"Transparency Tools" Working Group meeting

Hendrik Consciencebuilding, meetingroom 7C07
Koning Albert II-laan 15, 1210 Brussels
November, 15th, 2011
Draft minutes

Participants 

	
	Country/Organisation
	Name

	1 
	Armenia
	Apologies. 

	2 
	Austria
	Eva Erlinger-Schacherbauer

	3 
	Belgium/Flemish Community
	Noël Vercruysse (Chair)

	4 
	Belgium/French Community
	Kevin Guillaume

	5 
	BFUG Secretariat
	Viorel Proteasa

	6 
	Business Europe
	Henning Dettleff

	7 
	Council of Europe
	Apologies.

	8 
	Croatia
	Melita Kovacevic

	9 
	Czech Republic
	Jan Uhlíř

	10 
	Cyprus
	Christos Pouyioukkas

	11 
	Denmark
	Helle Damgaard Nielsen

	12 
	Education International
	Jens Vraa-Jensen

	13 
	ENQA
	Achim Hopbach

	14 
	ESU 
	Allan Päll

	15 
	EUA 
	Tia Loukkola

	16 
	EURASHE
	

	17 
	European Commission
	Endika Bengoetxea and Frank Petrikowski

	18 
	Finland
	Apologies.

	19 
	France
	Hélène Lagier

	20 
	Germany
	Birger Hendriks

	21 
	Italy
	Giunio Luzzatto

	22 
	Netherlands
	Floor Boselie-Abbenhuis 

	23 
	Spain
	Apologies.

	24 
	Switzerland
	Apologies.

	25
	UK/EWNI
	Apologies.


1. Welcome by the Chair and agenda adoption

The chaired welcomed the participants and thanked all those that contributed over email to the drafting of the background documents for the meeting. He also introduced the agenda, which was adopted.

2. Adoption of the minutes from the April, 18th, 2011 meeting
The minutes were adopted, without any remarks.

3. Recent developments - updates from members of the Working Group

The Chair gave an overview on the Transparency Tools Mini-seminar for the BFUG, organized in Cracow, under the kind host of the Polish Presidency of the Council of the European Union. The report of the event was included amongst the background documents for the meeting. It was agreed that the presentations within the mini-seminar will be circulated over email by the BFUG Secretariat.
The European Commission presented the section dedicated to transparency within the Modernisation Agenda. The major highlights were:

· The launch of a tender for the second phase of U-Multirank project until the end of 2011. The objective would be to a have a first version ready in 2013;

· The setting up of a register of HEIs together with Eurostat, as a follow up of EUMIDA project;
· Establish a framework for traineeships whose main aim would be to offer a record of traineeships and internships in the EU.
There was no other update from any member of the WG. 
4. The transparency function of the Bologna Process Tools: debates on the matrix and conclusions
The BFUG Secretariat presented some aspects that were considered relevant for the debates surrounding transparency which were collected from the draft report on the implementation of the Bologna Process.
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The improvements to the matrix were appreciated by the WG. The following general comments were received:

· The tools should be assessed in their capacity to provide national and cross-national transparency; the last column of the matrix should include also recommendations.
· The tools can be also assessed according to their capacity to offer information to all students or only to limited audiences. As a conclusion, Bologna Tools and classification are for every student while international rankings are mainly for mobile students.
· The report should acknowledge the limits of existing transparency tools. It was stressed that more information does not necessarily imply more transparency and that all tools together do not necessarily provide perfect, full transparency.

· Rankings should be made more explicit in the report;

· The performance indicators are part of the Terms of Reference of the WG, but are not properly addressed in the report;

· It has to be acknowledged that Bologna Tools are currently not used for public information purposes to their full potential;

Most of the debates focused on quality assurance. The following points were raised:

· QA is fit for its intended purpose, but it has to be discussed how its potential as public information tool can be enhanced. 

· Not all countries do study programme accreditation. The diversity of QA practices should be mentioned in relation to international comparability of the report. QA is national focused, but the international comparability is an issue. ENQA is working currently to a European framework for QA reports;
· Alternative accreditation is not a major problem in the EHEA;

· Associating quality labels with quality assurance judgments may help improve the information function of QA;
· The employability of the degrees has to be covered by QA;

· More attention should be paid to the standard 1.7 on information provision. Another issue can be how to accommodate the transparency function of QA with its original functions.

· To list EQAR and ENQA as indicators of transparency.

On degree structure it was suggested to include employability as a sub-tool within the degree system. 

It was agreed that the WG Chair will provide a solution how to include the matrix in the report. It was also stressed that the results of the report on the implementation of the Bologna Process should be integrated into the matrix and in the WG report. 

