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DRAFT MINUTES

Participants

	
	Country/Organisation
	Name

	1 
	ACA
	Irina Lungu

	2 
	Armenia
	Mher Melik-Bakhshyan

	3 
	Austria 
	Barbara Weitgruber 

	4 
	Belgium/Flemish Community
	Magalie Soenen

	5 
	Belgium/French Community
	Kevin Guillaume

	6 
	Bologna Secretariat 
	Ligia Deca

	7 
	Bologna Secretariat
	Irina Geanta

	8 
	Council of Europe
	Katia Dolgova-Dreyer

	9 
	Denmark
	Helle Damgaard Nielsen

	10 
	Denmark
	Helle Otte

	11 
	Education International
	Apologies

	12 
	ENIC/NARIC networks
	Claudia Gelleni

	13 
	Estonia (special guest)
	Heli Aru

	14 
	ESU 
	Magnus Malnes

	15 
	EUA 
	Elizabeth Colucci

	16 
	EURASHE
	Stefan Delplace

	17 
	European Commission
	Sophia Eriksson

	18 
	France
	Helene Lagier

	19 
	Germany
	Brigit Galler

	20 
	Holy See 
	P. Friedrich Bechina 

	21 
	IAU
	Eva Ergon-Polak

	22 
	Norway
	Alf Rasmussen 

	23 
	Romania
	Luminita Nicolescu (Chair)

	24 
	Slovenia
	Darinka Vrecko

	25 
	Spain 
	Apologies

	26 
	UK
	Apologies

	27 
	UNESCO
	Anna Glass


10:00

Registration and coffee/ snacks

11.00  
Welcome and opening

The Chair (Luminita Nicolescu) welcomed the participants and opened the meeting. She thanked the Austrian hosts and announced the apologies received from the side of EI, ENQA, Spain and the UK.
(1) Adoption of the Agenda

A minor change was made, by moving the IPN update agenda item at the beginning of the meeting. The agenda with the small amendment was adopted unanimously.
(2) Adoption of the Minutes of the WG meeting on 28 October 2010

The minutes were adopted unanimously.
(3) Feedback on the revised concept paper regarding the Bologna Policy Forum organisation process and thematic focus
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The Chair introduced the content of the concept paper.

Actors involved

The responsibilities of the different actors have been endorsed by the International Openness Working Group (IO WG) members.

Timeline

The timeline was introduced by the IO WG Chair.

The European Universities Association (EUA) expressed their intention to provide a list of themes at the end of the month, stemming from the internal consultations with the Secretary Generals of the National Rectors Conferences, so the list of themes could perhaps be finally agreed upon at a later stage.

Slovenia said that the timeline for the preparations of the ministerial conference is adequate, if the IO WG acts as a Programme Committee. Also, it might be confusing for the National Contact Points (NCPs) if they are asked to provide feedback after each IO WG and Bologna Follow-up Group (BFUG) discussion, so maybe it is better to focus only on the post-BFUG meetings consultations.

The Chair pointed out that the BFUG asked to also have the non-EHEA feedback, so we should ensure that the BFUG has information about the input of non-EHEA NCPs has been before they endorse various aspects related to the organization of the Bologna Policy Forum.

The International Association of Universities (IAU) informed on the prior consultation with the member associations and partners. EUA and IAU inquired about the background of the NCPs.

The Bologna Secretariat replied that the NCPs are mainly coming from the higher education sector, while their nomination is similar in many ways to the IPN members selection, so we do not always have as a NCP a person who will be in the BPF delegation for that respective country or has a direct mandate from the minister responsible for higher education.

EUA pointed out that if the IO WG is to act as a Programme Committee, the lack of future meetings after November 2011 should be taken into consideration. Therefore, a shorter group may be needed.

UNESCO said that it would want to input on the speakers, although for the May meeting this might be difficult to achieve, since they would not be able to be present in Brussels.

The Council of Europe (CoE) asked if further attempts to nominate more NCPs should be made.

The Bologna Secretariat pointed out that the invitation e-mail to nominate a NCP was sent four times already and this was the response rate (17 NCPs from 24 non-EHEA countries invited at the last BPF in Vienna). Attempts to get better results can be made by telephone conversations, but it may not be the best solution.

Norway asked about the date for the IO WG meeting in November 2011. The Chair replied it is to be decided at the end of the meeting and confirmed with the IO WG members that the timeline can be communicated as such to the NCPs, while including any changes that might arise from the meeting. 

Possible selection mechanisms of the countries and organisations to be invited at BPF3

The Chair introduced the mechanism that builds on the UNESCO feedback.

CoE agreed with the mechanism, but noticed that some countries (India, Tanzania, Vietnam) were invited twice but did not come both times, so they advanced the idea that the places could be freed for other countries willing to take part in the next BPF. 

UNESCO raised the debate on whether invitations should be addressed to countries only or also to associations at continental or regional level. The African Union could be perhaps very effective in bringing the African HE debates to the table.

The Holy See supported the increased international organisations participation and wondered if the focus should be on a specific world region, such as Asia – Pacific, which could involve focus on more countries to be invited from that area. UNESCO supported this suggestion.

Austria underlined the importance of having a member of the academic community within each non-EHEA delegation. Since the ASEM conference is coming up, this event can be used to inform that the third Bologna Policy Forum (BPF) is to be organized and thus increase the chances of high-level representation among non-EHEA delegations. In regard to the CoE’s comment regarding some countries not participating in the past two BPF editions, Austria replied that sometimes there were legitimate reasons (e.g. Vietnam who changed the minister one week in advance).

