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MEETING OF THE BOLOGNA FOLLOW-UP GROUP

Copenhagen, 19 March 2012, 10.00 - 20 March 2012, 13:00
University of Copenhagen, Ceremonial Hall
Draft Outcome of Proceedings
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Presentation of Bologna with Student Eyes and discussion with the BFUG

ESU representative presented the key findings and conclusions of the publication “Bologna with Student Eyes”. The BFUG took note of the presentation.
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Welcome address

Thomas Bjørnholm, Vice Rector of the Copenhagen University welcomed the participants and conveyed his message regarding the way forward in the EHEA. In his speech, he emphasised that a better sense of community, transparency and comparability is needed, since the second decade of the Bologna Process is understood as focused on in depth implementation. In this context, he underlined that more emphasis on results and evaluation is needed. In the field of Social Dimension, where less concrete results have been achieved so far, increased efforts are required. Employability and mobility also require continuous focus and removing the existing obstacles. The Vice-Rector expressed his satisfaction that these themes feature high on the agenda of the BFUG meeting. 

1. Information by the Chairs (Denmark & Azerbaijan) 

The Danish Chair suggested postponing the thematic session on the link between research and education for the Cyprus BFUG meeting (28-29 August 2012). The BFUG welcomed the proposal. 
2. Adoption of the agenda
The BFUG was notified on apologies received from Bulgaria, Hungary and Business Europe. The agenda was adopted with minor changes in the order of agenda points.

3. Minutes of the BFUG Board meeting, Baku, 21 February 2012 and draft outcome of proceedings of the BFUG meeting, Copenhagen, 18-19 January 2012

The Baku BFUG Board minutes were endorsed and the Copenhagen I BFUG outcome of proceedings were adopted by the BFUG with no comments.

4. 2009-2012 BFUG Work plan – reports of the BFUG WGs/networks
4.1. Social Dimension WG 
The Spanish WG Chair introduced the report outlining the fact that the comments from the BFUG have been taken into account in the version submitted for adoption.
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The BFUG Chair concluded that the Social Dimension WG report is adopted. 
4.2. International Openness WG and the IPN 
The IO WG Chair, Luminița Nicolescu introduced the changes to the IO WG report after the comments received from the BFUG and the IO WG meeting in Rome. She said that the WG concluded that all the tasks outlined in the IO WG Terms of Reference have been fulfilled. The report includes recommendations for the BFUG and for the Bucharest Ministerial Communiqué, as well as for the BPF Statement.

Main points made by the IO WG Chair were:

· The Bologna implementation report did not cover the implementation of the ‘EHEA in a global setting’ strategy, so policy recommendations were difficult to make in the context in which the situation at the national level is not known. A full survey should be conducted for the 2015 Ministerial Conference and a possible advancement of the internationalisation work should be considered with its results in mind;

· More coordination with other groups dealing with internationalisation matters is needed: Mobility, Recognition, QA, QF etc. One possibility is a future joint group on mobility and internationalisation;

· A new concept for the BPF should be developed in the future by the IO WG, while its implementation should be done by another group or structure, as decided by the BFUG Chairs;

· More thematic events at practitioners level should be organised between BFFs, under the BPF umbrella, in full cooperation with the non-EHEA countries;

· the EHEA Recognition Manual should be used to enhance international recognition;
· The ministers should commit to continue the implementation of the 2007 strategy, to support events to take place between the BPFs under this frame, to find a more effective way to deal with international promotion or to seize this direction of activity and to welcome and support ASEM work. 
The following comments were received:
· The part of the recommendation saying ‘identify the areas for future action’ when talking about coming back to the ‘EHEA in a global setting’ strategy should be deleted, as this would raise questions about the activity of the WG, which is not the case. This conclusion should read ‘We should return to the EHEA Strategy […]’ and stop here, without the end. Similarly, the conclusion about the IPN should read ‘The IPN will not continue its activity’ and full stop;
· New recommendations regarding the EHEA strategy on international openness should be based on data and more can be done only when the necessary data is available;

· This is a report to the BFUG, it should be published on the conference website, with a disclaimer saying that the reports reflect the view of the WG members and not that of the BFUG as a whole. The same applies for other WG reports and their recommendations should not be understood as commitments of the ministers;

· The IO WG report recommendations regarding the future of the group should not be taken as agreements in future discussions;

· Concerns were raised about the publicity of the report. 

The IO WG Chair clarified that indeed the report is drafted for the BFUG, not for the Ministers directly, and it reflects the activity of the WG. Related to the policy relevance of the report, the WG Chair underlined that no future policy recommendations are advisable without the data to confirm the situation at the national level. Finally, when talking about the various points included in the 2007 ‘EHEA in a global strategy’, the BFUG was asked what the IO WG and the IPN should focus on when it comes to EHEA information provision and promotion. Before any progress is made, answers should be provided to the WG.

As a response to the concerns about the publicity of the report, the BFUG Chair concluded that the WG reports should be published on the EHEA website, with the disclaimer suggested. The IO WG was adopted by the BFUG, with the comments from the European Commission to be incorporated in the conclusions and recommendations sections of the report. 

4.3. Reporting on the Implementation of the Bologna Process WG
At the suggestion of the Chair, the BFUG divided the discussion in two parts: the report was firstly discussed and then the Executive Summary.
The report was introduced by the Luxembourg WG Co-Chair. The Co-Chair underlined the intense communication process with the EHEA countries and the efforts laid by all parties. Further on, he stressed that:

· the WG worked on the assumption that data was accurate, validated and endorsed. This was not the case in several situations, which delayed the report;

· the report is a snapshot of the situation as of late 2011. If updates were included in the report, it would affect severely the comparability of data;
· following that, amendments were accepted only if they were referring to the period up to late 2011 and if the comments made could be substantiated.
Eurydice gave an overview of the various rounds of comments asked at different points in time from the BFUG members and thanked for all the help provided. He outlined the process of drafting the report and the involvement of the BFUG members in each stage. He clarified that the comments received to the second draft of the implementation report, sent out before the March BFUG meeting, were expected to deal with spelling mistakes or any factual/ technical errors. The comments related to the content of the report should have been sent beforehand, in the previous round of consultations. He further noted that the national reports are a record of the public information received. If things need to be changed or clarified, an annex to the national report can be published on the EHEA Website.
The following comments were made:

