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Abstract. This article considers the concept of internationalization of the higher
education sector under the influence of globalization processes. In today’s realm, it
is difficult for higher education institutions to maintain sustainable development
without international collaboration and cooperation. The example of such
cooperation in the international arena is the Norwegian-Ukrainian partnership in
the higher education sector. The article reviews the higher education funding system
in Norway and highlights the incentives for Norwegian universities to enter into
international partnerships. In this regard, two higher education projects between
Ukraine and Norway are analyzed: Norwegian-Ukrainian cooperation in Public
Sector Economy Education: Accounting, Budgeting and Finance (NUPSEE) and
Norwegian-Ukrainian cooperation in the area of Public sector accounting, budgeting
and finance Research Education (NUPRE). The vital part of such partnerships is
potential perspectives for the Ukrainian universities, which are discussed in this
paper. The main conclusion is that under current circumstances universities are
faced with government funding cuts and they need to find alternative revenue streams.
In this regard, internationalization can be an integral part in providing the Ukrainian
universities with possibilities to search for alternative revenue sources for financing
their activities.
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OCOBJIMBOCTI TA PE3YJIbTATH ®IHAHCYBAHHA 3AKJ/IAZAIB

BUILIOT OCBITH B YMOBAX IHTETPALIIMHUX MPOILIECIB
(IMPUKJAJ YKPATHH 1 HOPBETTII)

AHorauis. Po3eAaHymo KOHUenyio iHmepHayioHaAi3ayii cekmopy Buuyoi ocsimu
1i0 BHAUBOM 21004 I3AUIHHUX NPOUECiB. Y menepiuHix pearisx 3aKAa0am BUulol
ocsimu (3BO) Baxcko nidmpumysamu cmaiutl po3sumox 6e3 MiyHapoOHo! cnis-
npayi ma korabopauyii. IIpukiadom makozo cniBpobimMHULMBA € HOPBE3bKO-
yKpaiHcbke napmuepcmso. Bucsimaeno cucmemy ginancyBaHHs suwyoil ocBimu 8
Hopgezii ma cmumyau 015 HOPBe3bKUX YHIBEPCUMEMIB BCHIYNAMU B MINHAPOO-
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Hi napmuepcoKi BioHocuHu. ITpoararizosano 08a 8ionosioHi npoekmu mix Ykpai-
Horw i Hopsezieto: Norwegian-Ukrainian cooperation in Public Sector Economy
Education: Accounting, Budgeting and Finance (NUPSEE) i Norwegian-Ukrainian
cooperation in a field of Public sector accounting, budgeting and finance Research
Education (NUPRE). BaxAusot ckAadoBow nodibHux npoekmis € nepcnekmusu
OAS YKPATHCOKUX YHIBEPCUMEMIB. 3p001eHO BUCHOBOK, Ui0 3d HUHIUHIX 00CIMABUH
3BO cmukaromucs 3i CKOPpOUeHHAM 0epHABHO20 (PIHAHCYBAHHS, | IM NOMPIOHO
ULYKAMU AAbIMEPHAMUBHI NOMOKU 00x00iB. Tomy iHmMepHayioHANI3AlYis Moye
cmamuy HeBio'eMHOI0 YACUHOI0 HAOAHHA BIMHUSHAHUM YHIBEPCUIMEMaM MOW(-
AuBocmeri NOuLyKy OyepeA OAA PiHAHCYBAHHA IXHbOT OiAAbHOCHII.

KawuoBi caoBa: iHTepHalioHaAi3alis1, ceKTOp BUIIOI OCBiTH, hiHAHCYBaH-
HsI BUILOI OCBiTH, YKPaIHCbKO-HOPBE3bKa CIIiBITpaLisl.

Taba. 2. Puc. 1. Air. 38.