IAU noted the BPF participation is fairly expensive for some countries, while the BPF is sometimes considered as a meeting with little concrete results for the non-EHEA countries. Therefore, the invitations should be sent out once the themes are decided upon, to make the BPF more attractive. The IAU agrees with UNESCO on inviting regional organizations. It might be useful to invite organizations from regions with similar Bologna Process initiatives (Latin America, East Africa, South Africa), which would be very keen on participating.

European Students’ Union (ESU) agreed with UNESCO on inviting more countries, but wondered how the list of countries can be made more diverse, while taking into consideration developing countries, not just developed ones. ESU supported the idea of having regional student organisations present, while looking at the provision of financial resources for their participation as a key sustainability matter. Since it is important to have academic representatives in the delegations, maybe this can be already made visible in the invitation process. 

Slovenia also supported the idea of inviting other organizations at the third BPF, but questioned about the selection mechanism which will eventually be used. The Chair clarified that the proposal was to come up with a comprehensive country list with UNESCO’s help, after which the BFUG Chairs during the BPF period and the host country would come up with a proposal, to be also discussed with the IO WG members. 

EUA said there is the need to look at capacity, then size of the ministerial delegations and afterwards, the maximum number of invitees can be decided upon.

Holy See noted that inviting 10 organisations equals capacity wise to inviting 2 country delegations. Maybe only associations / organisations who are already known for their contribution could be taken into account, with the EUA and IAU providing possible expertise on this matter.

The Chair proposed that the BFUG consultative members, the Holy See and IAU would provide a list of other organizations active in the higher education debates which are relevant for the third BPF, via the Bologna Secretariat.  The proposals should come from BFUG consultative members, IAU and the Holy See before the May IO WG meeting, so that they can be included in the background documents. The Bologna Secretariat would send an e-mail in this regard.

Holy See asked if this will still be a BFUG decision and the Chair confirmed that this is the case.

Austria noted that it is important to involve the third BPF Chairs and Co-Chairs in the selection mechanisms at an early stage, so no tensions would arise in the event itself.

Denmark asked about the procedure and the timeline for these consultations.

The Bologna Secretariat proposed that we should have the BPF theme set before UNESCO can consult its regional offices, so that the recommendations are based on the interest of the country in the chosen topic. The BFUG Chairs and the host country can then begin the deliberations on the countries/ organisations to be invited, after which the IO WG will be consulted.

A small discussion on the International Program Committee was held, by concluding that the IO WG can fulfil this role, in light of the obvious logistical challenges of making the NCP meet physically before the Third BPF takes place. 
The Bologna Secretariat gave a presentation of the EHEA online Forum specifically designed for consultation for BPF.
Agenda of the third BPF

The Chair introduced the format of the agenda for the third BPF, according to the agreement in the last IO WG meeting in Bucharest, as well as the small adjustments made by the MECTS in Romania.

Norway proposed more time for EHEA ministers to interact with each other, not just the 1h30min allotted in the current draft for the Ministerial Communiqué discussion.

After internal consultations, ESU came with the same idea of extending the time the EHEA Ministers have with each other. ESU proposed the meeting should start 30 minutes earlier and end 30 minutes later, thus freeing one more hour in the schedule for EHEA Ministerial Conference for more EHEA ministerial discussion. A more informal coffee break in the communiqué discussion could also be arranged.

The Chair proposed two shorter (15 minutes) coffee breaks, so that the EHEA and non-EHEA delegations could split in separate rooms.

France agreed with having more time for the Communiqué, supporting the idea of starting earlier and ending at 6 p.m. France was also sceptical about adopting the Communiqué at the same time with the BFP Statement, since the non-EHEA Ministers may not be comfortable with attending an event in which  the EHEA Ministers state the EHEA way forward. It was proposed to have the adoption of the EHEA Communiqué in the end of the first day, followed by a press conference.

The Chair said the adoption of the two documents could be split, but that it would have to be seen how to still have the EHEA ministers present for the BPF.

Denmark considered it might be too challenging for the EHEA Ministers to stay for two days, thus proposing to finalise the EHEA matters in one day.

Norway proposed to split from 12 p.m. to 1 p.m. in two separate discussions and then have the signing of the EHEA Ministerial Communiqué and the BPF Statement together. As a result, it will raise awareness and will keep the Ministers for another day.

Slovenia noted that the Ministerial Conference is too BPF focused, questioning the presence of the non-EHEA ministers in the parallel sessions in the morning of the first day. For EHEA Ministers to be encouraged into taking part, they should have a meeting without non-EHEA participants, while discussing the progress on EHEA topics. If no bilateral meetings are included in the programme, the time problem will be easily resolved. The discussion of the Communiqué could simply be prolonged up to 6.30 p.m. There should be two topics for the third BPF, one on EHEA themes, such as quality assurance and another one raising interest (non-Bologna), if the BPF is to be regarded as a partnership. Focus should be put on what other countries are doing, with non-EHEA speakers and themes stemming from non-EHEA regions’ priorities.

The European Commission (EC) agreed with Denmark. Since Ministers are not expected to stay more than one day, maybe the starting time for the first day should not be changed. The EC asked for clarifications on the non-EHEA “observer” status in the Ministerial Conference sessions and whether they will be allowed to speak. If this is the case, there will be a timing issue of all participants being able to express themselves and interaction might be affected. It was proposed by the EC to have the information sessions during the day, keep the bilateral sessions, but continue with the communiqué discussion until 18:00. The BPF first session could perhaps be shortened and then one hour for discussion and adoption of the EHEA communiqué given just to the EHEA ministers, while the others have bilateral meetings or an extended coffee-break. Afterwards, there could be an one hour BPF statement debate and adoption.