· this implementation report is the best which was ever prepared;

· the fact that the report represents a snapshot at the end of 2011 has to be clearly outlined;

· the introduction should include a list of the contributing countries. Two countries have not submitted information for the present report and this was considered to be demotivating for the rest;

· the scorecard should be renamed ‘Bologna indicators’ to improve the readability of the report; 

· few countries found that the scorecard indicators do not reflect properly the situation. It was proposed that the BFUG discusses the scorecard indicators in depth before the initiation of the upcoming reporting exercise, in order to avoid such situations.
Other specific comments were received:

· Self-certification implies sending the report to the QF WG or to the BFUG Secretariat and not just to the EQF Advisory Board, which has an impact on the number of countries listed as dark green for this indicator;
· Turkey reaffirmed that their comments to indicator 5 remain valid, as the perspective currently painted by the report downplays the situation in Turkey, and called for a correction to be made.
A number of comments were in favour or against allowing for adjustments if the situation changed since the end of 2011. The Luxembourg Co-Chair stressed that in order to build a coherent and factual report, a balance should be achieved between the need for including the most recent information and the capacity for effective communication with the 47 EHEA member states.

The Latvian Co-Chair further clarified that the WG already discussed the new scorecard indicators and will come back on this issue. On a technical note, he said that the situation on the indicator dealing with NQFs will be remedied, as it was a technical error.

Some countries inquired what happened to the comments they sent and some used the opportunity to reaffirm them. EURYDICE replied that not all the comments were responded directly due to time constraints, but this will be done soon after the meeting.

The BFUG Chair concluded that the Report on BP implementation is adopted (without the Executive Summary) and thanked the drafting team.

The Luxembourg Co-Chair introduced the Executive Summary. He stressed that the Executive Summary is meant to enable ministers to draw points for the Communiqué. The recommendations in the end are not to be included in the text to the Ministers, as they are addressing the BFUG.
The following comments were received:

· On page 2, the text should highlight increased, decreased and stable higher education budgets;
· On page 9, recommendation 4 – the text on the 5% mobility target should be adapted to what will be agreed in the Communiqué discussion;
· On page 8, the first paragraph dealing with balanced mobility, other issues that are relevant for the topic should be added, such as: different number of study places, different entrance prerequisites etc.;
· On page 9, the second recommendation, delete “traditional”; at 2.c, related to the revision of the ESG to add “where this is not the case” as in many countries QA systems already reflect LO and QFs;
· On page 4, par.3, the reference to direct progression from the second to the third cycle: apart from the reasons listed, there is also the need for job security. Masters degrees are considered to enhance job security;
· On page 5, research is not excluded in QA within all EHEA countries and wording should be adjusted accordingly;
· On page 5, par. 1, last sentence, the text regarding the Bergen Communiqué is not accurate and should be adjusted;
· On page 7, regarding lifelong learning, it should be added that the recognition of prior learning contributes to increasing access;
· On paragraph 6, the phrasing should be changed to “men were less likely…’;
· On page 1, it should read ‘EUROSTAT, Eurydice and EUROSTUDENT’.
A series of comments tackled what was considered by the speakers as being inappropriate definitions within the report. The Luxembourg Co-Chair replied that the report uses the existing definitions of Bologna Process action lines, as described by the various Bologna Process Communiqués, and that data collectors cannot change these official definitions.

A number of comments dealt with the structure of the Executive Summary. Two options were made available: one that offers a transversal reading, from the perspective of the student experience and one that offers a summary of the chapters, in the order they appear in the text. Arguments were brought in favour of both. The Luxembourg Co-Chair replied that the present version was the structure preferred by the Reporting WG. 
The BFUG Chair concluded that the authors will take into account the textual comments received. The Executive Summary including the transversal questions was preferred and endorsed by the BFUG.
4.4. Transparency Tools WG
The BFUG Chair introduced this agenda item. He informed the BFUG of the absence the TT WG Chair, Noël Vercruysse, Flemish Community of Belgium, motivated by important domestic legislative negotiations. The report was presented by Viorel Proteasa, the BFUG Secretariat responsible for the WG.
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The following comments were received:

· The matrix prepared by the WG on the transparency function of the Bologna tools should be annexed to the report;

· The seventh recommendation should be rephrased in a more positive way;

· The report reflects the ambiguity around the term “transparency instruments”;
· The report lays too much emphasis on rankings and classifications compared to Bologna tools;

· The report fails to ask the following questions about rankings: Are they reliable? Are their methodologies sound? Do they measure what they claim and is what should be measured included in their measurements? Are they meaningful? Is it meaningful to be number 25 or 35 on the list? Is taking a position on rankings part of the public responsibility for HE?
· The report should indicate the link between quality and purpose of higher education;
· The assertions on the popularity of rankings should be revisited and grounded on evidence;
· The report does not address the costs of databases compared to their benefits;
· The term “democratisation” was debated, with both favourable and unfavourable opinions expressed.

· The report should be shorter and more concentrated.

A few speakers asked the report to recommend that rankings are not used as basis for policy decisions. It was said that other important conclusions should be also taken forward: TT are a collection of tools with different purposes and the tools should serve the students’ needs by being user-driven.

Some speakers expressed discomfort with the fact that they were given the chance to comment only during this last BFUG meeting before the Ministerial Conference and had not seen the report in its entirety beforehand. Several speakers welcomed the report and found it useful to inform political decisions. 

It was further noted that the issue of transparency should be discussed across WGs: QF, recognition, the E4 etc. and common principles/ guidelines should be found.

The BFUG Chair concluded that the report is endorsed, with some amendments to be done according to the feedback given and the recommendation to reduce the text on classification and rankings.  
5. EHEA Mobility Strategy
The BFUG Chair asked Lene Mejer (EUROSTAT) to make a presentation on data needs for EHEA with regard to learning mobility. 
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EUROSTAT underlined the need for communication between policy makers and statisticians with regard to gathering data according to the definition agreed in the Bologna Process. EUROSTAT will propose to make mobility tables mandatory following a revision of European Commission regulation 88/2011. She reminded that many countries do not provide the needed data. Other EHEA countries are covered by OECD (Russia) and UIS-UNESCO (10 countries). 2012 and 2013 are years for testing the quality of data collection. In 2014 the data collection is to become ‘obligatory’, based on a gentleman’s agreement. A manual will provide all necessary details and will be available in the summer of 2012.