Jlromeulii H. A.
AOKTOP 3KOHOMUYECKUX HayK, Npodeccop, 3aBeaytownii kadeapoin dpuHaHCoB KneBCKOro HaLMoHanbHoro
yHuBepcuteTa umeHn Tapaca Llesuenko, Knes, YkpanHa
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OCOBEHHOCTH U PE3YJbTATbl ®PUHAHCHUPOBAHUA
YYPEX/IEHUH BBICIIETO OBPA30BAHUA
B YCJIOBUAX UHTETPAIMOHHBIX IMPOLIECCOB
(ITIPUMEP YKPAUHbI U HOPBEI'NH)

Annoranus Paccmompena KoHyenyus UHMePHAUUOHAAUSAYUL CEKMOPA Bbic-
uiezo 00pa30BaHUA N0 BAUSHUEM 2A00ANUBAYUUOHHDIX NPOYECCOB. B HbiHeuiHux
PEaArUSK BLICUUM YHeOHbIM 3ABeOeHUSM MpYOHO NOOOePHUBAIND YCHOUHUBOE
passumue 6e3 MeMOYHAPOOHO20 COMPYOHUHeCMBA U KoArabopayuu. [Ipumvepom
mMakozo cOmpyOHUHECMBA ABAAEMCA HOPBEHCKO-YKPAUHCKOM NAPHEPCIBO.
OcBewyervt cucmema (pUHAHCUPOBAHUSL Bbicuie20 00pasosaHus 8 Hopsezuu u
CHUMYADbL OAS HOPBEWCKUX YHUBEPCUMENOB BCHIYNANMD B MeWOYHAPOOHbLe Nap-
mHepcKue OmHoueHus. [Ipoanarusuposamvi 0Ba COOMBEMCINBYIOUAUX NPOEKINA
mewoy Yepaunoii u Hopseeueii: Norwegian-Ukrainian cooperation in Public Sector
Economy Education: Accounting, Budgeting and Finance (NUPSEE) u Norwegian-
Ukrainian cooperation in a field of Public sector accounting, budgeting and finance
Research Education (NUPRE). Bawhotl cocmasisiouseri n0000HbIX NpOEeKoB
ABASAMCS NEPCHEKMUBDL OAS YKPAUHCKUX yHusepcumenmos. COeraH BbiBo0, 4mo
NpU HbtHEUWHUX 00CIIOAMEALCINBAX BY3bl CHIAAKUBAIOWICS C COKPAULEHUEM 20CY-
0apCmBeHH020 PUHAHCUPOBAHUS, U UM HYWHO UCKAMb AAbIEPHAMUBHbLE 1O-
MOoKU 00x0008. [T031MOMY UHIMEPHAUUOHANUSAUUSL MOWEN CHAITb HEOMBEMAEMOTL
4ACmbi0 NPedOCMABACHUS OMeHeCBEHHbIM YHUBEPCUMENAM BO3MONHOCHIEL
MOUCKA UCTIOYHUKOB OASl (PUHAHCUPOBAHUSA UX OETMEeAbHOCHIU.

KAoueBble CAOBA: MHTEPHALMOHAAM3ALIMS, CEKTOP BBICIIETO 0Opa3oBaHus,
¢uHaHCUpOBaHMe BbICIIEr0 00pa3oBaHNUs, YKPAUHCKO-HOPBEXXCKOE COTPYAHM-
YEeCTBO.

Higher education has always been seen as one of the most important and
debatable areas in the public sector because of its vital role in socio-economic
development and complexity [1; 2]. Higher education institutions (HEIs) are the
“engine” or, in other words, ground for the sustainable development of “knowledge
economy” [3;4]. The idea here is that knowledge is considered as a more significant
element in economic development rather than materials because of its tight
connection to technologies [5].
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According to H. Gupta and N. Singhal [6], the main activities of HEIs can have
significant impacts on social, economic and environmental areas. Undoubtedly,
such effects are very complex, and they can be both positive and negative, direct
and indirect, short-term and long-term [7]. F. Findler, N. Schonherr, R. Lozano,
and D. Reider provide a very fruitful review of HEIs’ impacts on sustainable
development of a country, where the authors classify the main universities’ impacts
into different themes such as economic growth, change of the social and business
culture, social interactions, contribution to the environmental changes, change of
lifestyle and urbanization [8].