EUA noted that making the event attractive for both the EHEA and non-EHEA Ministers may be too difficult, but it is not advisable to isolate the non-EHEA participants. They could just observe, but at least they would be included.

Austria proposed that the IO WG presents two alternative programmes to the BFUG. The discussed programme is the attempt to find the best solution for both sides, while keeping the Ministers there for the longest possible time, since some will arrive late or leave early anyway. The proceedings for the first day could be extended and the second day programme could start earlier, so that busy Ministers could come in on 26 morning and leave on 27 afternoon. The flight schedules should also be consulted. The decision on how much time we have without observers is linked to the progress on EHEA priorities. If we have many issues to discuss regarding general Bologna Process implementation, we might need more time alone. The BFUG would have to make the final decision in the March BFUG meeting.

Holy See feared that the longer time the discussion on the programme takes, the less solutions will be identified, thus proposing to preserve the present programme. Since there are slight chances of coming up with better proposals until the IO WG meeting in May, maybe it would be better not to try to have everything and end up with nothing. The more important question to be addressed, as seen by the Holy See, is how to promote the BPF among possible participants.

IAU agreed to maintain the proposed programme, while making certain it is as interesting and fruitful as anticipated. The first session of the Ministerial Conference should also introduce the Bologna Policy Forum so that, although just observers, the non-EHEA Ministers already feel they have come for a real purpose. The selected themes should be introduced by an EHEA speaker, but also from an outside speaker. The afternoon sessions in the first day can be closed, so that there is time for debate between EHEA Ministers. It might be easier to reverse the order: have the BPF right after the plenary in the morning and have the parallel sessions after.

Norway noticed the progress made since the last IO WG meeting, but wondered about what can be done to prevent the Ministers from leaving on the first day. It was proposed to start with lunch the first day and end the second day before lunch (one night), to encourage their presence. Also, if the Ministers are given a more active role, they could stay the entire time.

EUA said it is important not to make the programme confusing from the terminology point of view, by relating the information session with the “Bologna Policy Forum”, if the EHEA ministers would not participate, as it would not be a real policy exchange between all those concerned. It was proposed to cut down the opening session by one hour and have just 2 keynote speeches (one EHEA speaker and non-EHEA).

In response to the EUA proposal, the Bologna Secretariat noted that if there are parallel sessions, a reporting session is required before the BPF Statement adoption, and wondered how to address this particular challenge. 

The Chair proposed having separate parallel sessions in the morning of the first day and two information sessions for the non-EHEA ministers.

Holly See suggested having two options for BFUG endorsement, the one presented in the meeting documents and a slightly amended version with more time for the EHEA Ministers and a shorter programme, without the bilateral agreement.

The Chair inquired about the documents adoption and whether they should be left together.

Norway suggested a joint adoption session if the programme is from lunch to lunch, since a discussion of the statement before adoption is necessary.

Slovenia was in favour of providing the BFUG with two alternatives, proposing not to shorten the introductory session, as it can also serve as a joint information session, in which non-EHEA ministers feel included. The stakeholders also need the time to speak out. The themes should be discussed, as there will be three joint sessions requiring common areas. The programme should not be shorter than one day and a half, because if the topic is interesting enough, the Ministers will stay throughout the entire event.

The main conclusion was that there should be two versions for the BFUG meeting in March: one similar to the one proposed for this IO WG meeting, with small amendments and bilateral meetings from 6 p.m. to 7 p.m. on the first day or in the morning of the second day, and one which is shorter – from 26th April lunchtime to 27th April lunchtime. The two versions are to be circulated to the IO WG before the BFUG meeting, for further feedback.

Themes for the BPF3

IAU explained that IAU and EUA divided the partners to whom they were mailing to. IAU consulted its twenty or so Board members in more than 20 countries and regional or national university associations outside of Europe, explaining the initial discussion themes. The topic proposals received by IAU focused on: international social responsibility of HE (North-South partnerships); linguistic diversity of the EHEA; partnerships (public-private, rules, quality of HE partnerships); standards that are used in HE rankings; role of the private sector in scientific research and technology innovation; ways in which harmonisation works; quality assurance; private for profit HE (proprietary HE). While IAU asked for suggestions about the optimal outcome of the Forum, no comments were received.  However, IAU suggests that consideration be given to what might constitute a useful final result.

The Chair introduced the topic sent by EI over e-mail prior to the meeting: academic freedom, cooperation and involvement of staff in decision making as international, national and institutional levels.

EUA sent the request to Secretary Generals of Rectors Conferences, which will also meet on 27 January 2011. They had 4 questions to answer, including whether they were included in BPF delegations so far. The written feedback will come the following week and will be directed towards the Bologna Secretariat. The EUA will support a meta-theme which is provocative and able to comprise several sub-themes, but the parallel sessions should not be too technical. A session on HE, global sustainability and the global community could be included.

Holly See supported the idea of having themes coming from non-EHEA partners, as they are more fresh in their approach.

Norway agreed with an overarching theme that should not be too technical. The social dimension of the higher education could be included as a parallel session, but topics like quality assurance or qualifications framework may be too technical.

Slovenia embraced the idea of an overarching theme, with sub-themes highly connected to it.

Holy See noted it is important to choose the theme from the outcome point of view and to have three recommendations for Ministers to follow-up. This can then be reported upon in the next BPF, with a critical view of the stakeholders of the achievements.