The German WG Chair introduced the revised EHEA Mobility Strategy. He stressed that it is important for data collection to be organised according to the political goals.  

On the mobility strategy, the following comments were received: 

· Extending data collection is costly and may not be affordable for the moment;

· Setting additional targets may divert attention from targets to which countries previously committed to;

· A single accreditation procedure at the EHEA level for joint degrees is not possible. A rephrasing of the text was proposed by Austria and will be included by the WG Chair;
· Point 8 should be reduced in length, perhaps by cutting bullet points 1 and 2;
· Credits should be also counted and mobility periods of less than 15 ECTS/ 3 months should be recorded;

· Several other linguistic comments were made and taken in by the WG Chair.
The Mobility WG Chair accepted the textual comments and the amendment on taking into account national requirements when using external quality evaluations from EQAR listed agencies. He further said that the 5% inward mobility target is realistic and the possibility for adding it should be left open for 2015. He further responded that mobility for less than 15 ECTS is already covered by the data collection.

The BFUG Chair concluded that the EHEA Mobility Strategy is adopted with the comments made.

6. 2012 Bucharest Ministerial Communiqué – Draft 3
The BFUG Chair introduced the third version of the Bucharest Ministerial Communiqué and asked for general comments. The version presented already incorporated some of the comments received in writing, the ones that were in line with the initial text.

On a general note, it was said that:
· This version is a net improvement of the previous one. It is shorter, more concise and politically punchier;
· There still is some duplication between the general text and the priorities.
Following that, the Communiqué was discussed chapter by chapter. The rephrasing and wording changes can be followed in the annex, with track changes. The more general comments made can be found below.
On the section “Investing in higher education for the future”:

· It should be explicit that all sources means both public and private;
· This section should emphasise the public responsibility also in terms of financing;
· The crisis affects heavily the aging population too, not only the young;
· Youth unemployment is a transversal problem, it cannot be dealt with only by higher education ministers.
On the section “The EHEA yesterday, today and tomorrow”:

· Governments should also be thanked;

· The order of the political priorities should be quality for all, employability and then mobility. It was agreed that this would be reflected in the structure of the Communiqué;

· A reference to the European Parliament resolution regarding the Bologna Process was suggested;

· Completion of the transition to the three cycles should remain a priority;

· Definition and evaluation of the learning outcomes is an important aspect of qualifications frameworks implementation.
On the section “Enhancing employability to serve Europe’s needs”:
· Long term employment should be emphasised, as well as knowledge instead of science;
· “Salzburg II” recommendations and the Best Practice Principles for Innovative Doctoral Training should be properly referenced;
· It was suggested to add a paragraph on common principles for Master studies in the EHEA. It was agreed that this issue enters the BFUG debate at a stage when it is too late for a ministerial discussion;
· ECTS should be linked to both student workload and learning outcomes;
· The paragraph on EQF reference level raised debates. It was agreed that even though the formulation sounds rather technical, it is a political matter. A new phrasing will be proposed by the Danish Chairs in consultation with Germany, the European Commission and the Council of Europe;
· The ECTS Users Guide needs to be updated by the BFUG;
· There are updates that should be included in the paragraph on the revision of the EC Directive on professional qualifications. It was agreed that the European Commission will provide a text proposal.
On the section “Providing quality higher education for all”:

· The equity and quality aspects of higher education should be both reflected in the phrasing of the first paragraph;
· Recognition of prior learning should be added as a means to foster equitable access; 

· Progress on the social dimension should be monitored and evaluated;

· The paragraph on ESG revision was debated. The compromise reached consists of the extension of the revision to the scope of the ESG. In terms of process, the E4 group will prepare the initial proposal in cooperation with Education International, BUSINESSEUROPE and the European Quality Assurance Register for Higher Education (EQAR) and will submit it to the BFUG.
On the section “Strengthening mobility for better learning”:

· The inclusion of recognition within quality assurance procedures should be made explicit;

· The mobility imbalances should be addressed in an additional paragraph.
On the section “Improvement of data collection and transparency to underpin political goals”:

· The need of common indicators to reference against has to be acknowledged;

· The EHEA Peer Learning Initiative should first go through a pilot phase of in depth discussion by the BFUG. It was agreed to reflect this idea in the text.

It was agreed that the section “Setting out priorities for 2012-2015” should be synchronised with the amendments made above. It was agreed to add:

· A reference to the Implementation Report;

· A reference to knowledge alliances;

· A reference to supportive working environment for the teaching staff.

All these comments were debated and the text of the Communiqué represents the agreement reached within the BFUG. It was agreed that the adjustments not operated during the BFUG meeting due to time constrains will be done by the Danish Co-Chairs, after bilateral or multilateral consultations, where this was the case. The BFUG will then receive the final version of the Bucharest Communiqué by e-mail in due time before the Ministerial Conference.
7. Bologna Policy Forum Statement – Final Draft
The BFUG Secretariat introduced the BPF Statement and underlined that this version of the BPF Statement was already sent to the National Contact Persons and no feedback was received, although the previous version prompted some positive feedback.

The document was discussed and amendments to the text were made. A track changed version is annexed.

The main points made in the discussion were:

· The ASEM work on an initiative to build a new recognition framework  based on the Lisbon Recognition Convention (LRC) is relevant, but lacks important elements;
· The LRC should not be mentioned, because there is more than one recognition convention. It was underlined by the Recognition WG Chair that the other recognition conventions are mostly outdated and not in line with the LRC principles;
· The list of thematic events under the BPF umbrella should be transformed into an annex and a deadline should be given for new events to be included before the BPF.

8. Selection of observers from the BFUG to the EQAR Register Committee 
The BFUG Secretariat introduced the suggested procedure, which implies to postpone the elections for the next BFUG meeting in Cyprus and to prolong the mandate of the current observers. The practical effect of the prolongation would be minimal, as there are no EQAR meetings scheduled until August, when the observers are to be elected.