A number of recommendations for the report were put forward:

· to strengthen links between transparency tools;

· to evaluate the impact of transparency tools;

· employability is an indicator that has to be widely used;

· to support the user-driven approach for transparency tools;

· to develop summaries of QA reports to serve the need for public information.
5. Transparency Tools questionnaire: taking stock and debates
The BFUG Secretariat presented an overview of the responses submitted. 
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It was decided to prolong the submitting of the questionnaire to 30th of November. The BFUG Secretariat will handle the process.
6. The output of the WG’s activity: proposal by the Chair followed by debates
The Chair mapped the transparency tools that would be subject of the report.
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He advanced the following conclusions:
· Traditional rankings are improving. One of the major improvements is the personalization of the results. Another aspect is that they are much more based on objective, verifiable data;
· U-Multirank project rendered a multidimensional, personalized, global ranking feasible methodologically;

· Countries are becoming increasingly interested in participation in U-Map;
· There are major improvements in data bases on scholarly research, especially due to efforts by Thompson-Reuters. More comparable data would be available on teaching, if the AHELO study will be followed-up;
· There is increasingly more research on rankings and their impact (Hazelkorn and Rauhvager are two staple examples). There is also political interest in transparency and accountability (UNESCO Forum);
· There seems to be a change of attitude on rankings in policy documents: they are at the same time more positive and more critical;
The recommendations of the report could touch on the following issues: 
· To evaluate in which tools to invest and in which way;

· To motivate governmental intervention, if any;

· To encourage user friendliness user driven approaches;
· To explore the opportunity to issue Diploma Supplements for doctoral graduates;
· The WG could ask the BFUG to elaborate on using QA to classify HEIs and programmes based on the level of quality they offer. Conversely it was argued that some countries would be reluctant towards implementation of quality labels through QA. 

· To elaborate how governments can influence transparency as employers, not only as policy makers. 

It was agreed that the report should include a definition of classifications and rankings. The definitions elaborated for the questionnaire will be used in this respect.
It was stressed that the outcome in terms of conceptual developments shouldn’t be underestimated. Before the events of the WG, the BFUG was referring only to Bologna Process tools as transparency tools, while others, especially the European Commission were referring only to classifications and rankings. Bridging the two discourses is a major achievement and has to be promoted accordingly.
It was agreed that it wouldn’t be effective in terms of impact to come with recommendations under each topic. The recommendations should address areas of future developments, challenges, future actions. Bologna Tools and the link between them and other tools of transparency constitute such an area. It was also agreed on the importance to connect the trends on transparency with evidence basis. 

Any other business
The next WG meeting was set for January 9th, at 10 am, in Brussels.     
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Transparency Tools Questionnaire

Viorel Proteasa, BFUG Secretariat

Brussels, November 15th







Responses:

		Response submitted: 27

		Responses sent for revision: Armenia, Austria, Belgium (FR), Cyprus, Czech Republic, France Germany, Ireland, Lichtenstein, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Poland

		Responses finalized: Andorra, Belgium (FL), Denmark, Croatia, Estonia, Iceland, Italy, Malta, Norway, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Spain, Switzerland, Turkey.









Are your national initiatives in terms of information provision for prospective students based on assessments on how students decide where to enroll?

		Yes (Y)		6

		No (N)		21





















The tools governments provide/support for addressing the information needs of the public in regards to higher education:

		Bologna Tools 3 

		ECTS 11 

		Three Cycle system 9 

		Qualifications Frameworks 9 

		Quality Assurance 8 

		Learning outcomes 6 

		Recognition 6 

		Databases 7

		Rankings and classifications 6 

		guides, publications, studies and reports 10 

		websites 10 









National classifications of HEIs performed regularly

		Classifications for administrative purposes reported both with “yes” and “no”. 

		These classifications generally are not revised and HEIs cannot “move” without legislative measures. 

		Some report implicit hierarchies, though the classes are intended to be complementary.



		Yes (Y)		10

		No (N)		17





















Who issues the classification/classifications? 