The EC supported the idea with an overarching theme and sub-themes, although it had to be decided whether the aim is to have a general theme like “Global competition in HE” or a more specific theme like “Quality in HE”.

The Chair pointed out that a broader theme would fit both the EHEA and non-EHEA participants, so that the parallel sessions are not too technical. One possible proposal could be related to the “internalization of HE”, which is of interest for the non-EHEA and EHEA countries and also fits into the feedback received so far. Afterwards, four aspects under the parallel sessions can be identified.

UNESCO mentioned that in terms of thematic selection, UNESCO will organize three global fora (on rankings, employability and private for profit HE) before the BPF. The tensions between national vs. international policy processes could be addresses. The debate should be kept open to all stakeholders. 

EURASHE was in favour of complementing themes rather than an overarching theme, out of the fear of bringing together themes with little in common.

IAU mentioned the Bologna Process (BP) should be kept in mind, because delegations come to Bucharest precisely because of their interest in the Process. It is a unique forum and it should not be made similar to a UNESCO conference or a IAU forum. The different regional harmonisation processes should be taken into consideration.

France drew attention that BPF will not be another UNESCO or OECD conference. France agreed with the IAU proposal to use the Forum as an opportunity to discuss how the Bologna principles may or may not be taken up in other regional processes and the modernisation of HE more generally.

Austria said the format of discussion should be designed in such a way as to incentivise the debate with more groups than just the ministerial voices. This was a success in one of the parallel session in the Vienna BPF. The European culture of debate will be reflected also in the way we organize the events, not only in the participants.

ESU proposed to select themes on which cooperation and partnerships can be built upon, that can be further followed with actions. After internal consultations within ESU, the following topics were suggested: employability and the role of HE in the global employment crisis which could link to sub-topics such as the social dimension of higher education; internationalization; student centred learning; learning outcomes as Bologna tools.

Slovenia asked if the IO WG will purpose several themes to the BFUG.

The Chair responded that the IO WG members should decide with a majority on the overarching theme, which is to be communicated to the BFUG. The sub-themes can be discussed at a later stage, according to the current timeline.

The Holy See and Norway proposed that the IO WG members decide on three to five main themes, with possible guiding sub-themes. This should receive input from NCPs and the final overarching theme should be decided by the BFUG in March.

The Bologna Secretariat said the timeline will be amended accordingly, with the March BFUG deciding on both the themes and subthemes for the BPF.

The Chair encouraged the IO WG members to mention the preferred themes either from the ones mentioned in the meeting or among the ones to be found in the concept paper annex and to point out which ones can be seen as overarching themes.

EC proposed quality assurance; employability; global mobility.

Holy See proposed, based on the outcome, interaction between national / regional / international /global in HE policy; private vs public HE; autonomy, economic freedom and public responsibility in HE.


EUA suggested playing with these themes and make “Bologna” acronym: Generating Mobility / Diminishing brain drain. 

CoE leaned towards mobility (as it is still one of the main issues of Bologna, not fully resolved); international social responsibility / social dimension; cross-regional cooperation.

Denmark had already consulted with the minister and came up with globalization.

IAU, while pointing out that the list so far falls between overarching and specific theme, proposed redefining excellence; governance in HE (which is interesting on regional, national global level, although it should be connected to other themes).

Austria noted that no matter the IO WG / BFUG decision, the Ministers will still talk about what they want and will not be very technical. It proposed: interaction between national / regional / international /global in HE policy; quality assurance.

Norway fully supported Austria.

The Chair asked what is the preferred topic as an overarching theme and how the theme should be called at that particular moment in time.

EUA wanted a creative name for the theme, but agreed this can be identified later on. Also, it mentioned that in selecting the sub-themes, the outcomes should be taken into consideration.

Norway proposed governance of HE.

ESU said the sub-themes should also fit the Bologna Process and not only action lines but the interaction between them can be brought forward. ESU proposed a theme to include the element of public responsibility.

UNESCO proposed as a sub-theme employability, in connection to the 3 cycle structure.

The Bologna Secretariat reminded the IO WG members that one theme from the e-mail feedback was linked to initiatives similar to the Bologna Process. 

IAU said solutions must be identified as to translate the dynamics into the title.

EUA asked whether more technical topics should be discussed in the separate information sessions or the sub-themes proposed.

The brainstorming session resulted in the overarching theme mentioned below, with its sub-themes:

Interaction between the national, regional and international level in a global setting (including the regional initiatives to the BP)

Sub-themes:

· Global mobility (including recognition issues)

· HE system Governance in national vs. regional approach

· International social responsibility (North – South partnerships)

· Public responsibility and social dimension of HE

· Employability and the three degree structure

· Quality and excellence 
· Quality assurance
· Social dimension

IAU reminded that part of the ‘global agenda’ of the BP / EHEA is about building partnerships with the developing countries.

EURASHE agreed with the overarching theme and said that if there is a need for revised ESG, the quality assurance sub-theme will be of help. EURASHE also proposed mobility.

The Bologna Secretariat noted that recognition and quality assurance appeared often in the written consultation.

CoE emphasized that recognition is connected to mobility.

Slovenia proposed wide access vs. top quality. Since BP has different approaches with SD and quality assurance, it might be interesting to find out how do other regions tackle this issue.

The Chair mentioned that all proposed topics include Bologna and asked how these themes should be organized in the parallel sessions.

CoE proposed to discuss the sub-themes further at the next IO WG meeting, once the BFUG chooses the overarching theme.

The Bologna Secretariat reminded the participants that the timeline said that at the Vienna meeting more overarching themes should be proposed and then in November the IO WG should choose the sub-themes. Therefore a clarification regarding the need to amend the timeline was requested.

