
6.
Lifelong Learning

Lifelong learning has been an important element of the Bologna process agenda and the need to enhance its development has been emphasised in all the communiqués (
) that followed the Bologna Declaration (1999). Already in 2001, the Prague Communiqué stated that 

Lifelong learning is an essential element of the European Higher Education Area. In the future Europe, built upon a knowledge-based society and economy, lifelong learning strategies are necessary to face the challenges of competitiveness and the use of new technologies and to improve social cohesion, equal opportunities and the quality of life (Prague Communiqué 2001, p. 2).
In the succeeding communiqués, higher education ministers returned to the theme of lifelong learning and highlighted various areas that contribute to building the culture of lifelong learning in the EHEA. They underlined the necessity to enhance the development of flexible learning pathways, to create opportunities for the recognition of prior learning, to establish national qualification frameworks and to build closer cooperation between higher education institutions and various external partners, including employers.   

In 2008, on request of French authorities, the European University Association (EUA) elaborated the European Universities’ Charter on Lifelong Learning (EUA, 2008), written in a form of ten commitments from universities and ten commitments from governments in addressing the implementation of lifelong learning. The document was prepared on the basis of extensive consultation with EUA member universities, Rectors’ Conferences and a wide range of European higher education stakeholder organisations. The commitments cover various aspects of lifelong learning, in particular the need to ensure the provision of flexible, relevant and innovative programmes targeting diversified student population and the need to establish systems for the recognition of all forms of prior learning. The Charter also refers to the necessity to reinforce structured dialog between higher education institutions and a range of stakeholders at different levels.

Based on policy priorities identified within the above-mentioned documents, this chapter aims to examine selected aspects of lifelong learning in the higher education sector. To achieve this objective, the chapter first looks at how different countries understand and interpret the concept of lifelong learning in higher education. It then examines the extent to which lifelong learning has become a recognised mission of higher education institutions as well as financial arrangements in place to promote lifelong leaning provision. A substantial part of the chapter is dedicated to the theme of flexible modes of delivery of higher education programmes, with a specific focus on part-time higher education studies. This part is followed by the analysis of the extent to which higher education institutions across the EHEA offer possibilities for the recognition of prior non-formal and informal learning. Taking into account the information provided in all sections of the chapter, the final part looks at how successful different higher education systems are in attracting mature students to participate in formal higher education.  

The reader should be aware that other chapters of the report also provide information closely related to the theme of lifelong learning in higher education. Therefore, the content of this chapter should be complemented with the information provided in other parts of the report, in particular Chapter 4 on the social dimension in higher education and Chapter 5 on higher education outcomes and employability. 

6.1
National understanding of the concept of lifelong learning 

Despite the fact that lifelong learning has been one of the central themes of the Bologna process agenda, policy documents related to the process do not provide any exhaustive definition of the concept of lifelong learning in higher education. The absence of a commonly accepted European or international definition calls for the investigation of how different EHEA countries understand and interpret the concept of lifelong learning within their respective higher education systems. 
The results of the 2011 BFUG reporting exercise show that while in the majority of EHEA countries steering documents related to higher education refer to lifelong learning, they do not necessarily provide a definition of this term. Where such definition exists, it often has a very broad character, referring to learning 'from cradle to grave' or to all learning activities undertaken by individuals throughout their lives, be they formal, non-formal or informal. It is only when countries start to report on the main types of lifelong learning in which higher education institutions are involved that certain cross-national differences emerge. These differences mainly relate to the range of provision individual countries associate with lifelong learning in higher education. While some types of provision are referred to by virtually all countries, others are less frequently or rarely mentioned.
The provision most strongly associated with lifelong learning in higher education includes non-formal courses for individuals offered by higher education institutions alongside their formal degree programmes. Virtually all EHEA countries are referring to this type of provision, although they may use various expressions to describe it, including ‘short-term further education courses’ (Finland), ‘courses outside the academic degree scheme/study programmes’ (Serbia and the Holy See) or ‘courses for personal development’ (the United Kingdom). 