The BFUG endorsed the proposal. 

9. Information on the preparations for the 2012 Bucharest Ministerial Conference and Third Bologna Policy Forum

Romania introduced recent updates and the BFUG Secretariat introduced the progress on the received confirmations of participation for the Ministerial Conference and the Bologna Policy Forum.

Education International offered assistance for receiving an answer from remaining delegations.

A delegation asked for ministers to be able to speak in the first panel. 
The Chair concluded that they will look into the matter together with the Romanian hosts and if they do not come up with a solution it means that the programme is too difficult to change at this stage. However, ministers can have statements post-adoption of the Ministerial Communiqué in front of all the MC and BPF delegations.

The BFUG Chair presented the proposal for procedural follow-up on the EHEA accession: Belarus will not be invited to the Ministerial Conference, as there will be no item on the Bucharest Ministerial Meeting agenda regarding the Belarus application, and there will be no mentioning within the text of the Bucharest Communiqué regarding the application for EHEA accession from Belarus, in line with the BFUG recommendation from January 2012. This is the procedure that will be followed, which means that the EHEA membership will remain the same.

The BFUG members endorsed the outlined procedure.

10. Information on the preparations for handover of the BFUG Secretariat and presentation of the EHEA archive

The BFUG Secretariat presented the EHEA archive and invited BFUG members to test it and highlight technical errors, if any.
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The BFUG Secretariat was thanked for this initiative and all their work. The BFUG Secretariat announced that the official handover will take place on 28 June 2012 in Yerevan, Armenia.

11. Updates from EC, consultative members, EQAR (written contributions only)

The BFUG took note of the written contributions.

12. 12. Next BFUG meeting, Cyprus, 28-29 August 2012 and next BFUG Board meeting, Sarajevo,  May 31th, 2012

Bosnia-Herzegovina announced the BFUG Chairs handover and the BFUG Board meeting taking place on 30 May and 31 May, respectively. The other events were also mentioned, namely:

· a conference in October 2012 on one of the two possible topics: “Doctoral studies - challenges and perspectives”/ “Strengthening of entrepreneurship at universities and linkages with business”;
· a conference in July/September 2012, on the topic of EHEA and synergy with European Research Area (ERA), with focus on mobility.

Cyprus introduced the priorities of the Cypriot EU Presidency, as well as the events for the second semester of 2012.
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13. Any other business
The BFUG Secretariat introduced the briefing prepared for the heads of delegations on the proceedings of the Ministerial Conference and the Bologna Policy Forum and asked for feedback from the BFUG.

The BFUG Chair introduced the members’ turnout to BFUG meetings as a point of information. He stressed the importance of having all countries participating in the process and present at BFUG meeting as essential for having a successful cooperation. He further invited the BFUG members to collect information on the reasons for the low attendance of some countries and suggested to come back on the matter in the Cyprus BFUG meeting.
The BFUG Secretariat informed the audience on a request from the Holy See to change the BFUG chairing order, so that they chair together with Italy in the first semester of 2013 and Greece with Iceland in the second semester. All four concerned EHEA members have agreed to this solution. The proposal was accepted by the BFUG and the co-chairing order will be changed accordingly on the EHEA website.

The BFUG Chair invited Dominic Orr to present updates from EUROSTUDENT project. Currently there are approximately ten countries which have signed the contract or are in an advance phase, close to signing it. Some of these countries are new to the project. There are still some approvals to obtain from the European Commission, but the project is expected to start in the first week of April 2012. The EUROSTUDENT representative said that they expect more countries to join after the funding from the European Commission is secured, so the total number of countries expected to be part of the project amounts to 25-30. The kick-off workshop will take place in Berlin, on 24-25 May 2012.  

Finally, the Danish Co-Chair thanked all the BFUG representatives for their participation and valuable input, contributing to a successful meeting and as preparation for the upcoming Ministerial Conference in Bucharest. He also thanked the Bologna Secretariat for its hard and valuable work during the last two years and the continuous extremely professional support provided to the chairs. 
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Introduction



I.Executive summary

II.Context 

Why do we need a  social dimension in higher education in the current economic and social climate? Arguments in favour based on the OECD,  the European Commission and the Institute of Higher Education studies.

III. Historical overview of the Social Dimension in the Bologna Process 

From the Prague Communiqué  to  the Leuven/Louvain-La-Neuve Communiqué 
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Social Dimension Working Group – achievements of the Plan of Work 2009 – 2012



I. Analysis of the data collection exercise for the Social Dimension

- Madrid (20 May 2010): SD WG discussed the indicators on the Social Dimension of the Bologna Process and provided contextual data on the social dimension related topics covered in the implementation report. 

- Berlin (11 July 2011): the SD WG discussed the social dimension chapter of the implementation report. 



II. Collection of good practice examples on the implementation of the Social Dimension in higher education

- Cases of good practices sent by Belgium/Flemish Community, Croatia, Germany, Ireland, France, Norway, Spain, UK/Scotland, UK/England and Poland.

- A “typology table for the collection of SD measures” has been developed. 



III. Development of a Pilot initiative to promote Peer Learning on the Social Dimension of Higher Education in Europe
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3. Conclusions and recommendations for the future



I. Conclusions

	We still have a long way to go…



II. Recommendations 

        EHEA countries need:
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Recommendations (1)

		To commit further to implementing socially inclusive policies in their higher education systems by addressing the causes and consequences of educational exclusion.

		To increase the participation of underrepresented groups in higher education while emphasising the benefits of alternative access routes into higher education.

		As the issue of the Social Dimension is a wide and overarching theme, national and institutional policies need to be better correlated with other Bologna Process working areas.   

		Higher education institutions have the responsibility to take the social and employment perspectives of their graduates into account when they design study programmes.

		Measures to foster participation of people coming from disadvantaged backgrounds with a focus on prospective students from migrant backgrounds must begin at earlier levels in their education.
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Recommendations (2)

		The monitoring process of the composition of the student body needs to be better linked to social dimension policies since what doesn’t get measured doesn‘t get done.

		Strengthening our efforts to promote greater access, participation and completion, providing adequate services for all students and encouraging the cooperation of all the relevant actors in pursuing these objectives, are among the key elements necessary for making the social dimension a reality and a key pillar in higher education in Europe.