The higher education sector plays a decisive role in promoting the “Europe
2020” strategy and driving forward the sustainable growth of the European
continent [9]. One of the main targets of the “Europe 2020” strategic plan is that
by 2020 40% of all young European population will have a tertiary education [9].
This aim is directly connected with the intention of the European Union (EU) to
maintain its sustainable growth since higher education provides highly skilled
citizens who consequently can apply for different valuable jobs. Therefore, the EU
always support and promote higher education through a variety of programs such
as “Erasmus+” and “Horizon 2020”. Here one of the main objectives of EU’s support
for higher education is international cooperation, mobility and partnerships [10].
It is done in order to offer great opportunities for people to learn from different
cultural dimensions, to work on joint international projects and to advance research.

Many universities across Europe have intentions to become well-known
internationally and to be a part of the global education and research community
[11]. Looking for the best practices, HEIs tend to globalization and convergence
in order to maintain their sustainable growth [12]. According to Krucken et al., a
global convergence influences individual universities to employ international
frameworks in their activities [13]. Moreover, international engagement becomes
an integral part of many HEIs’ strategies, including the increase of international
students [11], international projects and activities [12], and international joint
degree programmes [14].

Many academics investigate a topic of financing the higher education sector,
particularly identifying the effects of the international partnerships, cooperation
and collaboration, namely, H. de Wit, J. Knight, P. G. Altbach, T. Iefymenko,
I. Bohdan, S. Gasanov, I. Lyutyy, V. Geets and others. However, international
cooperation always develops and refines, creating new ways of how to cooperate
at the international level. In today’s realm, HEI across the globe are faced with
government funding cuts and therefore they need to search for alternative revenue
streams. That is why internationalization can be of a great importance in providing
HEIs with opportunities to find alternative revenue funds for financing their
activities. In this regard, the paper examines two higher education partnerships
between Ukraine and Norway which can serve as examples of the diversifying of
revenue sources. Besides, the context of this study may be of great interest because
of analysis of the higher education partnerships between the Nordic region country
(Norway) and more exceptional the Central Eastern European country (Ukraine).
According to the study done by D. Suspitsin [15], the context of post-Soviet
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countries is recognized as a new call for researchers in the analysis of transformations
of the higher education sector.

There are plenty of rationales for universities to internationalize. In this regard,
M. Seeber et al. developed a conceptual framework of factors that influence HEIs’
intentions for internationalization [16]. The first rationale that was mentioned by
authors is global student mobility. This corresponds to the fact that if students face
different educational and cultural settings, they may become more open-minded
and engaged citizens who are ready to work in diverse cultural environments [17].
Besides, internationalization may advance the curricula of different joint or double-
degree programs. When HEIs cooperate globally, they are able to refine programs’
curricula to international requirements, promoting a higher quality of studying and
attracting more international students [18]. Furthermore, internationalization
enhances the quality of the education process, namely through the involvement of
professors from different countries [19]. Sharing own experience between professors’
circles is without doubts can benefit the quality of teaching processes [16].

The definition of internationalization has become widely used, and sometimes
it includes broad meanings of different notions. The confirmation of such a
statement is Knight’s opinion that “internationalization is used to describe many
phenomena at different levels and therefore is losing its original understanding”
[17, p. 76]. Besides, H. de Wit confirmed that the concept of internationalization
should be reconsidered and updated according to modern realities and settings
[20]. Therefore, it is reasonable to provide some notions which are used globally
to define what internationalization particularly means. According to three well-
known international organizations the National Association of Foreign Student
Advisers (NAFSA), the International Association of Universities (IAU), and the
European Association of International Education (EAIE), many possible elements
can be considered as internationalization, including international student mobility,
research cooperation, extra-curricular studies, and cross-country initiatives such
as both face-to-face and distance joint programs, and double-degree programs
[21]. In this paper, the notion of internationalization mostly refers to double-degree
programs which will be analyzed further in this paper.