Alongside non-degree courses for individuals, a significant proportion of EHEA countries refer to degree programmes provided under various arrangements different from traditional full-time schemes. Here, countries make a reference to flexible higher education studies, part-time programmes, open learning, distance learning, e-learning, external studies, evening or week-end courses, etc. Yet, there are some countries, which do not make a reference to this type of provision, even if their systems provide a possibility for students to register with a formal status other than the status of a full-time student. This concerns, for instance, Armenia, Latvia, Moldova, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia and the Holy See (see Figure 2), and it could indicate that these countries do not include formal higher education programmes provided under flexible arrangements in their national concept of lifelong learning in higher education.

With regard to the two types of provision described above, i.e. non-formal courses for individuals and degree programmes provided under flexible arrangements, it is important to note that the boundary between them can sometimes be blurred. This is in particular the case in countries, where individuals can follow distinct modules or courses of degree programmes, without necessarily being regular students of these programmes. Such a possibility already exists in many EHEA countries. 

Another type of provision frequently seen as lifelong learning in higher education is the area of continuing and professionally-oriented upgrading of already achieved higher education qualifications. With regard to this type of provision, several countries make a direct reference to continuing professional development of those working in regulated professions (e.g. teachers, medical doctors, etc.). 

While all the above-mentioned types of higher education provision are referred to by at least half of EHEA countries, and can therefore be regarded as the most common components of lifelong learning in higher education, certain activities are mentioned by a less significant number of countries. For example, only seven countries (Germany, Italy, Moldova, Malta, the Netherlands, Slovenia and the United Kingdom – Scotland) associate lifelong learning in higher education with tailor-made provision for industry/companies and other external partners. Five countries (Austria, Liechtenstein, Moldova, Slovenia and the United Kingdom), make a special reference to the provision of public lectures, seminars, conferences, round tables and workshops. This does not mean that this type of provision exists only in the countries listed above, but it could indicate that these activities are not always thought of as lifelong learning in higher education.   

It might be a little surprising that despite the policy importance accorded to the theme of the recognition of prior learning, only a limited number of countries, or regions within countries (the French Community of Belgium, Switzerland, Estonia, France, Iceland, Italy, Luxembourg, Montenegro and the Netherlands), expressly refer to this type of activities. Yet, the information provided in Section 6.5, which examines the level of development of the recognition of prior learning across the EHEA, can partly explain why the number of countries referring to this type of provision is still quite low.

The picture of lifelong learning provision in which higher education institutions are involved, can be completed by activities, which are only referred to by a very small number of countries (up to three countries). These activities include targeted guidance and counselling services (France, Ukraine and the United Kingdom - Scotland), access provision to attract non-traditional learners (the United Kingdom) and the possibility for the general public to use various higher education resources, including higher education libraries (Estonia and Ukraine). Here again, it can be supposed that these practices are more widespread, but only a limited number of countries see them as a part of lifelong learning.

Overall, lifelong learning in higher education appears as a fragmented concept, as a mosaic of different types of learning provision, where the number of elements included in the mosaic varies from one country to another. While in some countries, a wide range of higher education activities are viewed in the light of their contribution to lifelong learning, in other instances, the list of lifelong learning provision in which higher education institutions are commonly involved is still relatively short. 
6.2
Lifelong learning as a recognised mission of higher education institutions

The central position of lifelong learning in policy debates is reflected by the fact that in more three-quarters of EHEA countries, lifelong learning is a recognised mission of all higher education institutions (see Figure 1). In the rest of the Bologna countries, namely Armenia, Austria, Cyprus, Georgia, Croatia, Moldova, Poland, Serbia, Ukraine and the United Kingdom (England, Wales and Northern Ireland), it is a recognised mission of at least some higher education institutions. Countries classified in the second category
 commonly point out that higher education institutions have a certain degree of autonomy in this regard and can decide whether and to what extent they will include lifelong learning in their mission statement.

