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BFUG thematic session on Qualifications Frameworks

The BFUG thematic session on Qualifications Frameworks was moderated by Alex Young (UK/Scotland). In the beginning of the QF thematic session, the Chair introduced the contributors to the thematic session: Que Anh Dang, Head of the ASEM Education and Research Hub for Lifelong Learning, Anja Trier Wang, Policy Adviser at Dansk Industri and Allan Bruun Pedersen, Danish Agency for Universities and Internationalisation and President of the ENIC Network.
In the introductory part, three presentations were delivered by Sjur Bergan (Council of Europe, Chair of the Working Group on Qualifications Frameworks), Bryan Maguire (EURASHE) and Nico Klein (ESU – fzs – National Union of Student in Germany), followed by discussions moderated by the Chair. 
Qualifications Frameworks in the EHEA: main challenges, Sjur Bergan, Council of Europe, Chair of the Working Group on Qualifications Frameworks
The Chair of the Working Group on Qualifications Frameworks gave a presentation on the main outcomes and future challenges of QF in the EHEA. More information is available in the PowerPoint document below.
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The presentation underlined the following:
· evidence shows that different countries find themselves at various stages of self-certification. Concerns exist about the six countries that are still in the early stages of the process;
· the most important question is what will happen after self-certification; 
· four main challenges have been identified:

· making QFs happen in practice, with two questions put forward: how should the BFUG react if it turns out that some institutions consider QFs just a paper exercise and what are the consequences for the EHEA if QFs work only partly;
· making QFs meaningful for students, faculty, employers, institutions, public authorities;
· making QFs both diverse and coherent;
· linking QFs with other policy areas;
· the role and future challenges of QFs in the EHEA 2020.
QF-EHEA after 7 years - as viewed from higher education institutions, Bryan Maguire, EURASHE
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Bryan Maguire (EURASHE) presented HEIs’ perspective on Qualifications Frameworks, noting the following:

· HEIs welcomed the QF-EHEA when it was launched and have contributed to the development of NFQs;
· implementation of QFs varies at institutional level, but HEIs wish to have the Bologna action lines better integrated;

· the main challenges at present are: innovation fatigue, how QFs can be used to help institutions (and individual academic staff) integrate various pressures, full incorporation of QFs into quality assurance, cohesion with EQF-LLL (especially for regulated professions) and transition from intended learning outcomes to assessed learning outcomes;
· quality assurance of QFs is very important, as well as promotion of NQFs to the general public, in order to build student and employer demand; 

· NFQs have further effects on public policy outside of HE institutions.
Qualifications Frameworks – a students’ perspective, Nico Klein, fzs Committee on International Affairs
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Nico Klein (fzs – National Union of Student in Germany) provided the students’ perspective regarding the QF implementation in Germany, which included the following:
· a overview of the general situation of the QF-EHEA in Germany was given;
· although QF-EHEA was established in 2005 and implemented by law, from the students’ perspective, there is no real implementation on the ground and equality of degrees exists only on paper;

· for the National Qualifications Framework (LLL), the consultation process has stopped even though the work started in 2006;
· the questions for discussion focus on the relation between vocational education and academic HE or whether the descriptors used are appropriate; 
· conclusions noted that QFs are often seen as too technical and should be embedded in the social support system. 
The discussions that followed in the QF thematic session are summarized below: 

· QFs can be seen as complying with a formal rather than something that can be actually used. The HEIs are those deciding whether QFs will remain a paper exercise or will be a key feature of the EHEA;
· there are challenges beyond the national completion and implementation of NQFs, but not all countries are at this stage. A formal framework is necessary in order to implement the NQFs, but practice needs to develop coherency. Constructing NQFs means reshaping national legislation, introducing reforms, increasing cooperation between national sectors and cooperation between European educational sectors;

· the actors in the HE system should speak about QFs on a daily basis, as it increases visibility;
· discussions should take place not only at national level, as interpretation will vary. For a broader perspective, an exchange of views must take place at other levels than the BFUG;
· the international dimension and comparability of learning outcomes (LO) and QF is very important, as the achieved LO are the key in accreditation of institutions;
· the assessment of non-cognitive skills should also be developed, otherwise a proper implementation of LO will be difficult;

· the link between QF and funding translates in the way HEIs respond to incentives linked to QF implementation and it should be further encouraged;
· strategies at HEIs level should be developed in order to smoothen implementation of NQFs and LO. More communication with HEIs is needed and the appropriate incentives, like feasible deadlines, should be identified in order to encourage the use of LO. It is important to involve the institutions into the debates and encourage a permanent dialogue with them;

