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	5. European Commission
	Lene Oftedal
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	Fernando Reis
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	10. Ireland
	Brian Power
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	Gro Beate Vige

	12. Spanish Presidency
	Rafael Bonete (Chair)
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Welcome and introduction

The Chair (Rafael Bonete, Spain) welcomed the participants and opened the first meeting of the BFUG Working Group on the Social Dimension. 
Indicators on the social dimension of the EHEA

Fernando Reis (Eurostat) presented the paper that had been prepared by the data collectors to explain their approach to the social dimension, covering both under-representation and learning conditions. He then invited the group to relate their views on the paper and on the role of the Social Dimension WG in the preparation of the 2012 implementation report. This report will combine the former stocktaking with work of Eurydice, Eurostat and Eurostudent, allowing to combine an analysis of national policies with relevant statistical indicators. One chapter (maybe +/- 20 pages) will be devoted to the social dimension. The report will be prepared by the data collectors in close cooperation with the Reporting WG and supported by other working groups where appropriate. 

In the discussion on the preparation of the implementation report and section 3 of the data collectors’ paper the following points were made: 

· For privacy reasons, the Norwegian government/Norwegian higher education institutions are not allowed to collect data on ethnicity, physical handicaps etc. and thus cannot provide such data to Eurydice or Eurostat. The (Eurydice) questionnaire for the integrated report should be designed in such a way that also general policies (mainstreaming) can be reported on. Similarly, the questionnaire should not be built on the assumption that social dimension measures need to be based on detailed monitoring. Example given by Gro Beate Vige (Norway): when higher education institutions are made accessible for wheelchairs, it does not really matter whether in the end 2 or 50 students benefit from this measure. 
· By looking at the education of their parents, it is possible to get a reasonably good idea of whether or not all (groups of) students have the same chances to education independent of the education of their parents. 

· On the other hand, the Ministers have agreed that each participating country will set measurable targets for widening overall participation and increasing participation of underrepresented groups. The questionnaire will have to ask about those targets. 

· Countries should be asked in the questionnaire which measures they have taken and also what they have done with regard to the action plans submitted before the Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve Conference. 

· Eurostudent looks at the self-assessment of the students (e.g. how well disabilities are taken care of by higher education institutions). 

· Students from socially disadvantaged groups are more likely to enter professional and/or less prestigious higher education institutions, which is why it is important to look not only at access to higher education but also at the type of higher education institution. However, reliable comparable data on this issue is currently not available. 
· Student services and secondary education, both having an important impact on access to higher education, should also be looked into. 
· It is important to cover access, participation and completion. The data collectors propose to cover both access and participation by looking at participation and to cover completion by looking at attainment. This can be done by taking a snapshot picture whereas examining completion would require following a cohort of students over time. 

· People with disabilities currently are a major issue for several countries. 
· It is a thin line to walk between taking into account national sensibilities and arriving at conclusions; if the report is to be a strong report, it needs to be strong on outcomes as well (not just on data collection). 
· When designing the questionnaire it should be kept in mind that in some countries (e.g. Norway) there is a substantial (and growing) number of older students who do not rely on their parents to finance their studies and who might already have their own children. 
· For probably none of the statistical indicators the data collectors will be able to gather data for all 47 EHEA countries. The countries where data is missing should thus be encouraged to start collect this data. 

Conclusions on variables for capturing under-representation: 

· As the group did not see the added value, less attention will be given to the degree of urbanisation of the place a student originally comes from. 
· Next to information on the household income, information on the composition of the household of the student will be added. 
· Special attention should be paid to students with disabilities. Education statistics concerning disabled people are very scarce at international level, but Eurostat will explore its latest in-house developments in this area.
Discussion on the social dimension topics to be covered in the implementation report
Fernando Reis (Eurostat) briefly explained the various indicators proposed by the data collectors for the seven topics (the first three of which referring to national policies). Where Stocktaking 2009 or Focus 2010 are mentioned in the “Source” column, the indicators concerned have already been used for those reports and will be used again for the data collection for the 2012 report, which means the related questions will be asked again to get up-to-date information. 

General comments

· The indicators very much focus on under-representation, not so much on learning conditions. 

· As in both groups (Social Dimension and Reporting) countries that are already quite active in the area of the social dimension are overrepresented, it might be worth thinking about how to involve also the other countries in drafting the questionnaire in order to get meaningful results in the end. 
4.1 National policies to improve participation of underrepresented groups
· Countries like Norway that do not have specific policies for underrepresented groups but rather policies that are implemented in a general way should have the possibility to report on them as well.

4.4 Participation in higher education by characteristic
· When the source of information on student characteristics is the same for different topics (social dimension, employability, mobility etc.) the student characteristics are also defined in the same way and the results can thus be compared across topics. 
· When different sources are used, there might be differences (except for straightforward issues like gender). 