Figure 1: Lifelong learning as a recognised mission of higher education institutions
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Regardless of whether lifelong learning is a recognised mission of all higher education institutions or only of some of them, several countries point out considerable cross-institutional variations in the extent to which lifelong learning has been implemented. This means that while in the case of some institutions lifelong learning appears as the main mission (e.g. institutions focusing on the provision of flexible higher education programmes such as open universities), in other instances, activity flows relating to lifelong learning might be less significant. In this context, Norway provides an interesting example, indicating that while in 2010 the average share of students studying under flexible arrangements was 6,3 %, some higher education institutions had up to 40 % of students on the flexible offer.

Higher education institutions can also specialise in certain types of lifelong learning provision, whereas other elements of lifelong learning might not be included in their offer. For example in Austria, the Fachhochschule sector (i.e. professionally-oriented higher education sector) is characterised by a considerable share of flexible programmes (nearly 50 % of study programmes take a form of evening classes), but the provision of alternative access routes based on the recognition of prior learning is still very limited in this sector. Another example is provided by Lithuania, where some higher education institutions have been involved in pilot projects related to the recognition of prior learning, whereas a few other institutions have a well-established provision of courses targeting the continuing professional development of teachers and trainers. 

The majority of EHEA countries do not identify any legal restrictions that could prevent higher education institutions to offer lifelong learning provision or services. Only a few countries refer to legal constraints related to different segments of lifelong learning in higher education. Such constraints include the lack of regulations on the recognition of prior learning (Latvia), the impossibility to propose degree programmes under flexible arrangements (Serbia), restrictions related to the registration of participants in separate modules of degree programmes (the Netherlands) or the impossibility for institutions of professional higher education to offer the second cycle studies (Denmark).  

6.3
Financing lifelong learning 

From the policy perspective, the information on financial arrangements related to lifelong learning is commonly regarded as an area of particular interest. However, virtually all comparative analyses covering this field highlight that this theme is particularly difficult to cover (for example EACEA/Eurydice, 2010). This is, to a certain extent, a result of a lack of conceptual clarity regarding lifelong learning, which means that depending on the national context, the concept can refer to a larger or narrower range of higher education provision. The second difficulty relates to the fact that lifelong learning in higher education commonly involves diverse funding sources and it is difficult to identify the relative contribution of each individual source.  

The 2011 BFUG reporting exercise shows that when describing how lifelong learning is financed, countries often refer to different types of higher education provision, specifying financial arrangements related to each type. Most commonly, a distinction is being made between programmes leading to higher education degrees, including programmes provided under various flexible arrangements, and non-degree higher education provision. While the first type of provision is often partially or completely covered from the public budget, in the case of the second type, the contribution from the public budget is generally less significant. Nevertheless, certain types of non-degree programmes are commonly financed/co-financed from public resources (e.g. continuing professional development of those working in regulated professions, courses for the unemployed, programmes targeting retired citizens etc).

In around two-thirds of EHEA countries, higher education institutions do not dispose of a public budget earmarked specifically for lifelong learning. This means that resources for lifelong learning come from general budgets of higher education institutions, these means being often combined with other financial resources. In 15 countries, there are budgets earmarked specifically for lifelong learning, but these budgets are sometimes targeted towards particular types of lifelong learning provision. This is the case in the Czech Republic, where the lifelong learning budget is intending to finance universities of the third age, or in Georgia and Slovenia, where it is commonly used to cover in-service training of teachers and trainers.

Apart from general or special budgets of higher education institutions, other public resources contribute to financing lifelong learning in higher education. These include resources from EU structural funds, resources from ministries other than those responsible for higher education and means allocated in the framework of various projects/programmes, be they national, regional or local. Public financial support can also take an indirect form, in particular through tax incentives targeting individuals taking part in lifelong learning activities.