		To assist EHEA countries in developing, implementing and monitoring Social Dimension policies, a Pilot initiative to promote Peer Learning on the Social Dimension of Higher Education should be develop, in order to support structured and systematic peer learning among countries and institutions and thus make possible measurable improvements in the social dimension of higher education across Europe.  

		The Working Group recommends that the proposal on the Pilot initiative to promote Peer Learning on the Social Dimension of Higher Education be adopted for consideration at the Bucharest Ministerial Meeting in 2012. 
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Proposal for a pilot project to promote Peer Learning on the Social Dimension of Higher Education in Europe (2012-2015)

		Rationale

		Scope of work

		Organisation / who?
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1. Rationale for Peer Learning Initiative on the Social Dimension of Higher Education (PL4SD)

“…set measurable targets for widening overall participation and increasing participation of underrepresented groups in higher education, to be reached by the end of the next decade [2020]”. 

Leuven / Louvain la Neuve (2009)

“We restate our commitment to setting national targets for widening overall participation in higher education by 2015. Good practice examples on incentives for access, attainment and employability should be exchanged at the EHEA level.” 

Bucharest – draft 2 (2012)
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1. Rationale for Peer Learning Initiative on the Social Dimension of Higher Education (PL4SD)

implement

interventions

targets

measurable impact

= information gap
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2. Scope of work / coverage

At the levels:

Individual

Institutional

Regional

National

European

Affecting:

Individuals

Institutions (HEIs)

*

		Before HE entry		At entry to HE		During study in HE

		National targets & action plans

		Policy initiatives/ measures

		Practice initiatives/ measures

		Data-based monitoring activities
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Project consortium



Bologna countries

Project leader: 

IHS - Institute for Advanced Studies, AT

Consortium partners:

HIS-Institute for Research on Higher Education, DE

ESU – European Students’ Unions

IDE – Institute for the Development of Education, HR

3. Organisation / who?

BFUG 

(WG for SD)

Stakeholders’ forum 

(6 members)





3 Stakeholders:

EUA, Eurashe,

ECStA…

BFUG sends 3 delegates

Ad-hoc country evaluation team(s) for 3 reviews



Membership:

3x Project consortium

4x international experts 



Confirms choice of experts
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BWSE 2012

Taking stock of the Bologna Process from the perspective of national unions of students

Desk research

Questionnaire

Trends from BWSE 2003, 2005, 2007, 2009 and 2010

In time for the Bucharest Ministerial Conference

Political recommendations



































BWSE 2012

Cycles, degrees and ECTS

Financing of higher education

Student mobility

Social dimension

Lifelong learning

Student Centered Learning 

Qualification Frameworks 

Recognition

Recognition of Prior Learning

Quality Assurance and Transparency 

Student Participation in Higher Education Governance

EHEA, “time for a new deal”? 







































EHEA 2012:

“STATE OF PLAY”
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Financing of higher education

Many general commitments to stronger financing of higher education and higher education as a public good and public responsibility. 

Important for mobility and the social dimension in the Bologna Process. 

Strong negative trends with decrease in funds after the economic crisis. 

Increase in student numbers not matched by increase in funds.

Increase in cost-sharing

Move to performance based funding models. 































































Effect of the economic crisis

































Tuition fees in 2009-2012

































Student mobility

20% benchmark

EHEA mobility strategy

Financing is the largest obstacle today 

Little progress with portability of loans and grants 

Social background of students participating in mobility 

Balanced mobility in Europe



































Living expenses abroad?

































Portability of loans and grants

































Social dimension

Progress in increasing participation rates

Poor strategies for social dimension

No national targets despite commitment from 2009

Little use of recognition of prior learning

Little improvement in student support services since 2009







































Priority of social dimension 































Access and quality of services

































Student financing

































ECTS and Cycles

Only five out of 34 countries reported no problems with implementation of the cycle system.

Barriers limits access from first to second cycle

The majority of countries allocate ECTS on the basis of workload 

The minority of countries allocate ECTS based on learning outcomes. 

































Implementation of ECTS

































ECTS allocated based on workload

































ECTS based on learning outcomes

































Student Centered Learning

Considerable progress in the last decade

Not very much progress since 2009

Still a long way from becoming a reality in most European higher education institutions































Diploma supplement

































Quality Assurance

The level of student participation has improved on all levels since 2009, but there is considerable room for improvement. 

Compliance with the European Standards and Guidelines for QA is has improved since 2009, however there is still not full compliance. 

The European Quality Assurance Register seems to be more consolidated than in 2009, but its level of support by the national students’ unions has increased very little. 

Rankings and classifications of institutions that also aim to provide information about higher education remain controversial with some unions supporting their development and many seeing little value there. 

Descriptive transparence tools are move favoured. 































Participation in internal QA

































1 no participation 1 very little participation 1 Some participation but far from being enough 1 participation is high, but still lacking in some places. 1 Equal partners
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Participation in external QA

































1 no independent Qa boyd/agancy 1 Students are not consulted 1 Students are interviewed by the external panel. 1 observers of the external panel 1 full members in external evaluations. 1 including position of chair/secretary
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Participation in QA agencies

































1 no independent Qa boyd/agancy 1 no participation at this level 1 only members of consultative bodies. 1 Members of governance bodies without voting rights 1 full members of governance bodies. 1 planners of evaluation processes, members of consultative bodies and full members of governance bodies.
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Student Participation

Increasing threat that students will be treated more as consumers than full members of the academic community

Increasing influence of external stakeholders in governance of HEIs

Students do have an increasing say on the matters directly related to the learning process (like curricula design), however, they are being gradually excluded from the top-level decisions. 































Student representation

































Student participation
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Recommendations from ESU

Public responsibility and investing: in higher education. Reaching the targets in the Bologna Process will not be possible without financial support. Balancing mobility. 

Student mobility: financing of mobility. Deadline for portability of loans and grants. 

Social dimension: national targets and strategies. Tied to a European strategy with an EHEA reference point. 

Transition to work: use of internships. Better evidence through a European graduate survey. 

Learning outcomes: Linking ECTS and qualification frameworks to learning outcomes.

Student Centered Learning: Incentives for higher education institutions.  