· In the paper, the data collectors had proposed to define “early leavers” as those who leave education before completing upper secondary education. This led to some confusion, as it was not immediately clear whether vocational education and training would be included or not. 

· Several members stressed that those following vocational education and training are not “lost” and can still get into higher education, which is why the indicator should cover those that left the education system altogether. 
· Lene Oftedal (European Commission) therefore recommended to use the same indicator for Bologna as for Education & Training 2020.
· Fernando Reis (Eurostat) explained that the ET2020 indicator considers as “early leavers” those who have not attained upper secondary and are not in formal education and not in training (non-formal education). For the 2012 implementation report (and future Bologna work), the data collectors proposed to consider as "early leavers" those who have not attained upper secondary and are not in education (i.e. formal education), even if they are following training (non-formal education). The rationale behind this proposal: what matters from a social dimension point of view is getting a qualification that gives access to higher education. Therefore, following “only” non-formal education/training should be considered “early leaving” because in most cases it does not lead to a qualification that gives access to higher education.
4.5 Access routes
· This section should help identify dead-ends that might exist in an education system, most notably cases, in which students complete formal education at upper secondary level but do not qualify for higher education. 
· A real measure on equal opportunities would be the number of those from a lower background who make it into restricted areas, such as medicine. On the basis of the Labour Force Survey such information could be provided. 

· Ministries could be asked to describe the different access routes to higher education. Only if they do not work, RPL comes in. 

4.6 Flexibility of studies
· Why limit the indicators to regulations? 

· Rather than focusing on part-time studies, there could also be questions about flexible modes of studying (distance learning, new technologies etc.). 
· It would be interesting to have information about the link between study financing and keeping part-time status, as some students are forced to work to finance their studies. 
4.7 Study financing 
· For study financing in general, Eurostudent collects the values for the different categories of funding and then calculates the shares, indicating the relative size of the income sources. For mobility funding, Eurostudent relies on the judgement of the students, as they are asked what kind of funding they consider most important for their mobility.
· Both direct and indirect support should be covered. The questions should, for instance, also cover social services, student housing etc. 
Conclusions: 
· In line with the mandate received from the BFUG, the Social Dimension WG will not produce its own report but rather support the Reporting WG concerning the social dimension part of the implementation report. 
· The draft questionnaire that will be sent to the Reporting WG early June will also be forwarded to the social dimension WG for feedback. 

· The definition of “early leavers” will be closely related to the one for Education & Training 2020 and refer to those who left formal education (including vocational education) without completing secondary education and thus without getting a qualification allowing them to enter higher education. 

· 4.5 should not only look at RPL but also, for instance, at ISCED 3C to cover both early leavers and those who have completed 3C but do not have direct access to higher education. 

· Even if some aspects raised during the discussion cannot be measured (yet), they should be mentioned in the report, also to signal that a more detailed data collection on the social dimension is needed. 

· The report should recommend further data collection on the social dimension. 
· The BFUG should encourage national authorities to actually collect the required data. 

· Once the results of the data collection are available, the Social Dimension WG will look at them and support the Reporting WG in identifying the messages to be conveyed to the Ministers. 

Terms of Reference of the Working Group
The working group took note of the terms of reference as they had been approved by the BFUG and agreed that for questions concerning data collection/monitoring, the group would focus on supporting the work done by the data collectors in preparation of the general 2012 implementation report. 

Work plan 2010-2012
In order not to bother (and potentially confuse) the BFUG members with too many questionnaires, the group agreed to ask Eurydice to include a question/text box on examples of good practice in the field of social dimension in their questionnaire for the 2012 report. 
Cornelia Racké (Bologna Secretariat) informed the group about the plans for the EHEA website, which would most likely contain a section on the social dimension, which the WG would be asked to maintain. This section could then, among other things, be used to share examples of good practice - an idea that was welcomed by the group. 
The Chair explained his idea of a social dimension observatory, which should pool data on the social dimension and provide food for thought on the issue. Several WG members saw merit in such an initiative, which could also function as a pool of expertise and, for instance, link to relevant Eurostat tables and other data sources. As there would, however, also need to be somebody to keep it running, the Chair proposed to integrate the observatory / portal into the EHEA website and to take it up in more detail at the next WG meeting, after having consulted the Romanian Bologna Secretariat that will be in charge of maintaining the EHEA website until 30 June 2012. Gro Beate Vige (Norway) proposed to also explore if and how the Council of Europe could possibly be involved in such an initiative. 
Achim Meyer auf der Heyde (Germany) informed the group about a social dimension conference that will be organised in Berlin in the first half of 2011 (the exact date still needs to be confirmed). He also agreed to explore the possibility of organising a half-day meeting of the Social Dimension WG in conjunction with the conference. 
Any other business

The Chair thanked the participants for a constructive discussion and closed the meeting.
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