Only a very few countries are able to quantify the degree to which lifelong learning provision in higher education is financed from public sources. Where the information on the degree of public funding is available, it varies significantly from one country to another, which may be partly related to different understandings of the concept of lifelong learning in higher education. While Bosnia and Herzegovina states that public funding of lifelong learning in higher education is only very modest, the Netherlands estimates that around 16 % of lifelong learning provision is funded from the public budget, Austria evaluates the proportion of public funding to 85 % and Norway reports that most funding for lifelong learning comes from the public budget. Malta and Iceland are the only countries reporting that lifelong learning in higher education is fully funded from the public budget. 
Private investment in lifelong learning in higher education directly depends on the extent of public funding. Where private investment is requested, it is most often made by participants themselves. Yet, it can also be made by their employers, in particular, if the employer has requested the employee to undertake the programme in question, or, if there are any specific local or sectoral arrangements between employers and employees with regard to continuing education and training. Beside, lifelong learning can also be financed or co-financed from collective funds, to which employers make contributions. This is the case in France, where legislation obliges companies to contribute to the cost of continuing education and training through mandatory contributions, which depend on the type of company and the number of employees. Financial resources collected can be used to finance various education and training schemes and can also provide support for individuals taking part in higher education provision.
The list of different sources that are used to finance lifelong learning in higher education can be completed by means earned by higher education institutions themselves. Despite the fact that Latvia is the only country referring to this source, it is likely that there are other countries, where it is legally possible for higher education institutions to finance or co-finance lifelong learning with the resources they have earned either through the provision of various services or through private donations.  
The results of the reporting exercise confirm that cross-country analyses based on a series of general questions on how lifelong learning in higher education is financed, can only lead to very limited outcomes. Such analyses can provide a mapping of different financial sources, but they do not allow a cross-country comparison of the extent to which these sources contribute to financing lifelong learning in the higher education sector. To achieve this objective, it would be necessary to develop a robust methodology, including a common operational definition of the concept of lifelong learning in higher education.  
6.4
Promoting flexible delivery of higher education programmes  

In a larger sense, flexibility in higher education refers to different ways of enabling individuals to follow educational paths adapted to their needs. This section focuses on one aspect of flexibility in higher education, namely flexible modes of delivery of higher education programmes. As shown is Section 6.2, a significant proportion of EHEA countries see this type of provision as one of the key elements of lifelong learning in higher education. The present section is divided into four sub-sections. The first one concentrates on different policy approaches to flexible provision of higher education studies. It is followed by a sub-section focusing on the extent to which higher education systems provide formal student statuses other than full-time and the impact of these alternative statuses on study conditions of students. The third part looks at the extent to which higher education institutions ensure the provision of part-time studies, while the last part examines the degree of student participation in this type of study.

6.4.1
Policy approaches targeting flexible delivery of higher education programmes 
One of the objectives of the 2011 BFUG reporting was to examine whether and to what extent policies in different EHEA countries promote flexible provision of higher education programmes. According to the information provided by central authorities, in virtually all EHEA systems (38 out of 42 for which data is available), there are policies promoting flexible higher education provision. Yet, countries see their policy support in very different perspectives and are referring to diverse types of policy actions. 

Several countries (Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bosnia and Herzegovina, the French Community of Belgium, Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Georgia, Croatia, Romania and Serbia) associate their policy support with legal frameworks, which create preconditions for the implementation of flexible higher education studies. This commonly means that legislation expressly enables higher education institutions to provide programmes under flexible study arrangements and/or it enables students to spread their courses over a longer period than the duration of traditional full-time studies.

