologna Declaration

• Signed by 29 European 
countries in Bologna 

• Capital City of Emilia-
Romagna Region in 
northern Italy 

• Since then:
– Biannual meeting of 

ministers to set the 
agenda for the next phase

– Biannual ‘stock taking’ by 
European University 
Association
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The 10 ‘Action Lines’
• Bologna Declaration 

(1999) 
1. Adoption of a system of easily 

readable and comparable degrees

2. Adoption of a system essentially 
based on 2 cycles (now 3)

3. Establishment of a system of credits

4. Promotion of mobility

5. Promotion of European cooperation 
in quality assurance

6. Promotion of the European 
dimension in higher education
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BP’s Action Programme

• Prague Communique
(2001):

7. Lifelong learning
8. Higher education institutions 

and students
9. Promoting the attractiveness 

of the European Higher 
Education Area (EHEA)
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BP’s Action Programme
• Berlin Communique (2003)
10. EHEA and European   

Research Area 
– Extending the reform to the third 

cycle (PhD)
– Linking the Bologna Process to 

the Lisbon Strategy (2000) 
aimed at: 

• “making Europe the most 
competitive and dynamic 
knowledge-based economy in the 
world by 2010…”.
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Follow ups

• Bergen Communique (2005)
• London (May 2007)

– 45 countries have signed up to 
the process

– It has become the most significant 
and far reaching reform to the 
European HE in recent decades
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European HE used to enjoy:

• Three near certainties:
1. It was supplied on a national basis mostly for 

local students
2. It was government-regulated and publicly 

funded 
3. Competition and profit were almost unknown 

concepts in the sector

• All of these are now in a state of flux
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Emerging Trends
• Internationalisation

– 2% of 100m University students were studying abroad in 2005 

– Some 112,000 EU and 38,000 Chinese students were studying 
in Britain 

• Competition

– Almost all Universities are beginning to compete for both talent
and money in an international market 

– EU Univ. are loosing their position in the global league tables:
• None is in the top 20 except Oxford, Cambridge, ETH 

• Have low level of research budget as a % of GDP: 
– EU: 1.3%; US: 2.7%; Nordic countries: 3.1%

• Struggle for independence

– Tuition fees are being introduced in many countries
– Universities are seeking greater autonomy in areas such as staff

recruitments, management, admission processes, etc  
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The EU reform agenda

• An increasing recognition of the changing 
context for Europe’s HE

• “If the EU fails to reform the HE system, 
Europe’s universities will soon become beautiful 
museums”.  

• (Jan Figel, EU Commissioner for Education, May 2006)

• Publication of a ‘blue print’ for ‘modernising’
Europe’s 4000 universities 

– Harmonisation, mobility and comparability (key aspects of the 
Bologna Process) are parts of this wider reform agenda
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Key mechanisms for 
Europeanization of HE

• A 3-cycle system: 
– 3(BA)+2(MA)+3(PhD)

• ‘A Framework for 
Qualifications in EHEA’

• A common European 
Credit Transfer and 
accumulation System 
(ECTS)

• Diploma Supplement
• Standards for quality 

assurance
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Pre-Bologna Planning Education

• Great diversity of educational traditions, cultures and HE 
structures, for examples:

• The UK:
– Social science-based with some urban design inputs; BA (3-4) and 

MA / MSc (1-2)

• France: 
– Differentiated systems between universities and grand école: 

Baccalaureat+2(DEUG)+1(License=BA)+1(maitrise)+either1y research
(DEA=MPhil) or 1y work-oriented (DESS)+ doctoral

• Germany, Austria, Italy, Spain, Nordic, Greece:
– Engineering-based: 5y Diploma with planning as a specialization 

within architecture and civil engineering (a few independent 5y 
programs such as Dortmund)
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Challenges to the Bologna Process

• The most significant and far reaching reforms of 
European HE in recent decades:
– Extent of the reform
– Number of signatories

• But, a contested process:
– Some people see it as the imposition of an Anglo-

American education system on Continental Europe! 
– Leading to the loss of diversity
– Neglecting cultural and historical context