Recommendations from ESU

ECTS and cycles: Guarantee open and flexible progression between cycles. 

Quality assurance: Revising the European Standards and Guidelines 

EHEA governance: Adopting minimum standards for implementation of the Bologna Process with “bologna labels”. 































Thank you! 

magnus@esu-online.org

www.esu-online.org

Twitter: @ESUtwt and @MMalnes
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Decrease in Higher Education budges across Europe during the ongoing economic crisis, June 2011 (Source: EUA).

W Major cuts (310%)

W Substantial cuts (5-10%)
Indirect/moderate cuts (<5%)
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What effect did the global financial crisis have on financing of higher education in your country?

® Negative, the budgets in higher education institutions have been reduced.
© Nosignificant difference
© Positive, more investments have been made into higher education institutions.
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How does your National Union of Students see the development of student fees (tuition fees, administrative
fees, etc) charged for the majority of the students in the last three years (2009-2012)? Have the fees been:

o Significantly increased (10% or more)

@ Substantially increased (5-10%)

© Minor increase (up to 5%) or increased for smaller groups of students.
© Nochange or no tuition fees.

® Decrease in tuition fees.

»
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Do national students spending a period abroad have problems meeting
their study and living expenses from their grant or loan?

® Many have problems.
© Some have problems
© Few have problems.
© None have problems.
© Not sure
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How portable are loans and grants for students? Outgoing students to EU/EHEA/World

® Not possible

© Major obstacles exist
© Minor obstacles

© Fully portable

°

Not sure







image9.emf





65SOCIAL DIMENSION 




To what level does your National Union of Students see that the social dimension is a priority for different stakeholders?  table 2 




High priority Medium priority Low priority Not a priority




National governments




(8) Bulgaria, Hunga-
ry, Iceland, Macedonia, 
Malta, Poland, Slove-
nia, United Kingdom




(17) Austria, Azerba-
ijan, Belgium (VSS), 
Bosnia and Herzegovi-
na, Denmark, Estonia, 
Finland, France, Ger-
many, Ireland, Lithua-
nia (LSS and LSAS), 
Norway, Serbia, Slova-
kia, Spain




(5) Czech Republic, 
Luxembourg, Neth-
erlands, Romania, 
Ukraine




(4) Italy, Latvia, Swe-
den, Switzerland




Higher education 
institutions




(6) Bulgaria, Hunga-
ry, Iceland, Macedonia, 
Malta, Slovenia




(15) Austria, Belgium 
(VVS), Czech Republic, 
Estonia, Finland, Ire-
land, Lithuania (LSS 
and LSAS), Luxem-
bourg, Norway, Po-
land, Slovakia, Spain, 
United Kingdom




(12) Azerbaijan, Bos-
nia and Herzegovi-
na, Denmark, France, 
Germany, Italy, Latvia, 
Netherlands, Serbia, 
Sweden, Ukraine




(1) Switzerland




Student unions




(27) Austria, Azerba-
ijan, Belgium (VVS), 
Bulgaria, Czech Re-
public, Denmark, Es-
tonia, Finland, France, 
Hungary, Germany, 
Iceland, Ireland, Italy, 
Lithuania (LSAS), Mac-
edonia, Malta, Poland, 
Serbia, Slovakia, Slov-
enia, Spain, Switzer-
land, United Kingdom, 
Ukraine




(6) Latvia, Lithuania 
(LSS), Luxembourg, 
Netherlands, Norway, 
Sweden




National action plans
In 2007 ministers commi$ed to report on national action plans and polices for the social dimension and to integrate these in 
the stocktaking report. In the report of the Social Dimension Coordination Group to the Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve confer-
ence it was pointed out that the national reports submi$ed on the social dimension were lacking congruence—with some 
reports being extremely detailed and others not including suitable data for further analysis (Rauhvargers 2009).




'e situation cannot be said to have improved much over the past three years. Only 12 member unions claim that their coun-
try has a national strategy or action plan for the social dimension, which is only three more than in 2009. 'ese are unions 
from Austria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Italy, Norway, Poland, Spain, Sweden and Switzerland. 
Nine unions said that their country had no action plan for social dimension. While, eight more admi$ed that they have no 
knowledge of such plans, suggesting li$le a$ention has been brought to the issue if they happen to exist.
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Student Financing 2009–2012  table 3 




Improving or 
maintained, and 
the proportion of 
students able to 
access financing is 
satisfying




Sweden,
Iceland




Azerbaijan,
Luxembourg,




Norway,
Finland




Catching up, more 
students are able to 
access financing, but 
still not satisfying




Lithuania (LSAS)
Lithuania (LSS), 




Poland, 
Romania,




France
Bulgaria (NASC)




Not improving, 
the proportion of 
students able to 
access financing is 
not sufficient




Netherlands




Belgium (VSS), 
Czech Republic, 




Germany, Latvia, 
Macedonia, Serbia, 
Slovenia, Slovakia, 




Switzerland, UK




Bosnia and 
Herzegovina




Lithuania (LSAS)




Reduced, less 
students are able to 
access financing.




Estonia, Ireland, 
Italy, Spain, Portugal, 




Hungary
Ukraine




Reduced, the level of 
financing has been 
cut compared to 
costs.




Not improving, and 
the level of financing 
is insufficient.




Catching up, the 
level of financing is 
improving, but still 
not satisfying.




Improving or 
maintained, and the 
level of financing is 
satisfying.




SUFFICIENCY
ACCESS
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ECTS—in my country, the ECTS system has been implemented ...

@ Notatall

© Hardlyatall

@ Inabout half of the Higher Education system

© Toalarge extent

© Completely throughout the Higher Education System
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ECTS and Learning outcomes: In my country, the allocation of ECTS does happen on the basis of an estimation of the workload

@ Notatall

© Hardlyatall

© Inabout half of the Higher Education system

© Toalarge extent

© Completely throughout the Higher Education System







image14.png

ECTS and Learning outcomes: In my country, the allocation of ECTS does happen
on the basis of the formulation of Learning Outcomes

® Notatall

e Hardlyatall

@ Inabout half of the Higher Education system

© Toalarge extent

© Completely throughout the Higher Education System
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1) Do you have legislation that make diploma supplement compulsory to issue?
2) Do students receive it automatically?
3)Is it free of charge?