· suggestions for bringing change were identified, such as having recognition schemes that reward the HEI who are performing well, since some people perceive the introduction of QFs as a professional and intellectual challenge. A European-wide scheme of recognition of pioneers, with demonstrable impact on the realization of the EHEA, could be introduced; 

· QA, a LO approach, employability and recognition of qualifications should be linked better with NQFs and academic staff should be given a more prominent role in the process in order to ensure its success;

· the labour market representatives underlined that, with the increased marketing of HE, the focus should remain on QFs and LO. Currently, when developing new programmes, universities often start by looking at NQFs first and only afterwards at labour market needs; better results could be obtained if the order was reversed;
· in some countries, reform of HE became successful only when open discussions on the societal expectations of universities took place;
· as a positive development, the existence of several universities which create their own centres for QA was pointed out, where an internal definition of QA led to LO and their role;

· the QFs – recognition – QA triangle needs to be netter integrated and explained and smart links between these elements better identified and promoted. On the ground, recognition has become much easier because of QF, and their meaningfulness should be properly conveyed to the public. Linking these elements should be done also with the revision of the ESG; 
· LO are the missing link between QF and recognition; in the Lisbon Recognition Convention, it is specified that recognition of foreign degrees should be based on LO and the challenge is to have this recommendation reflected in the actual study programmes;

· LO introduce a broader context, maintaining flexibility between levels, within levels, between countries; 
· the BFUG, as policy maker, is successful in developing the QFs in the EHEA, but less successful in communicating the message to universities. The QF WG is competent when developing QFs, but less successful in encouraging the implementation aspect. One possible cause may be the compartmentalised view of the BFUG, when a much broader perspective is needed;

· for the implementation of Bologna Process tools at institutional level, the network of national Bologna experts already exists, but its efficiency was questioned. Following a network assessment, a mention could be inserted in the Bucharest Ministerial Communiqué in order to reinforce their mandate. In response to this proposal, it was replied that an evaluation report is being prepared and based on its findings, appropriate measures will be taken to enhance their efficiency;
· there is a tendency to underestimate how significant the processes taking place in some countries are. QFs are part of an integrated movement including recognition, QA, etc., bringing profound cultural change in the way HE is perceived. This is an evolutionary process requiring a longer time to develop properly and to involve all stakeholders;

· the policy makers need to recognise that QFs are not just a simple matter of changing policy framework. Societal debate should be encouraged, to help people better understand education. The process should be recognised and supported, while in addition identifying the right message and incentives to be provided to the HEIs.
The following concluding remarks emerged:
· the links at supranational level are not strong enough: the initial self-certification exists, but it should be verified that QFs are fit for purpose at European level and it should be identified how they intersect with non-EHEA systems;
· QFs can be used for several purposes. They can simply describe an existing structure or they can be used as an instrument for reform. The latter aspect has been prominent in the Bologna Process because many countries have moved from a two to a three tier degree system. 

· QFs should make it easier for learners to move within and between education systems and should make it easier for learners and others to understand the qualifications of a given system.

· a critical view on and a better description of the LO is needed. There should be widening access for people who are in the work field and wish to resume studies;
· the QF structures are already or will soon be put in place, if not there already, but the challenge is to develop competences, both transversal and specific, while distinguishing between essential and non-essential ones;

· following the Bucharest Ministerial Conference, the best ways of taking further the QFs and other structures need to be clearly identified;

· the main question is how to proceed further if by 2015 progress on QFs and LO is insufficient and these remain still a paper exercise.
The Chair thanked everybody for their contributions to an interesting debate.
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General reactions

HEIs welcomed the QF-EHEA when it was launched

HEIs have contributed to the development of NFQs

HEIs have extended learning outcomes approach into disciplinary "frameworks" e.g. in Tuning projects

As in so many areas implementation is varied

In some countries the institutions emphasise learning outcomes as a aspect of changing pedagogical practice

Elsewhere the emphasis is on supporting mobility 

QF has promoted comparability of degrees, particularly welcomed by the newer forms of professionally oriented higher education

Desire to see Bologna action lines integrated
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Current issues

Innovation fatigue 

QFs can be used to help institutions (and individual academic staff) integrate various pressures

student-centred curriculum design

reform of teaching and assessment practice

engagement with employers and other external stakeholders

continuous quality enhancement

internationalistion

strengthening teaching/research nexus

Incorporate QFs fully into Quality Assurance

MAP-ESG finding

Cohesion with EQF-LLL, especially regulated professions

From intended learning outcomes to assessed learning outcomes
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Quality assurance of qualifications frameworks