Total government spending on higher education as a percentage of total
government spending in Ukraine has been decreasing since 2013, as well as total
government spending on higher education as a percentage of GDP (Table 1). This
creates a necessity for the Ukrainian HEIs to diversify their revenue streams in
order to sustainably maintain their operations. Under such circumstances,
universities are more inclined to change their strategies in order to find appropriate
funding of their operations and this process is called financialization of universities’

Table 1
Public funding of higher education in Ukraine

Indicator 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Total government spending on higher education
as a percentage of total government spending 6,0 5,6 4.9 4.4 3,7
as a percentage of GDP 2,1 1,8 1,5 1,9 1,3

Source: compiled by the author based on [23].

Hayxkogi npari HJ®I « 2020 « N2 4 (93) 37



®IHAHCH OCBITU I HAYKH

missions [22]. The financialization of HEIs’ missions includes globalization and
internationalization processes. The latter is the focus of this paper since the
internationalization can provide universities with alternative revenue sources. In
this regard, the paper examines two higher education partnerships between Ukraine
and Norway which can supplement financing process of two universities.

Before going to particular examples of this paper, it is reasonable to examine
the most well-known international project such as Erasmus+. Erasmus+ is a
considerable international programme to promote education in Europe with a
budget of €14.7 billion in 2020 that support around 2 million students in the higher
education sector. The size of this program can not be overestimated since it includes
approximately 25 thousand students in joint master’s degrees with around 800
thousand teachers in staff mobility. Besides, more than 150 knowledge alliances
initiated by 1500 HEIs and companies [24]. Erasmus+ Programme includes many
actions and subprograms, namely Action 1 (Mobility of learners and staff, Erasmus
Mundus Joint Master Degrees, Erasmus+ Master Loans), Action 2 (Strategic
Partnerships, Knowledge Alliances, Sector Skills Alliances, Capacity-building),
Action 3 (Knowledge in the fields of education, training and youth, Support to
European policy tools, Cooperation with international institutions, Stakeholder
dialogue, policy and Programme promotion), Jean Monnet activities (Academic
Modules, Chairs, Centres of Excellence, Policy debate with the academic world,
Support to associations), and Sports activities (Collaborative Partnerships, Not-
for-profit European sport events, Strengthening of the evidence base for policy-
making, Dialogue with relevant European stakeholders) [25]. Because of the purpose
of this paper, it is interesting to take a look at Erasmus Mundus Joint Master Degree
(EMJMD) subprogram which is an integrated international education programme
delivered by the unified group of HEIs. The idea here is that universities joint their
separate programmes in one programme in order to improve the attractiveness,
foster performance, and refine the studying process.

There are not as many reports that analyze the impacts of EMJMD, but a fruitful
report was done by B. Terzieva and M. Unger [14], including a graduate impact
survey (GIS). Undoubtedly, it is vital to understand what actual impacts are
connected to students’ postgraduate life and how they are satisfied with the
programme. Considerably, over 1 thousand students participated in the survey,
and the highest portion of them have already finished EMJMD.

Firstly, it is essential to examine how students were satisfied with EMJMD
programmes. In general, more than 77% of graduates are satisfied with Erasmus
Mundus, highlighting the attitude towards international students, an appropriate
level of needed facilities, and professional teaching staff [14]. However, many learners
stated that teaching supervision and support, studying guidance, and student
networking might be improved. It goes without saying that it is not easy for foreign
students in some cases to establish networks with native students without the
assistance of the university. This is also the case with teaching supervision since
foreign students do not have strong social connections with native teaching staff.

Going further, it is crucial to discover the main impacts of EMJMD programmes
on the postgraduate life of students. One of the most significant impacts that were
defined by the survey is gained intercultural competencies [14]. Obviously,
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intercultural competencies are vital for career development in the period of
globalized labour markets. Therefore, more than 50% of Erasmus Mundus graduates
stated that they are satisfied with the level of preparedness to the labour market.
However, students highlight that the programme could be improved by the
increasing networking with potential employers (49%), career supervision (49%),
and focusing more on the practical part of the studying process (31%) [14]. With
such fulfilment to preparedness to the labour market, it is not surprising that 85%
of graduates found a job within six months after graduation [14]. Overall, according
to the study done by B. Terzieva and M. Unger, students have positive feelings
about the programme, and they highlight a considerable impact on their career
development, international networking, and life experience [14].