A few countries (Andorra, Austria, Cyprus, Finland and the Netherlands) see the policy support in favour of flexible higher education provision in close relation to their higher education institutions focusing on flexible studies, or institutions, where flexible studies represent a significant proportion of overall provision. Norway also partly belongs to this group. Although the country does not refer to any higher education institution that would focus on the provision of flexible studies, it has established an agency under the Ministry of Education and Research (Norway Opening Universities) dedicated to the promotion of flexible courses and study programmes at Norwegian higher education institutions. 

Modularisation of higher education programmes, which is referred to by the French Community of Belgium, Germany, Ireland, Liechtenstein and Luxembourg, is another type of action that countries directly associate with policy support to flexible higher education provision. 

Policy approaches in favour of flexible higher education studies can also take form of financial arrangements related to programmes delivered under alternative modes. This most often means that full-time students and those following flexible studies are treated equally in terms of student fees and/or student financial support (for more details see Section 6.4.2, Figure 3). 

Finally, some countries are referring to their strategic policy documents related to higher education, which include an explicit reference to the policy objective to enhance flexible higher education provision and possibilities for students to engage in flexible studies. Such documents exist in Estonia (Higher Education Strategy 2006-2015), Ireland (The National Strategy for Higher Education), Slovenia (National Masterplan for Higher Education 2011-2020) and Scotland (Letter of Guidance of the Scottish Government to the Scottish Funding Council (SFC)).

6.4.2
Studying in higher education with a formal status other than the status of a full-time student

Alongside the status of a full-time student, the majority of countries formally recognise at least one additional student status. Figure 2 provides a picture of the situation within the EHEA. It shows that out of 44 higher education systems for which data is available, in around two-thirds there is an official student status other than the status of a full-time student.

Figure 2: Existence of a formal student status other than the status of a full-time student
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In most countries, the alternative student status is the status of a part-time student. Yet, countries that formally recognise a part-time student status, do not necessarily define it in the same way. 

Most commonly, the definition of a part-time student status is based on the workload of students, often measured in ECTS credit points. Where this concept is being used, part-time students are generally defined as those who achieve less than 60 ECTS credits per academic year and/or less than 30 ECTS credits per semester (e.g. Ireland and Malta). There are also variations, such as in Cyprus, where part-time students are expected to achieve less than 25 credit points per semester, or in Luxembourg, where they are expected to register only for 15-20 ECTS credits per semester.

The workload of part-time students can also be expressed in study hours/weeks, rather than in ECTS credit points. This is the case in the United Kingdom (England, Wales and Northern Ireland), where a part-time student is a student who does not fall under the category of a full-time student, and where studying full-time means studying at least 21 hours per week for at least 24 weeks per year.  

In Scotland and Latvia, the definition of a part-time student combines the two above-mentioned approaches, which means that it refers to credit points as well as to hours dedicated to higher education studies. In Scotland, part-time students are defined as those studying for less than 120 SCQF credits (60 ECTS), less than 24 weeks a year, and less than an average of 21 hours a week. In Latvia, they are defined as students, who are expected to achieve less than 40 LV credits (60 ECTS) per year and their study workloads is expected to be less than 40 hours a week. 

Although Estonia also founds its definition on the student workload, it defines part-time students in terms of the percentage of the workload of full-timers. It is expected that part-time students cumulatively complete less than 75 % of the annual study load of full-time students. 

In a few countries (e.g. Bulgaria and Moldova), the definition of part-time students does not refer to the workload of students, but to their limited direct participation in study sessions. This means that part-time students should in principle achieve the same number of credits as full-time students, but they are expected to dedicate more time to self-study activities. 
Several countries participating in the BFUG reporting exercise state that the status of a part-time student exists within their respective higher education systems, but they do not supply its definition. Two of these countries (Italy and Poland) indicate that steering documents related to higher education expressly refer to the possibility to offer part-time studies, but it is up to individual higher education institutions to define requirements related to the part-time student status. It is likely that this also applies to other countries, where the formal part-time status exists, but no definition is provided.