NQFs are designed to be stable, not rigid

Plan to review impact of NQFs soon after initial implementation

Promotion of NQFs to general public is important to build student demand and employer demand (for framework concepts, particularly learning outcomes) which in turn stimulates the institutions to take QF seriously as a core 
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Further effects of NFQs on public policy outside of HE institutions

 

statistics

public appointments

planning (and funding?)

mobility and migration
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Qualification framework
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Nico Klein, fzs Committee on International Affairs
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3) The National Qualification Framework(LLL)
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- Gewicht studentischer Positionen
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1) Introduction
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Qualification frameworks – what for?


Main goals: 


mobility transparency


recognition  (access)
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2) The Qualification Framework 
(EHEA) in Germany
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The facts:


→ established in 2005, self-certification in 2008


→ implemented by law


→ widely accepted as a framework for developing 
study programs


→ Lisbon Convention ratified in 2007
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2) The Qualification Framework 
(EHEA) in Germany
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A students' perspective:


→ no true implementation on the ground 


→ culture of separation instead of recognition


→ equality of degrees only on the paper 
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3) The National Qualification 
Framework (LLL) in Germany
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The facts: 


→ decision to develop in 2006


→ 1st draft in 2009


→ 8 levels: 1st cycle 6 – 2nd  cylcle 7 – 3rd cycle 8


→ pilot projects and 2nd draft in 2011


→ consultation process stopped
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2) The National Qualification 
Framework (LLL) in Germany


Open questions/ unsolved problems:


- relation between vocational education and 
academic higher education


- consequences of NQR on different other aspects 
(collective wage system, entrance requirements 
for HEI)


- are the descriptors the right one? 
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4) Conclusion


→ technical qualification framework, but no 
common understanding


→ long-term support needed


→ old traditions avoid new thinking


→ no clear understanding about consequences 
of the qualification framework(LLL)


→ qualification framework must be embedded in 
social support system → social dimension
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Thank you for your attention.


Nico Klein


international@fzs.de


freier zusammenschluss von 
studentInnenschaften


Wöhlertstraße 19, 10115 Berlin
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QUALIFICATIONS FRAMEWORKS IN THE EHEA: MAIN CHALLENGES

BFUG Mini Seminar
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Sjur Bergan, Council of Europe







MINISTERS ON QFs

		We have an overarching framework (adopted in Bergen 2005)

		We will develop national frameworks compatible with the EHEA framework and prepared for self certification by 2012 (Leuven changed deadline)

		This is a steep challenge and we need continued coordination even if QFs are ultimately a national responsibility









THERE – OR ALMOST?

		There or almost there: 20



Self certified or close to self certification (steps 7 – 10)

		Well underway: 17



Steps 5 or 6 

		Have at least started: 6



Steps 1 - 4







CHALLENGE 1: MAKE QFs HAPPEN

		Learning outcomes must be developed, described, implemented and assessed

		LOs and QFs must describe reality – not just a paper exercise

		What do we do in relation to countries or institutions sticking to formal descriptions only?

		What are the consequences for the EHEA if QFs work only partly?









CHALLENGE 2 MAKE QFs MEANINGFUL

		Students, faculty, employers, institutions, public authorities

		Links QF – QA, QF- recognition; learning outcomes – professional recognition

		Learning outcomes in teacher training (also HE faculty)

		Links QF-EHEA - EQF

		Can QFs be meaningful if they do not open new learning paths?

		Can QFs be meaningful if one or more stakeholder groups find them of limited value?













CHALLENGE 3 MAKE QFs BOTH DIVERSE AND COHERENT

		Emphasis shifts from structures to implementation

		QFs must be sufficiently diverse to be interesting and sufficiently coherent to work in practice

		How can local practice be made coherent throughout the EHEA?

		What kind of EHEA coordination do we need from here onward?











CHALLENGE 4: QFs AND OTHER POLICY AREAS

		The increasing role of qualifications in knowledge societies

		Lack of opportunities for those without qualifications

		QFs and learning outcomes in professional recognition

		Qualifications in areas such as migration

		Where can QFs be developed into useful tools for public policies in other areas?

		What are the pitfalls and unintended consequences?









QFs IN THE EHEA 2020?

		Self certification reviewed when needed but a means not an end

		Learning outcomes developed, described, implemented, assessed in all programs

		QFs open new learning paths

		QA integrates QFs and their implementation in assessments and quality development

		QFs lead to easier recognition: substantial differences