• It raised major concerns in the planning 
communities in Europe
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AESOP’s survey of planning 
schools in 2006

Aims
• To take stock of progress made towards the Bologna 

Process in different planning schools
• To examine key challenges faced by the planning schools in 

responding to Bologna reform 
• To examine implications of the Bologna Process on the 

quality of planning education, qualification, quality assurance 
and accreditation

Scope
• The two-cycle degree system (3+2)
• Degree qualification structure
• Professional qualification (certification and accreditation)
• Potential role for AESOP
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Responses to the survey

• Questionnaire was sent to all AESOP 
member schools

• 37 planning schools from 16 countries
responded 

• Countries responded include:
– Belgium, Czech Rep., Denmark, France, 

Germany, Greece, Italy, Netherlands, Norway, 
Portugal, Serbia & Montenegro, Spain, 
Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, UK
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The 2-cycle system of 3+2

• Required extensive restructuring
– legislative change in Italy and Spain 

• Involved radical reform of: structures, 
curricula and approaches to teaching, 
learning and assessment 

• Raised major issues regarding employability 
and the introduction of the concept of 
learning outcomes
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Adoption of the 2-cycle system

• 73% have adopted 2-cycle system
• 19% on track for adoption by 2006/07
• Uncertainties in Sweden and Norway

Composition of the 2-cycle system

• 3+2 offered by majority of schools 
• 4+2 provided by some schools (Czech Republic, 

Serbia and Turkey) 
• 3+1 offered in others (UK and Netherlands)
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Key transitional challenges

• Condensing curriculum into shorter time

• Managing the students’ progression

• Creation of independent planning degrees 
and curricula (Netherlands, Sweden)

• Determining admission criteria for 2nd

cycle degree for non-planning students
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Impact of the 2-cycle system on:
planning education

• Introduction of a planning curriculum or inputs into 
UG level (Belgium, France, Italy, Turkey), hence 
improving continuity and opportunity for 
specialisation at PG level (France, Greece, Turkey)

• Improved mobility for students
• More flexibility and opportunity for interdisciplinary 

study, 
• But, concerns over the length of study:

– Germany, Italy, Czech Republic, Sweden: 3y UG is 
too short 

– UK, Netherlands: 1y PG is too short 
– Norway: 2y PG is too short 
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Impact of the 2-cycle system on:
Acceptance and employability of first-cycle 

qualification
• Germany: 

– Increased international acceptance of German 
planning degrees

• Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany, Italy: 
– UG degree is not highly regarded, hence 

employability of students is problematic

• Netherlands, Turkey: 
– students often continue to do PG degree, partly 

because of a weak job market
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Level and degree 
classification methods (1)

• Time-based (number of years) approaches
– Belgium, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Netherlands, 

Portugal, Serbia, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, UK

• International credit framework
– Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Netherlands, Norway, 

Portugal, Switzerland

• Learning outcomes & competencies generic and 
specific 
– Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Portugal, Serbia, 

Switzerland, Turkey, UK
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Level and degree 
classification methods (2)

• Bachelor-Master generic descriptors 
– France, Italy, Netherlands, Portugal, Serbia, UK 

• Bachelor-Master Subject specific benchmarks
– France, Germany, Netherlands, Serbia, UK

• Levels descriptors / indicators including sub-
divisions within the Bologna cycles
– France, Netherlands, Portugal, Sweden, UK

• Qualification descriptors / indicators including sub-
divisions within the Bologna cycles
– France, Italy, Netherlands, Portugal, Sweden, Turkey, UK
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Bachelors degree - key learning 
outcomes/competencies

• Evidence of a wide variety of approaches to 
specifying the learning outcomes
– Ranging from detailed specifications (as in the 

UK, Switzerland, Turkey, France,…) to broad 
generalisation (as in Serbia)

• Large variations in the specified learning 
outcomes / competencies between countries and 
schools
– Ranging from building construction (Czech Rep.) 

and engineering (Germany) to planning theory 
(Switzerland) 
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Masters degree - key learning 
outcomes/competencies (1)

Responses range from detailed 
specification of learning outcomes, e.g.