Even if the status of a part-time student is the most common student status other than full-time, there are also countries referring to other student statuses, including the status of an external student (Estonia, Slovakia and Ukraine) or distance learning student (Bulgaria and Ukraine). Besides, in some countries, there are more than two formal student statuses. For example in the Netherlands, where alongside full-time and part-time student status, there is also a dual student status, covering those who combine studies with a work experience in the related field. 

Denmark and the French Community of Belgium represent rather specific cases, as their distinction between different student statuses refers to the existence of different higher education sub-systems, rather than the dichotomy “full-time student status” – “alternative student status”. The first country refers to students studying within the system of professional higher education for adults, whereas the French Community of Belgium refers to students following studies within the sub-system of Education for Social Advancement (i.e. a sub-system targeting mature students). 

Formal status other than full-time often has an influence on the conditions under which students follow their studies, in particular on financial aspects related to studies. This includes tuition fees, grants, loans or other financial subsidies students might be eligible for. Figure 3 provides an overall picture of the situation in the EHEA. 

Figure 3: Impact of formal student status on study conditions of students
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In several countries (Bosnia and Herzegovina, Estonia, Croatia, Ireland, Malta, Poland, Portugal, Slovenia, Slovakia, Ukraine and the United Kingdom), part-time studies are likely to be related to higher private financial investment than full-time studies. This expectation can be expressed in various ways, directly or indirectly. For example, in Slovenia and the United Kingdom, tuition fees related to part-time studies are unregulated and can be set by higher education institutions themselves, whereas tuition fees related to full-time studies are centrally regulated. Similarly in Estonia, part-time students are not expressly required to pay higher fees, but as there are only a very few state-funded places for this category of students, they often have to cover their tuition expenses. In Ireland, part-time students are not eligible to participate in the Free Fees Initiative, which provides that tuition fees are paid for full-time students.

Student support is another area where differences between full-time and part-time students can be observed. For example in Ireland, Latvia and the Netherlands, part-time students are not eligible for student grants and scholarships, and in Malta, only certain categories of part-time students are eligible for this type of support. In Croatia, those studying part-time do not have the right to many student benefits, including subsidized board and lodging, and health insurance. Part-time students in Estonia cannot take out student loans. Although the United Kingdom offers financial support to both full-time and part-time students, each category of students is covered by a different financial support scheme.

Some countries or regions within countries (Armenia, Azerbaijan, the French Community of Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Greece, Italy, Kazakhstan, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Moldova and Norway) indicate that there is no difference between full-time and part-time studies in terms of fees and financial support. This means either that both categories of students are required to pay the same fees and are eligible for the same amount of financial support, or that fees and support of part-time students are calculated in relation to their workload (i.e. students taking less credits pay lower fees and are eligible for reduced amount of financial support).

Among countries where part-time students are likely to make higher private financial contribution than full-time students, only two countries – Ireland and Slovenia – indicate that they are considering a reform of the system in favour of part-time students. In Ireland, the National Strategy for Higher Education recommends that disincentives to part-time studies are removed, while in Slovenia, the National Masterplan for Higher Education 2011-2020 includes a policy intention to abandon fees for part-time studies and allow both full-time and part-time students to benefit from the same financial support. 
6.4.3
Provision of part-time studies by higher education institutions 

In many EHEA countries, higher education institutions have autonomy to decide whether they will offer studies other than full-time (see Figure 4). Most of these countries specify that higher education institutions commonly offer flexible studies, whereas two countries (Bosnia and Herzegovina and the United Kingdom (England, Wales and Northern Ireland)) report that only a limited number of institutions offer other than full-time studies. Estonia, Greece, Portugal and Slovakia are the only countries indicating that all higher education institutions are required to offer part-time studies. 