Based on the feedback from IO WG members, the Chair agreed with amending the timeline and online consultations will continue via e-mail and the electronic Forum.

CoE asked about the use of the EHEA online Forum. 

The Bologna Secretariat asked the IO WG why the Forum seems not to be used very much and why nobody felt complied to respond to the initial post about the BPF thematic priorities. Perhaps the IT aspects were too complicated.

At the request of several IO WG members, who complained of technical difficulties, the Bologna Secretariat explained how the Forum and Back office works.

The Chair introduced the progress on organisational matters and summarised the results of the debates on this topic so far.

13:00 – 14:00 Stand-up lunch

Language regime

The Chair mentioned that things are yet to be decided on this matter, since more logistical issues need to be clarified beforehand. The language regime topic will be approached at the next meeting in May.
(4) Possible initiatives to be organised in between BPFs
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EURASHE mentioned that their annual conference to be held in Nice at the end of March 2011, organized in cooperation with the Association of Institutes of Technology (ADIUT). The theme is mobility outside the EHEA.

Slovenia noted that regional cooperation events (EHEA-Africa, EHEA-Asia etc.) could be an excellent topic for the events in between the BPFs. These could be organised in the specific partner region.

ESU stated that if governments want to organize an event on global student cooperation (taking into account also the Global Student Statement), it would be very welcome and in line with the second BPF Vienna Statement. At present, ESU works closely with UNESCO for publishing a compendium on student centred learning, access, equity and other topics of interest for the global student movement.

Austria said that the Quality Assurance conference, the main follow-up topic under the EC responsibility mentioned in the Vienna BPF Statement, is a must. Student cooperation activities should be supported as they are also part of the BPF statement. All BFUG members should contribute to the follow-up of the BPF. Not only them, but also the other BPF participants could be involved in what Slovenia suggested, which could be called “National Bologna Days”. The BFUG members could support and act as experts in any event in the world.

UNESCO mentioned the Asia-Pacific Convention to be signed in Tokyo in November 2011. 
The Council of Europe mentioned the upcoming Oslo conference, Reimagining Democratic Societies: a New Era of Personal and Social Responsibility? (27-29 June 2011).
The Bologna Secretariat kindly asked the participants to send a short list of future events, so they can be included in the Minutes of the meeting, as annexes.
In order to finalise the Minutes, the IO WG members are kindly asked to send us the list of future events, as presented in the meeting.

Denmark said the Ministers could propose to have some EHEA/ other regions bilateral meeting. Denmark is hosting the ASEM meeting in Copenhagen and could promote the third BPF and its theme.

Slovenia noted that Bologna regional days organized immediately before or after regional summits may have an impact.

The Chair asked whether the IO WG can officially name these events “Bologna regional days”.

Austria suggested further discussion is required on this topic.

UNESCO wondered how the “Bologna regional days” will affect the BP to EHEA transition discussed in the Alden – Biesen BFUG meeting.

The Bologna Secretariat drew attention to the difficulty of receiving information about the events with an international character from BFUG members and with some events which are using the Bologna visual identification that might not be focusing on EHEA priorities.

IAU gave example of certain organisations which have strict rules on the logo use (UNESCO, EUA, etc) and recommended the Bologna Secretariat to have in mind drafting such rules for the future.

Austria suggested it might be helpful to send a message to the BFUG members to report back on attended events, so information can get posted on the EHEA website, thus making them more visible.

After consulting the IO WG members, it was agreed that the IO WG meeting in November will take place on the 8th in Bucharest, possible between 11 a.m. and 5 p.m., to be reconfirmed in the May 19, 2011 IO WG meeting.

(5) Information on the progress of the EHEA Information & Promotion Network (IPN), including the meetings of its sub-working groups

(moved in the morning)

[image: image4]
Ligia Deca gave a brief presentation of the IPN status quo.

· the first sub-working group (WG1), focusing on information and promotion activities, with Germany (DAAD) as Chair held the first meeting on December 17 in Bonn, Germany, where the IPN survey and its preliminary results were presented;

· there is almost no interest for the second sub-working group (WG2), focusing on production of promotion materials and further building of EHEA website (in particular on International Openness and study in Europe sections;

· the third sub-working group (WG3), with Austria (OeAD) as Chair, organised an Expert Round Table (ERT) on January 17 in Vienna, Austria, with the next meeting to take place in February 2011, tbc;

Due to the present evolution of the IPN sub-WGs, it was proposed that their activity be reshuffled and the sub-WGs merged. Details are to be provided by Belgium/Flemish Community and Estonia further on. The aim is to clarify the IPN structure and increase participation of IPN members in the work plan activities, to clarify the relationship between the IPN and the IO WG and to schedule the drafting of the IPN report to be ready in Krakow.

Estonia introduced the results of the DAAD meeting, while also underlining the process of identity seeking that the IPN Network has been going through since its inception. The IPN members nominated come from diverse backgrounds, so the EHEA marketing and promotion approach is challenging.

From the DAAD analysis of the IPN survey, which had a good response rate, it is clear that countries are pursuing marketing strategies, but they are mostly pursued by HEIs.

Estonia also noted that Luise Simpson, the marketing expert invited in the OeAD Expert Roundtable (ERT) asked some interesting questions, which need to be answered by decision makers: who do we want to communicate to? and what do we want to communicate?, with a further emphasis on why do we want to communicate?. The input from the International Openness Working Group members could benefit the IPN future work.