In order to analyze two higher education projects between Ukraine and Norway,
namely Norwegian-Ukrainian cooperation in Public Sector Economy Education:
Accounting, Budgeting and Finance (NUPSEE) and Norwegian-Ukrainian
cooperation in a field of Public sector accounting, budgeting and finance Research
Education (NUPRE), it is reasonable to look at the context in which these projects
exist. In this regard, the question arises: what are the incentives for Norwegian HEI
(Nord University) to cooperate internationally with Ukrainian partner (Taras
Shevchenko National University of Kyiv)? To understand the incentives, it is crucial
to explore the main features of the funding system that is employed in Nord
University. The funding model of any university has significant impacts on both its
behaviour and strategical development [2]. Therefore, the examination of the funding
model is an inevitable process in understanding HEI’s behaviour [26]. Moreover,
according to Figure, it can be concluded that, although the share of higher education
expenditure in different EU countries varies, on average, public funding in OECD
and EU countries remains the main type of funding for the higher education sector.
Consequently, a government has a considerable influence on how universities will
operate and strategically develop under the different funding model characteristics.
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Figure. Expenditures on higher education in some EU countries in 2018

Source: compiled by the author according to [27].
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The Norwegian higher education sector has started to develop back in the
1950s with the introduction of the Norwegian welfare state model [28]. This model
opened educational entities for society and defined that every individual has a right
to access all education levels. After that, the higher education sector in Norway
has grown, and demand for the reforming process has occurred.

In Norway, national commissions play a considerable role in the policy-making
processes. The idea here is that the Ministry of Education and Research set a national
commission to address a particular problem that should be resolved. After the
analysis of a particular issue, the commission creates a report that can be regarded
as a white paper, debating about how the Norwegian higher education sector could
cope with a particular problem. One of such commissions, namely Mjos commission,
issued a report that formed the ground for one of the most significant reforms in
the Norwegian higher education sector — the Quality Reform 2002 [28].

The Quality Reform reviewed a complex set of issues, containing organizational,
structural, financial and quality aspects [29]. The reform resulted in an increase of
both institutional and financial autonomy, in the modernization of a new governance
model, in increasing of the internationalization process, and in the implementation
of the new funding model that comprises of a basic component (70%) and
performance-based component (30%) [30]. The funding model that was introduced
as a part of the Quality Reform has been currently using. The difference between
the older model and the current one is that the older model was mostly based on
the input criteria (e.g. the number of enrolled students), but the new model is
mostly based on performance and results.

The Norwegian Ministry of Education and Research distributes a block grant
financing to each university annually [31]. The board of each university defines the
main priorities of the institution, but priorities should be in line with a national
strategy [31]. In this regard, each HEIs has significant autonomy in the process of
the allocation of public funds. As it was mentioned earlier, the block grant consists
of two parts: a fixed component and result-based component. The relationship
between fixed funds and result-based allocations can vary between different HEIs
[32]. For this reason, the university board considers to what extent the national
performance incentives for three core activities (education, research, and
cooperation with society and business) would be applied in the internal allocation
system. Besides, the university board defines whether the university needs to create
additional performance incentives to promote its aims and strategies [32]. Finally,
the amount of the fixed component for each university depends on a history of
specific targets set by the government over time, including today’s fixed component
- funding per institution [31].

The Norwegian funding model for higher education has been developing since
the Quality Reform. The Norwegian Ministry of Education and Research has
presented the latest change in 2017. The Ministry introduced some refinements
to the result-based component, including some new performance indicators. In
this regard, performance-based funding has become a result of eight quantitative
indicators that measure the performance of every HEIs (Table 2).