• RTPI’s 17 indicative learning outcomes, such as:

– Ability to articulate integrated strategies and plans with 
means of implementation

– Understanding of market processes, built form relationships 
and community gain through development

– Development of management skills: negotiation, mediation, 
advocacy and inter-professional working
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Masters degree - key learning 
outcomes/competencies (2)

…to broad statements, such as:
– “More theoretical knowledge, specialisation”

(Dortmund)
– “Reflection, know why” (Aalborg)
– “Students must complete a qualified thesis”

(Stockholm)

• Illustrating the continuing diversity of 
approaches which are masqueraded by the 
Bologna’s appearance of harmonisation 
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Direct admission without a BA in 
Planning (1)

74% accept direct admission to masters

• For a few, relevance of UG degree and/or professional experience 
in planning is a key requirement (Germany, Netherlands, Portugal, 
UK)

• Approximately half require student to ‘catch up’ with planning 
studies by attending UG classes. Mostly this programme is tailored 
to student, rather than a standard conversion course

• Where conversion courses are used (Italy, Netherlands ,Serbia), 
content includes:
– Introduction to logic, process and dynamics of spatial development
– Key issues in spatial analysis, planning and urban design techniques, policy 

analysis, urban and regional economics
– Acquiring basic knowledge in theory and methodology of spatial, regional, urban 

and rural planning, and basic mapping methods
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Direct admission without a BA in 
Planning (2)

24% do not accept direct admission to 
Masters

• Some require UG degree in planning or specific 
degrees: Arch. (Czech Rep), Planning (Dortmund), 
related degrees (Berlin), civil engineering (Spain), 
Human Geog or Envt. (Netherlands)

• Others require completion of elements of UG 
planning course prior to admission (Turkey, Portugal, 
UWE)

• UK requires good quality honours degree
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Course regulation / accreditation by 
a professional body

• 57% of respondents have no course 
accreditation / regulation

• 19% report informal arrangements (France, 
Netherlands)

• UK, Venice and Prague run courses that are 
formally regulated / accredited by a 
professional body (planning or architecture)
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Key planning professional bodies

• National body, specific to planning
– France, Netherlands, Republic of Serbia, Sweden, 

Switzerland, Turkey, UK

• National body, linked to architecture / 
engineering
– Czech Republic, Germany, Greece, Italy, Norway, 

Spain

• Others
– Public authorities (Belgium)
– Institute based (Portugal)
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Overall impact of the BP

• Period of studies are getting shorter

• More flexibility in the 2-cylce system allows improved 

mobility for students

• Internationalisation of curriculum (Neth., Germany, Italy)

• Increased modularisation (Switzerland) and 

Semesterisation (France)

• English is becoming the teaching language of PG courses 

(Denmark, Netherlands, Germany)

• Institutional and curriculum change (France) and 

rationalisation (France, Italy, Netherlands)
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Overall impact of the BP

• BP as catalyst for: introduction of planning as an 

independent discipline 

– Creation of a new planning school (Italy)

– New, independent UG planning degrees (Italy, Netherlands)

– But, in France: loss of autonomy for planning schools 

• BP as catalyst for: reform of the professional bodies 

(Italy)

• Revisiting and improving old practices (Denmark)

• Organisational stress due to pressure on staff to 

implement the Bologna Process (Milan) 
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Future role of AESOP
• AESOP as coordinator of, or adviser on planning curricula

– Grenoble, Turin, Turkey, Venice, Volos
• AESOP as supporter, promoter, exchange facilitator

– Sweden, Lisbon, Czech Rep., Lille, Wageningen, Milan
• AESOP involved in quality assurance / setting standards 

– Berlin, Belgium, Norway UMB, Grenoble, Serbia
• AESOP involved in accreditation process as external evaluator

– Palermo, Reims, Berlin, Hamburg, Milan
• AESOP setting admission criteria for international students

– Groningen
• AESOP working with ECTP

– to revisit its Charter of Competencies (Grenoble)
– to attract attention to professional standards (Nijmegen)

• AESOP as communicator, raising the profile of planning (Milan, 
Volos)

• No specific role mentioned
– UK, Spain