Estonia further mentioned that from the EHEA in a Global Setting strategy, adopted by Ministers in the London Ministerial Conference (2007), it seems obvious that we want to communicate outside of the EHEA and mainly to students, staff and researchers (“Europe must also make concerted efforts to increase its international attractiveness to students, teachers and researchers across the world”). She underlined that the 11 March IPN meeting will be crucial to determine what concrete results the IPN can deliver for the Krakow BFUG meeting. Experts with background in marketing and promotion should take part in that meeting.

Belgium/Flemish Community introduced the results of the OeAD ERT, mentioning that texts will be produced based on the analysis of the IPN survey by DAAD and by Louise Simpson to be debated in the 11 March IPN meeting. A new text will then be prepared for the International Openness Working Group meeting on 19 May 2011, in Brussels.

Estonia said that the IPN Steering Committee should receive guidance from the International Openness Working Group members regarding its role in the organisation the roundtable on EHEA promotion and about the focus the IPN network needs to take.

The Chair mentioned there are two separate points of discussion arising. First of all, the role of IPN, which was supposed to define its own work plan based on its adopted Terms of Reference. Secondly, the overlapping tasks of the IO WG and the IPN. Austria, which was the IO WG Chair when the IPN set up was advanced as an idea, was invited to provide more in-depth input on the first matter. 

Austria mentioned that the roundtable was envisaged from the time of the Norwegian Presidency, as a tool for the main actors to come together and decide on the main information and promotion activities to be pursued at the EHEA level. The IPN was expected to be further advanced in its activity than it is at present. At the time, ACA was considered as the most experienced organisation to take the lead for organising the roundtable, together with the European Commission (having the Erasmus Mundus experience) and the IO WG. These parties would try to identify the main activities to design a joint roadmap for the next two years. The roadmap should also include the activities already there from the side of EUA, ESU, ENQA and other consultative members.

Austria further emphasised that the IPN should be an expert network on marketing activities, so that it can bring forward professional ideas for the EHEA promotion. The current situation is not exactly that, but a shift towards people with more experience in the field of marketing and promotion is expected.

The results of the DAAD survey support the hypothesis that hardly any country is engaged in EHEA promotion, a lot is only information provision if considered useful for national promotion. Therefore, a mid-term promotion strategy should be designed, as a complement to the national and HEIs promotion strategies. Since each country has specific targets, it is difficult to have one single campaign for 47 countries and their HEIs, but we should have something realistic and achievable. 

The European Commission (EC) stated that the idea of a joint roadmap is very good, in order to avoid overlapping with the ongoing promotion efforts. The EU already makes a lot of efforts with the Erasmus Mundus activities, which have many defining elements, but maybe require a better promotion world-wide.

Moreover, the EC has supported the Bologna Experts network (LLP countries) and the HE  reform experts (Tempus countries) networks for several years. It was recently discussed by the Erasmus Mundus Committee for the network to be extended further, towards a global network of HE experts, covering all global EHEA partners (non-Bologna, non-Tempus countries part of the BPF). For this purpose, there is already an EC budget approved. This idea could go very well with the ideas of the network. The mandate of the experts will still have to be decided.

Austria asked clarifications regarding the mandate of the HE experts and whether they will address all BPF countries. Also, there is the delicate issue of experts selection, as they usually have to be nominated by the national authorities.  

The EC agreed the mandate of the HE experts is still an issue to be addressed, as they will most likely be nominated by governments.

Estonia said that one of the points raised at the IPN Expert Round Table (ERT) was the identification of the target group. The Bologna Process also needs to be communicated better internally. The IPN members tended to agree that the target group of EHEA is outside, if the aim to attract highly skilled future workers. The IPN could benefit from the advice of the IO WG members in regard to the future approach of EHEA promotion, so such a target group is attracted to Europe.

International Association of Universities (IAU) stated that the focus of the ERT was the promotion of the EHEA, beyond the EHEA borders. However, it is not very easy to design a single message for the needs of 47 countries. It is also necessary, but difficult, to tell the Bologna story as to do justice to what was achieved, but not going beyond. The Bologna experts should know what Bologna is, going beyond the Bologna Experts group might increase the risk of Bologna myths being passed on. The role of the IPN is to tell the Bologna story in a correct and concise manner, easily understandable for the general public. There is the need to identify some characteristics of the Bologna experience that would make it unique and help better to promote its achievements. It would be useful if these key messages are identified, but that point has not yet been reached, according the comments made during the ERT session.

Slovenia agreed with the opinion expressed by IAU. Also, Slovenia was already sceptical about the multi-faceted mission of the IPN from the beginning. The Bologna promoters should focus on raising awareness within Bologna, there is no need to invest in a new structure. For the international target group, no appropriate information was provided yet and there is a lack of information materials, also on the EHEA official website. The goal is to achieve these and thus the IPN work would be considered satisfactory. Moreover, according to Slovenia, there are no leaflets explaining notions like quality assurance or mobility in the EHEA. Also, there is not enough information on the national situations, but maybe the Reporting national data could be pulled out of the questionnaires and short descriptions about the national systems could be drafted and published in leaflets. Slovenia concluded that the IPN should be used only to promote EHEA, not individual countries, by means of informing, raising awareness. The future next step is marketing, “selling” Bologna to the international community, but an information basis needs to be built before we can move forward. 