According to Table 1, the first four indicators have an open-end budget, meaning
that the better the results, the more funding the institutions can get, regardless of
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Table 2
Eight quantitative indicators that are related to the result-based component
No. Indicator Framework

1 | Number of credits Opened
2 |Number of exchange students (including Erasmus+) Opened
3 |Number of graduates Opened
4 | Number of doctoral candidates Opened
5 |Funds from the EU Closed
6 | Funds from Norway Research Council and Regional Research Fund Closed
7 |Income from grant and commission activities (BOA) Closed
8 | Number of scientific publications (publication points) Closed

Source: compiled by the author based on [32].

the performance of other universities. The last four indicators have a closed-end
budget, which means that the universities compete about a fixed amount of
financing. From Table 1, the second indicator, namely “Number of exchange
students (including Erasmus+)” plays a significant role because this indicator is
open-ended, meaning that HEIs will increase its value in order to gain more funding.
Therefore, Norwegian universities aim to increase the number of international
partnerships and cooperation in order to receive more money from the government.
The two higher education projects between Ukraine and Norway, which are
analyzed in this paper, are not exceptions.

The first project is the Norwegian-Ukrainian cooperation in Public Sector
Economy Education: Accounting, Budgeting and Finance (NUPSEE) that started
in 2016. The Nord University Business School received a grant from The Norwegian
Agency for International Cooperation and Quality Enhancement in Higher
Education (DIKU). The purpose of this grant funding is the support of higher
education and research cooperation between Norway represented by Nord
University and Ukraine represented by the Taras Shevchenko National University
of Kyiv [33]. However, the cooperation between Norway and Ukraine started before
the NUPSEE back in 2014 when Nord University signed the agreement with 13
Ukrainian universities that are members of Norwegian-Ukrainian University
Alliance (NUUA). The target of this agreement stands for strengthening the national
cooperation in the field of Public Sector Finance between all members of NUUA.

Talking about the NUPSEE programme, it is essential to highlight its main
vectors, including [33]:

1. Students mobility between Norway and Ukraine;

2. Collaboration in research field by strengthening joint research projects

between PhD researchers;

3. Networking on all levels of education (individual, faculty, university, and
national) in order to faster the integration of Ukraine into the European
society.

Two groups have already graduated from the NUPSEE double-degree

programme. The graduates received two Master degree diplomas from Nord
University and the Taras Shevchenko National University of Kyiv. In this regard,
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the graduates can increase their competitive advantage in the labour market, and
enhance international networking and cooperation. However, future research
should be done in order to evaluate the particular impacts of this cooperation on
graduates’ career development, global networking, and life experience.

The second project is the Norwegian-Ukrainian cooperation in a field of Public
sector accounting, budgeting and finance Research Education (NUPRE) which
focuses on the development of joint academic collaboration at the PhD level. The
idea here is that students can enter a double-degree programme at the PhD level
and after the completion receive two PhD diplomas: one in Ukraine and one in
Norway [34]. This project is also granted from the DIKU as a continuation of
NUPSEE programme but on a higher level. The main objectives of this programme
are the development and harmonization of the content of the Ukrainian PhD
programme, advancement of research competencies according to international
requirements, and strengthening the partnership between universities. Interestingly,
the programme is based on “cotutelle” philosophy that means “co-supervision”
This particularly means that PhD student signs an agreement with two HEIs which
will supervise the candidate. The agreement also contains requirements regarding
enrollment and evaluation of candidate’s studying process and dissertation [35].
As it was mentioned earlier, it will be crucial to evaluate the real impacts of this
cooperation and to survey future graduates about the effectiveness and outcomes
of the programme.

The programmes have a potential according to the report done by B. Terzieva
and M. Unger [14], including the GIS that highlights positive impacts on graduates’
career development, international networking, and life experience. However, a
current context under the influence of COVID-19 pandemic should be taken into
consideration since it can provoke many issues that can negatively reflect
international joint mobility programmes [36]. For instance, according to the survey
done by EACEA about the EMJMD implementation in the context of COVID-19,
many obstacles and issues should be addressed in order to maintain the international
joint mobility projects such as [36]:

1) visa and travel limitations;

2) university services (e.g. enrolment requirements, support with accommodation

provision);

3) health conditions of students and personnel;

4) mode of studying (move to distance and online learning).