		Answer		Count

		a governmental agency 		5 (+other=10)

		a research centre		1

		a non-profit organisation		2

		a newspaper/magazine 		3

		Other 		5





























The national classification used as grounds for other higher education policies

		funds allocation 		4

		qualifications framework 		3

		accreditation and quality assurance 		6

		recognition 		4

		defining missions of institutions 		6

		internationalisation 		2

































Assessments of the national classification

		HEIs’ reporting burden: 1

		Impact on diversity: 2

		Fitness for purposes: 1









National rankings

		Existence of national rankings:





		 Governments issuing rankings: 2



		Yes (Y)		6

		No (N)		21





















Assessments of the national ranking

		HEIs’ reporting burden: 





		Efficiency for public information:





		Effect on enrollment: not assessed 



		Yes (Y)		1

		No (N)		5



		Yes (Y)		1

		No (N)		5

































International rankings

		Used as a ground for national higher education policies: 



		Any changes in national quality assurance policies due to changes in international rankings or classifications: one country

		International rankings been used to legitimize national policy options: 



		Yes (Y)		4

		No (N)		23



		Yes (Y)		4

		No (N)		23

































Data bases provided to the public as means to support them in their private decisions regarding higher education

Private universities treated differently in four countries. 

		Yes (Y)		16

		No (N)		11





















Assessment of national data bases

		Efficiency as public information tool:





		HEIs’ reporting burden: 









		



		Yes (Y)		6

		No (N)		10



		Yes (Y)		6

		No (N)		10

































THANK YOU FOR YOUR ATTENTION!

THE WAY FORWARD…
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The transparency function of Bologna Tools – perspectives from the Report On The Implementation of the Bologna Process (draft)

Viorel Proteasa – BFUG Secretariat

Brussels, November 15th







First and second cycle

		24 countries have more than 90% of the programmes corresponding to two cycle system

		Exceptions due to regulated professions and to late legislative reforms



Percentage of students enrolled in programmes following the Bologna 3 cycles structure, by cycle (academic year 2008 / 2009)







Share of programmes using ECTS credits for accummulation and transfer for all elements of study programmes







Extent to which ECTS credits are linked with learning outcomes







Basis to award ECTS credits in the majority of institutions/programmes









		









ECTS – a common currency



?Problems of cross-national compatibility and comparability?







Learning orucomes

		Multiple definitions of learning outcomes, some of them compatible with each other, some of them not necessarily compatible –

		It is questionable how far those definitions are known, understood (comprehensibility?) and actually applied in practice (opaque?)

		?problems of cross-national compatibility and comparability?









Diploma Supplement

		In only 21 countries DS is issued automatically

		In four countries DS is not issued to all graduates

		In four countries DS is issued for a fee (10-100 EUR)









Analysis of the DS submitted (12 countries)

		5 provided the QA status 

		4 provided the entrance qualification required

		4 mentioned learning outcomes

		In 3 countries (of 4) the LO are rather aims of the programme



The QF WG addressed LO meaningful implementation and coordination with QA







Conclusion

“…the Diploma Supplements in many cases are not prepared properly and hence do not provide the expected information to the users. A much wider dissemination of the Diploma Supplement explanatory notes is as well as training of the appropriate staff is needed to make HEIs aware of how to fill Diploma Supplements properly.”







DS effectiveness as transparency tool

		6 countries launched studies to monitor ow employers use DS/ 4 finalized

		2 countries: no more than 10% employers are aware of DS

		1 country: employers want more detailed DS

		Less than half countries monitor the use of DS in HEIs/ 4 presented outcomes









QA – publication of critical and negative reports

		22 countries: none of HEIs publish such reports

		10 countries: less than 25%

		7 countries: 25% to 99%

		6 countries: 100%









Qualifications frameworks (1)

		Some EHEA countries have yet to finalize their national qualifications frameworks and some seem unlikely to do so by the end of 2012

		As member countries develop their national qualifications frameworks, attention should shift from developing structures to ensuring coherent implementation of these structures.

		The continuing development of transparency tools such as ECTS and the Diploma Supplement should reflect the development of qualification frameworks and the emphasis on learning outcomes.









Qualifications frameworks (1)

		Common reference for school leaving: level 4

		The first , second and third cycle qualifications against EQF levels 6, 7 and 8, respectively

		Short cycle higher education qualifications against EQF level 5









“Transparency” recommendations

		A website on and for their own national framework catering to the different needs of the different stakeholders, both for their national needs but also as an information tool for foreigners who would like to study or to live in the country.



		Information material in non-technical language describing the main features of qualifications frameworks and their value to learners, employers and others. Such descriptions should be prepared for the QF-EHEA as well as for individual national frameworks.









Thank you for your attention!
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No  data  <50%  programmes  51 - 74%  programmes  75 - 99%  programmes  100%  programmes  


 






      


No  data  No  programmes  <5%  programmes  5 - 50% of  programmes  50 - 100% of  programmes  All of  programmes  


 






     


No  data  Learning  outcomes  achieved   Student  workload   Teacher - student  contact  hours  Other   


 