Germany agreed with IAU and Slovenia, emphasizing the need to provide better information about EHEA to the international environment. For example, in the IPN meeting was noted that the EHEA cannot have a ”corporate identity”, so a student will not search for the EHEA Website. Therefore, the national dimension should be taken into consideration. The IPN should promote the European dimension and maybe not invent something new, but try to cooperate with say the “study in Europe” initiative, because if someone wants to come to the EHEA, they will first look at the “study in Europe” website, not the EHEA website, which is aimed for policy experts. The joint roadmap for EHEA promotion can maybe take the course of action in this particular direction. The appropriate instruments must be used in order to provide correct information on the Bologna Process and on each national system. Thus, the idea of Bologna can be made more visible.

Estonia agreed there is a lack of information regarding the Bologna Process, but also noted that no IPN member volunteered to elaborate information and promotion materials. The independent expert underlined that the existing materials are too cryptic and if the Bologna story is to be presented as to convey the message, communication professionals should be hired. 

Austria wanted to have a look at the independent expert presentation delivered in the IPN meeting, so it was displayed for viewing.

Norway pointed out there are various EHEA presentations used at the national level, while the Bologna story is presented on the official website, so there is no need to start all over again in this endeavour.

Estonia agreed there is information available, but wondered it it can be properly understood.

The European Universities Association (EUA) came up with a practical suggestion. Since numerous BFUG members have already developed specific materials on EHEA, these can be collected voluntarily and used for a general common presentation. EUA offered to provide a collection of existing EUA presentations. Moreover, it was suggested not to promote a common story, but multiple experiences, describing the Bologna experience from each country’s point of view.  

ESU noted that the IPN should first decide on the target groups. The political process is already explained on the EHEA Website, but for the specific information addressing the students’ needs, there are some gaps to be filled in. Whether the students come from inside or outside EHEA, they are all interested in the same type of information: ECTS, Bologna cycles, recognition etc. Starting to promote the EHEA without the proper information available could be risky.

EURASHE pointed out there is no “one fit for all” promotion strategy. EURASHE has launched an Erasmus-like initiative with the Caribbean region and a survey on the perception of European studies and cooperation will be conducted. The region was selected for the booming profession higher education. In this endeavour, the EHEA will also be promoted, and among the final project results there will be a white paper on a strategy to improve EU-Caribbean cooperation in European higher education. The E4 has just accepted to be on the advisory board of this project.

Slovenia mentioned that it expected the international organizations to do their part on the information material, due to the large experience in the area. The materials should be elaborated differently for the students and for the teachers, as they are interested in very practical things, rather than policy developments. The materials should not be too specific, but provide the basic information on EHEA, capturing the general message, possibly in a leaflet. For example, the normal person does not want to read the ESG, they want to read a description of the quality assurance system of the EHEA. In regard to the IPN composition, if the network members have not been well selected, the BFUG can be asked to re-nominate more specialised representatives. 

The IAU asked which option the BFUG members would prefer, when presented with two possible scenarios: at an international higher education fair, would they prefer to see a EHEA promotional stand rather than several national ones? The BFUG should provide clear answers to such questions before further decisions will be made. 
Slovenia said the member countries should want the EHEA stand themselves, as it is the same with the European Union presence at the fairs. This was turned into reality regardless of the initial resistance.

Estonia came back to the most crucial question, what is expected of the IPN to accomplish, stating that unless the purpose is extremely clear, it is very difficult to get the members interested. The IPN can focus on collecting information, but it should be decided what the BFUG wants to be the main aim.

The Academic Cooperation Association (ACA) asked who has the mandate to decide on this point, which is the relationship between the IO WG, the IPN and the Bologna Follow-up Group (BFUG) and who will provide feedback for the round table at the end of the year.

Slovenia replied that this issue is more or less clear: the IPN proposes something to the IO WG, which in return proposes to the BFUG, which then makes the final decision. The main issue is whether the IPN Terms of Reference (ToR) should be revised.

Estonia argued that the issue is not the structure or the style of the work, but the crucial questions are why do it and what to promote. These aspects have to be agreed upon first with the IO WG and then with the BFUG.

Norway, while looking at the IPN ToR, stated promotional information should be about the process and what each country has achieved so far. One cannot provide very specific information and say it is valid for all EHEA member countries. 

Belgium/Flemish Community reminded that nobody volunteered on the sub-WG 2.

The Chair concluded that the IPN needs guidance and asked whether the roundtable is decided in terms of responsibility and focus. 

Austria underlined there is a difference between information and promotion. Since no clear target was yet decided upon, the information activity is needed first and it should be independent from the promotion activity. The information is present on the EHEA website, but it requires knowledge on what to look for, so maybe the IPN could be mandated to look into this matter. Moreover, a message should be sent to the BFUG, so that each country reconsiders the person nominated for the IPN, based on required expertise. The other working groups and networks can support the IPN, by providing specific materials. In order to post information on the official EHEA Website, the Bologna Secretariat should benefit from everybody’s assistance in collecting promotion materials. The most frequently asked questions should be identified, then the missing information should be filled in. This can be achieved by receiving feedback at various higher education fairs. The promotion agencies and EUA/ ESU can help as well. Last, but not least, one page with information about the Bologna promoters would be useful for both the BFUG and the IO WG next meetings. 
The Bologna Secretariat mentioned there is already a specific page on the website with some presentations on EHEA delivered by the BS members at different events. On the website itself, the BFUG wanted to address it to policy makers, but in order to address the students, can the www.ehea.info also be used or is it necessary for the BFUG to decide otherwise? If the IO WG and BFUG views seem to differ, there should be a further discussion at the next BFUG meeting.

Estonia asked once more whether the target group of IPN, which works under the IO WG, is outside Europe. As the affirmative answer came, it was considered a major step ahead.