Undoubtedly, the mentioned challenges can slower international cooperation,
but universities need to draw attention to them and provide strategic responses.

Notwithstanding challenges that may occur in the current context, international
partnerships and cooperation between Ukraine and Norway in the higher education
sector can be valuable for both sides. However, it reasonable to pay more attention
to the advantages of such cooperation specifically for the Ukrainian side based on
the purposes of this article. Firstly, the Ukrainian-Norwegian partnership can be
beneficial for the quality of the Ukrainian education process, by harmonizing
studying process to international requirements [37], the advancement of educational
programmes with the support of foreign academics, and development of
international events (e.g. conferences, campus events, workshops) [19]. Secondly,
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the cooperation can strengthen institutional research capacity by joining and
complementing research resources, skills and knowledge in order to produce quality
international research output [12]. Furthermore, such partnerships can serve as a
positive strategic intention to enhance the university’s reputation at the national
and international levels [20]. Increasing HEI’s prestige has become a crucial issue
because of the importance of international ranking systems. Moreover, the
development of international strategic partnerships may encourage synergy effects,
benefits from collective efforts in terms of funding savings and investments [16].
Finally yet importantly, international collaboration may have a positive impact on
researchers’ networks beyond the national context, which can increase the scope
of the research agenda [20].

To conclude, internationalization plays a decisive role in the sustainable
development of the universities under the current globalized context. International
cooperation is gaining more attention as a vital element of many HEIs’ strategies,
embracing the rise of international student mobility [11], multinational projects
and other studying activities [12], and international joint degree programmes [14].
In this regard, the aim of this paper is to review some examples of such international
cooperation, specifically the NUPSEE and NUPRE partnerships between Ukraine
and Norway, and also to discover the perspectives of these partnerships for
Ukrainian universities.

Nowadays, HEI are faced with government funding cuts and are inclined to
search for alternative revenue sources, while at the same time seeking cost
efficiencies in their operations [38]. Internationalization can play a decisive role in
providing the Ukrainian HEIs with possibilities to find alternative revenue streams
for financing their activities. In this regard, the paper examines two higher education
partnerships between Ukraine and Norway which can serve as examples of the
diversifying of revenue sources.

Both programmes have a potential for sustainable development of both
universities, namely Nord University and the Taras Shevchenko National University
of Kyiv. For the latter side, such partnerships can improve the quality of the studying
process, taking into consideration the convergence to the international educational
requirements. Besides, such cooperation can refine the Ukrainian studying
programmes with updated educational agenda through the involvement of
international academic circles. In addition, international collaboration can reinforce
research activities by combining resources, efforts and knowledge from both sides
of the collaboration. Undoubtedly, international partnerships can also promote
the university’s reputation and prestige that become vital elements in the higher
education sector with the expansion of ranking system value. Last but not least,
international cooperation enhances a networking process among students and
academics that positively influences international attitudes, the scope of research
agenda, and intercultural communication.

Notwithstanding a diversity of the potential perspectives of mentioned
partnerships, they should be evaluated from the student perspective as it was done
by B. Terzieva and M. Unger, when the academics conducted the graduate impact
survey. Therefore, it is reasonable for further researchers of this topic to pay due
attention to how such partnerships influence graduates’ career development,
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international communication, and life experience. Conducting surveys among
graduates of NUPSEE and NUPRE programmes can help to identify the real values
of mentioned projects and to understand some points that should be improved or
added.

Despite many benefits and perspectives that may occur because of the analyzed
partnerships, some challenges take place under the context of COVID-19 pandemic.
Without any doubts, these challenges should be taken into consideration since
they have considerable impacts on peoples’ lives which we can currently observe.
The pandemic provokes many obstacles that should be addressed in order to
maintain the international joint programmes such as visa and travel limitations,
provision of university services, state of health of students and university personnel,
changing the mode of education (from face-to-face to distance learning).
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