Figure 4: Provision of part-time studies by higher education institutions
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The category “other” refers to a variety of national situations, which cannot be described using the pre-defined categorisation. For example in Moldova, the extent to which part-time studies are offered is defined annually by the Ministry of Education, depending on the labour market requirements. Consequently, the degree of part-time provision changes from one year to another. In the French Community of Belgium, the part-time provision depends on the higher education sub-sector. All programmes organised within the sub-sector of Education for Social Advancement (i.e. a sub-sector targeting mature students) are part-time programmes, whereas with regard to traditional higher education, part-time programmes are offered by the majority of institutions. In Scotland, higher education institutions are not expressly required to offer part-time studies, but all of them do so. 

The above-mentioned category also includes the higher education systems, with no formal status of part-time students (for more details see also Figure 2). Yet, the absence of the formal part-time status does not necessarily mean that higher education institutions do not ensure flexible provision. For example, in the Flemish Community of Belgium, there is no formal part-time status, but all higher education institutions are required to offer flexible study pathways. Montenegro reports that higher education institutions commonly offer possibilities for students to apply for a limited number of credits and follow de facto part-time studies. A similar situation is indicated by Finland, in which case, it is also confirmed by Figure 9 in Section 6.4.4. In the Czech Republic, higher education legislation does not refer to full-time and/or part-time studies, but it refers to “on-site”, “distance” and “combined studies”. This means that legislation makes a direct reference to flexible studies, but uses a slightly different conceptualisation. Higher education institutions commonly offer distance or combined study programmes.

6.4.4
Statistical data on student participation in part-time studies

The information on the extent to which higher education institutions ensure the provision of flexible study options (Section 6.4.3) can be complemented with data on the participation of students in part-time provision. The participation levels are examined through two different data sets, which represent two different approaches to part-time studies. First, they are assessed through administrative data (UOE data collection); second, they are evaluated through students’ self-reported assessments of their formal status and study intensity (Eurostudent research). 

According to the operational definition used within the UOE data collection, an individual is regarded as a part-time student if he/she is taking an educational programme that requires less than 75 % of a full-time study load. Despite some limitations of this operational definition
, the UOE data collection allows to evaluate various aspects of the participation in part-time studies. 

Figure 5 clearly indicates that age is a significant factor in students’ decision to pursue their studies on the part-time basis, and that older students are much more likely to study part-time that younger ones. In median terms, less than 10 % of students at the typical age of entrance into higher education choose studying part-time, whereas the share of part-timers in the late 20's is situated between 30 and 40 %. After students have reached their 30's, it is even more probable that they will study part-time (more than 50% study part-time) and among those who are older than 40, only one third will choose a full-time study mode. 

Figure 5: Median of the percentage of students studying part-time, by age (2008/2009 academic year)
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Source: Eurostat, UOE
Figure 6 provides information on the situation in individual countries for which data is available, showing the participation in part-time studies of those aged 21 (representing the category of “traditional” higher education students
) and those aged between 30 and 34 (representing the category of “mature students”). For all countries, the figure confirms that the older the students are, the more likely they are to study part-time. The figure also shows that in countries such as Belgium, Finland, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania and Sweden, even “traditional” higher education students often choose part-time studies (at least 20 % chose this mode of study). 

In the majority of countries, participation in part-time studies is at least three times higher for those aged between 30 and 34 than for those aged 21. Only in Belgium, Estonia, Lithuania, Norway, Poland, Romania and Sweden, the participation levels of the two age categories are slightly more balanced, but the participation of older students in part-time studies is always at least two times higher than the participation of those aged 21. In six countries – Croatia, Hungary, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia - more than 80 % of higher education students aged 30-34 are part-timers. 

On the other end of the spectrum, there is a group of seven countries (the Czech Republic, France, Greece, Italy, Luxembourg, Portugal and Turkey) where, regardless of the age of students, the participation in part-time studies is nil or negligible. Figure 2 in Section 6.4.2 indicates that some of these countries offer a formal student status other than full-time (e.g. Greece
, Italy and Luxembourg), whereas in other instances no formal status other than full-time exists (e.g. the Czech Republic
, France and Turkey).  