The Chair stated that if the information is not clear inside the EHEA, then the EHEA cannot be excluded from the target group. Also, the Chair asked if the IO WG should advise the IPN to focus on the information aspect first. Since there will be different targeted groups/audiences, the information addressed to students can represent the starting point.

Estonia said that the IPN should propose what to focus on: “study in Europe” or general information about the EHEA, which could also target the EHEA public. By the next IPN meeting, the BFUG should nominate adequate IPN representatives in order to finalise the IPN work plan. The Bologna Secretariat will issue a call in this regard to the BFUG members.

Austria proposed a one day meeting with ACA, EC, the IPN Steering Committee, the IO WG Chair and the Bologna Secretariat to see what possibilities exist for furthering the IPN plan. Maybe at the next IPN meeting this can be organised instead of a more extended roundtable.

The ToR of the IPN and IO WG remain unchanged.
(6) Reports on activities relevant to the Working Group (written contributions only) and preparing the BFUG IO WG update

The written reports will be added to the minutes if they are sent by IO WG members within two weeks time after the present meeting.

(7) Any other business

The next meeting will take place on 19 May 2011 in Brussels, while another future meeting will be held on 8 November, in Bucharest. The Chair thanked Austria for being an excellent host and all IO WG members for their contributions and whished everyone a safe journey back. 

17:00          End of the meeting
Used abbreviations

	ACA
	Academic Cooperation Association

	BFUG
	Bologna Follow-up Group

	BP
	Bologna Process

	BPF
	Bologna Policy Forum

	CoE
	Council of Europe

	DAAD
	German Academic Exchange Service (Deutscher Akademischer Austauch Dienst) 

	EC
	European Commission

	EHEA
	European Higher Education Area

	EI
	Education International

	ENQA
	European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education

	ERT
	Expert Round Table

	ESG (QA)
	European Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area

	ESU 
	European Students' Union

	EUA
	European University Association

	EURASHE
	European Association of Institutions in Higher Education

	HE
	Higher Education

	HEI
	Higher Education Institution

	IAU
	International Association of Universities

	IPN
	Information and Promotion Network

	IO WG
	International Openness Working Group

	MECTS
	Ministry of Education, Research, Youth and Sports, Romania (Ministerul Educatiei, Cercetarii, Tineretului si Sportului)

	NCP(s)
	National Contact Point(s)

	OeAD
	Österreichische Austauschdienst (Austrian Agency for International Cooperation in Education and Research)

	QA
	Quality Assurance

	ToR
	Terms of Reference

	UNESCO
	United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization


Main points of the discussion outlined below:


The IO WG considers the NCP list to be complete and no more attempts to nominate NCPs will be made, since the response rate was low after the last reminder;


The timeline can be communicated to the NCPs, so that they can follow the effect of their contributions to the BPF organisational process; 


For selection mechanisms of the countries and organisations, the IO WG members liked the proposal of inviting not just countries, but organizations, possible from regions with similar to the Bologna Process initiatives. The consultative members, the Holy See and IAU would provide a list of other organizations active in the higher education debates which are relevant for the third BPF, via the Bologna Secretariat. Also, with UNESCO’s help, a comprehensive country list will be drawn, for BFUG Chairs and the BPF host country to choose from, with support from the IO WG;


With regard to the agenda of the third BPF, there should be two versions for the BFUG meeting in March: one version similar to the one proposed for this IO WG meeting, with small amendments including bilateral meetings in the late evening of the first day or in the morning of the second day, if possible, and a second version which is shorter – from 26th April lunchtime to 27th April lunchtime. The two versions are to be circulated to the IO WG before the March BFUG meeting, for further feedback;


The IO WG should act as the International Programme Committee, while ensuring an effective and interactive consultation process with the NCPs through the EHEA Forum;


For the third BPF theme, it was agreed to have an overarching theme and several sub-themes. The proposals resulting from the discussion were:


Interaction between the national, regional and international level in a global setting (including the regional initiatives to the BP)


Sub-themes (4 final sub-themes will have to be chosen):


Global mobility (including recognition issues)


HE system Governance in national vs. regional approach


International social responsibility (North – South partnerships)


Public responsibility and social dimension of HE


Employability and the three degree structure


Quality and excellence 


Quality assurance 


Social dimension


The language regime will be discussed in the next IO WG meeting.





The Bologna Secretariat kindly asked the participants to send a short list of future events, so they can be included in the Minutes of the meeting.








A presentation of the IPN status quo was given


The IPN structure requires clarification within the IPN. 


The IPN members, which come from different backgrounds, should be re-nominated by the BFUG so as to increase their participation in the IPN work plan activities;


The results of the DAAD survey support the hypothesis that hardly any country is engaged in EHEA promotion, a lot is only information provision if considered useful for national promotion; 


A mid-term promotion strategy should be designed, as a complement to the national and HEIs promotion strategies, although it is difficult to have one single campaign for 47 countries and their HEIs; 


It was agreed upon that the target group of IPN, which works under the IO WG, is outside Europe;


The lack of comprehensive  information materials was pointed out and all EHEA countries and consultative members should be asked to help on this matter, as a matter of priority which should be tackled even before having an overarching EHEA promotional approach;


There should also be more information on the EHEA official Website, with a new section, of “Attended events” to be filled in by EHEA members;


The experts’ roundtable foreseen in the IO WG ToR could be organised as a meeting between ACA, the European Commission, the IPN Steering Committee, the IO WG Chair and the Bologna Secretariat in conjunction with another Bologna meeting.


The IPN and IO WG ToR remained unchanged. 
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