® None of the criteria implemented

© Onlyone out of three criteria is in place
© Two out of three criteria is in place

© Three out of the criteria is in place
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Student participation in internal quality assurance

@ No participation

® Very little participation

© Some participation but far from being enough

« Participation is high, but still lacking in some places.
© Equal partners
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Student participation in external quality assurance

No independent QA body/agency

Students are not consulted

Students are interviewed by the external panel.
Observers of the external panel

Full members in external evaluations.

Including position of chair/secretary
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Student participation in governance of quality assurance agencies

@ Noindependent QA body/agency

® No participation at this level

© Only members of consultative bodies.

= Members of governance bodies without voting rights

© Full members of governance bodies.

® Planners of evaluation processes, members of consultative bodies and full members of governance bodies.
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What is the percentage of students represented in the HEI decisional bodies:

® Under15%
® 15%t020%
® 21%t025%
® More than 25%
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Effects of the Bologna Process to the enhancement of the student participation.

® Reduction, bad effect
© Noeffectatall

« Some/little effect

o Significant effect
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BFUG meeting 19 March 2012, Copenhagen 

Learning mobility: data needs for EHEA



Lene Mejer, Eurostat

(lene.mejer@ec.europa.eu)













Three essential points





Communication between policy makers and statisticians.

Which data: mobile graduates by country of origin, and - credit mobility (exchange students).

Missing data by country, - timeline and procedure for providing the data.
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1. Communication between policy makers and statisticians.



Bologna (EHEA) and EU benchmarks: on outward mobility of graduates:

Data were not readily available when benchmarks were agreed upon.

EU and Eurostat development work during 2011 and 2012

=> Communication between policy makers and statisticians necessary for establishment of regular data flows.
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2. Which data: mobile graduates by country of origin, credit mobility (exchange students).



Two types of mobility covered by the benchmarks:

Diploma (degree) mobility -> measured by counting the number of mobile graduates ‘abroad’ e.g. in the country of destination (EU, EHEA, the world).

Credit mobility (exchanges) -> measured at the ‘home’ institution e.g. in country of origin, once the student has been ‘credited’ (recognised duration or/and credit points)

The sum of 1 and 2 gives the total graduate mobility population to be divided by the country of origin’s total graduate population for measuring progress towards the benchmarks.
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2. Which data: mobile graduates by country of origin and credit mobility.



Practical considerations for the two types of mobility covered by the benchmarks:

1. Diploma mobility; example the ‘union’ of BE, LU and NL:

-> NL reports on LU and BE mobile graduates in NL;

-> LU reports on NL and BE mobile graduates in LU;

-> BE reports on NL and LU mobile graduates in BE.

2. Credit mobility; BE, NL and LU each report on their own graduates which have had a recognised mobility period abroad during their studies.

NL total = diploma graduates reported by LU and BE +

	credit mobility graduates reported by NL	
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2. Which data: mobile graduates by country of origin and credit mobility.



 Consequence: All countries within the scope need to deliver data otherwise the coverage is not complete (e.g. if BE does not deliver diploma mobility data covering NL then diploma mobility for NL would be significantly underestimated).

 Eurostat plans to collect data annually from 2014 on both types of mobility (reference period: academic year 2012-2013). However, pilot collections have started for diploma mobility in 2010 (ref. period 2008-2009) and testing is presently on-going for credit mobility (ref. period 2009-2010).

 Strong and reinforced co-operation between UIS-UNESCO, OECD and Eurostat on this. Source UOE.
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3. Missing data by country, - timeline and procedure for providing the data.



For EU, EEA and EU candidate countries:

= 36 EHEA countries. Eurostat will propose to make the mobility tables obligatory following a revision of Commission regulation 88/2011 (covering the UOE data collection). Meeting in June 2012.

Present situation: significant data gaps for many countries (we don’t ask for data on nationality/citizenship but for mobile graduates.)

Data missing for BG, EL, ES, LV, LU, HU, MT, RO SK, NO, ME, HR ……..
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3. Missing data by country, - timeline and procedure for providing the data.



For EHEA countries not within the EU/EEA/EU-CC:

Countries covered by the OECD: Russia (OK)

Countries covered by the UIS-UNESCO and which are EHEA countries (10): Albania, Andorra, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Georgia, Holy See, Moldova, Monaco, Ukraine -> 

	Statistical contact points identified (via UIS-UNESCO) – however link between policy makers (BFUG members?) and the statistical offices needs to be verified.
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3. Missing data by country, - timeline and procedure for providing the data.



Timeline: 

2012 and 2013: testing of data collection including quality. 

2014 data collection to become ‘obligatory’ for EU/EEA Members and to be based on gentleman agreement for all other countries.
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3. Missing data by country, - timeline and procedure for providing the data.



Manual will explain all data collection details (available summer 2012). Follow up at Eurostat and country level.

Establishment of regular contacts with other EHEA countries.

Any comments?



Thank you for your attention!











~
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Bologna Secretariat



The EHEA Archive

Ligia DECA

Head of the 2010 – 2012 

Bologna Follow-Up Group Secretariat

BFUG Meeting

19-20 March 2012, Copenhagen 





E-mail: secretariat@ehea.info 
Website: www.ehea.info

Bologna Secretariat



www.archive.ehea.info 

		As of 2010, the Secretariat‘s new responsibilities include creating the EHEA archive and developing and maintaining the permanent EHEA website [ToR].



Ligia DECA

*
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Ligia DECA



E-mail: secretariat@ehea.info 
Website: www.ehea.info

Bologna Secretariat



The purpose:

		to provide up-to-date and reliable information about the Bologna Process and the European Higher Education Area (for both a European and non-European audience).

		to ease the process of accessing data.



Ligia DECA

*
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Ligia DECA



E-mail: secretariat@ehea.info 
Website: www.ehea.info

Bologna Secretariat



What is it about?

		a server that hosts the BFUG and other official documents related to the Bologna Process and the EHEA; 

		a subdomain of the EHEA official webpage;

		administered by the BFUG Secretariat;

		both free and user based access (depending on the document).



Ligia DECA
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Ligia DECA



E-mail: secretariat@ehea.info 
Website: www.ehea.info

Bologna Secretariat



How does it work?

	The Search function enables users to look for any documents within the archive by typing in a keyword. The Search will return back all documents that contain the selected keyword. 

Ligia DECA
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Website: www.ehea.info

Bologna Secretariat



How does it work?

	The Advanced Search function enables users to look for documents with the following features:



		the period when it was released;

		the BFUG Working Group / Network that issued it;

		type (BFUG or non-BFUG);

		Country and location;

		Domain;

		Status (public vs. restricted);

		Document type;.



Ligia DECA
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Ligia DECA



E-mail: secretariat@ehea.info 
Website: www.ehea.info

Bologna Secretariat



How does it work?

	Folder Browsing function enables access to all the EHEA archive content, but with limited access for non-registered users. 

Ligia DECA

*

19-20 March  2012

	Highly sensitive documents can be accessed solely by using specific usernames and passwords.
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Next steps

		The process of uploading documents will end at: April 1st, 2012.

		Afterwards the archive will be moved to the official address: www.achive.ehea.info

		BFUG members can test the EHEA archive at: http://eheaarchive.dev.ekontent.ro/search 



       	  Username: BFUG

	  Password: bologna



We would welcome receiving any additional documents which are not available in the archive, especially prior to 2003.

Ligia DECA
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Thank you!
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Cyprus Presidency of the Council of the  

European Union

1.7- 31.12. 2012 (Education)

Ministry of Education and Culture 

REPUBLIC OF CYPRUS
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Cyprus and the Presidency





   Cyprus Presidency aspires to a better Europe through quality, solidarity and efficiency. A better Europe can be defined as a community that really cares for the well being of its citizens. A community that is prosperous and secure. 

20 MARCH 2012
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Achieving compromise for the “ERASMUS FOR ALL”  programme among Member States and with the European Parliament.



Creating more favourable conditions for  the provision of qualitative and more equitable education and training. 



Promoting  social cohesion through the modernization of educational systems. 
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CY Priorities
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CY Priorities

 The issue of Literacy as a focal point in providing quality education for ALL



Issues of equity and excellence in Vocational Education  and Training 



Modernization of Higher Education 

Quality Assurance in Higher Education 

Excellence in Teaching  in HE

20 MARCH 2012
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Calendar of Events (1) 

High Level group Meeting  on  Education, 

    and Training Policy, 7-8 June 2012

    International Conference Centre, Nicosia



Bologna Follow-Up Group, 28-29 August

2012 

International Conference Centre, Nicosia
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Calendar of Events (2) 



Directors General for  Higher Education, 

	22-23 October 2012, 

	International, Conference Centre, Nicosia

Quality Assurance and Internationalization of Higher Education

Excellence in Teaching in Higher Education

Pathways between HE and VET
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Calendar of Events (3) 



Directors General Meeting on Vocational 

   Education and Training, 22-23 October 2012, 

	International Conference Centre, Nicosia 



		Taking stock of 10 years of the Copenhagen Process

		Excellence and Equity in VET

		Mid-term review of the 1st cycle of the Bruges Communiqué  

		Pathways between HE and VET
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The Puzzle of Cypriot Beauty

20 MARCH 2012



20 MARCH 2012

CTO Moto “Cyprus in Your Heart”

*
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Transparency Tools Report

Transparency Tools Working Group, Copenhagen, March 19th, 2012





The structure of the report

Introduction

Executive summary

Recommendations

The body of the report

Conclusions



Provides study cases, examples, literature review.







Transparency within the Bologna Process 

Offers a reading of the Communiques in a common note

Conclusions:

Before 2009, “easily readable and comparable” (ECTS, DS, three cycles). In relation to HE systems’ diversity;

The Leuven/ Louvain-la-Neuve Communiqué marked the extension of the Bologna Process agenda: understanding HEIs’ diversity.





Working description of transparency tools

Primarily an information provision function

Users have diverse interests and capacities (to process information)

Supporting decisions, not just more or newer information

Can support accountability, quality improvement, and strategic governance, if designed properly 





The evidence basis for transparency policies (prospective students)

Few governments ground their transparency policies on factual evidence

Empirical studies contradict at least partially the belief that students behave like long-term utility maximizing investors

Empirical studies can improve the relevance of governmental policies in the field of transparency







Transparency tools used within EHEA

A mix of tools:

Bologna Process tools, structures and processes, 

rankings and classifications

Data bases

HEIs guides and services

The existing transparency tools, can complement each other, as well as compete for the attention of the public. 







The contribution of the Bologna Process to transparency

Complex transparency tools targeting all public

Their popularity, especially amongst regular students and employers, needs to be enhanced

They need to rely on each other

Could improve the information on the substantive educational experience (student mentoring and support, the quality of teaching) and the employability of graduates





Rankings and classifications

Conceptual clarifications

Can be reliable, if: 

Data is accurate

Indicators are good enough proxies 

Users understand the differences

They cover more than research, teaching and engagement

Significant risk to mislead choice (lay people)

Criticism





Classifications and national rankings within the EHEA

Classifications: complementary classes, multidimensional classifications, hierarchically ordered classes

Warning: public stereotypes, policy incentives



National rankings: light shedding cure (perception), influenced by global rankings





Global rankings

ARWU (Shanghai), THE

Seven countries significantly influenced

Recognition, (mobility) and cooperation

Global rankings is a mean to communicate results, used for… social dimension







Data bases

Before moving forward with collecting more data, it may prove to be a rewarding exercise to explore the better use of existing databases.







Novelties and improvements

towards user-driven, multidimensional approach

methodological and date improvements

KIS

CHE Excellence Ranking

AHELO

U-Multirank

Indicators for university third mission





Conclusions

Information gaps:

The quality of teaching

The substantive learning experience

Employability

Third mission







Recommendations

Continuous development and monitoring

More evidence basis (beneficiaries’ needs)

Describe and maintain HE diversity

User driven, transparent, all levels, wider usable 

Use Bologna for domestic transparency

Communicate Bologna better

Empower and defend the public

Complementarity, not competition









Thank you for your attention!







Transparency Tools Report

Transparency Tools Working Group,
Copenhagen, March 19th, 2012