Figure 6: Percentage of students studying part-time, by country and by age (2008/2009 academic year)
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	0.0
	14.2
	16.6
	21.8
	51.4
	70.4
	0.0
	0.0
	87.6
	89.8
	60.6
	34.1

	
	IT
	LI
	LT
	LU
	LV
	MT
	NL
	NO
	PL
	PT
	RO
	SE
	SI
	SK
	TR
	UK

	Y21
	0.0
	4.7
	27.3
	0.0
	23.1
	1.8
	2.1
	15.2
	39.8
	0.0
	25.5
	26.0
	13.4
	13.1
	0.0
	10.3

	Y30-34
	0.0
	54.1
	86.8
	0.0
	71.4
	74.7
	59.4
	41.6
	97.2
	0.0
	59.6
	63.1
	85.2
	89.1
	0.0
	65.9


Source: Eurostat, UOE
The trend data covering all age categories show that between 2000 and 2009, in median terms, part-time study has increased from 17.6 % to 25.3 % (Figure 7). This increase has been the result of a higher take up of part-time study in the majority of countries considered (18 out of 34 for which data is available). Only in eight countries, the participation in part-time studies has decreased. In some of them, the participation was below the average already in the beginning of the decade (Austria, the Czech Republic, the Netherlands, Estonia and Malta), whereas others had part-time levels above the average (Hungary and the United Kingdom).

Figure 7: Median of the percentage of students studying part-time, by year (2000-2009) 
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Source: Eurostat, UOE
Compared to the UOE data collection, Eurostudent research looks at the participation of students in part-time studies in a different perspective. Instead of using an operational definition of part-time studies/students, it takes into account the self-declaration of students regarding their formal student status
. Data covering 20 EHEA countries indicate that on average, regardless of age, 18,5 % of students have a formal part-time status. 
Looking at the situation in individual countries, some significant cross-country differences in the proportion of students with a formal part-time status can be observed (Figure 8). In Poland, every second student has a formal part-time status, and in Norway, the United Kingdom (England and Wales) and Lithuania, at least one in four students is formally a part-timer. On the other end lie five countries - France, Finland, Germany, Austria and Spain, where the proportion of those formally registered as part-timers is nil. Contextual data provided in Section 6.4.2 (see Figure 2) confirm that in these countries, there is no formal student status other that the status of a full-time student. It is also interesting to note that in Croatia and the Netherland, a small proportion of students (between 1 % and 2 %) are registered with a formal status other than full-time or part-time. In the Netherland, these students are likely to be those who follow dual higher education studies (for more details see Section 6.4.2). 
Figure 8: Students by formal status of enrolment in % 
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Source: Eurostudent
Eurostudent research also allows the evaluation of the relationship between the formal student status and the number of hours students spend during a typical week on study-related activities, i.e. taught courses and personal study.

Figure 9 looks at a typical study week of students who consider themselves as having a full-time status in their respective national system. It shows that in each country under consideration, a majority of full-time students (69 % or more) declare that they dedicate more than 20 hours a week to their study-related activities. More than half of these students even devote over 30 hours a week to their studies. Yet, in some countries, a significant proportion of full-time students indicate that they only dedicate up to 20 hours a week to studies. This applies in particular to Austria, Slovakia and Finland, where at least one out of four full-time students is characterised by relatively low study intensity. Taking into account the situation in all countries, on average, 17 % of students holding an official status of a full-time student declare that they do not spend more than 20 hours a week on study-related activities. Therefore, in terms of their study intensity, these students can be regarded as de facto part-time students. 

Figure 9: Full-time students by hours spent on study-related activities in a typical week in % 
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Source: Eurostudent
Besides the study intensity of full-time students, Eurostudent research also looks at the study intensity of those studying part-time. It shows that while the overall study intensity of students having a formal part-time status is lower than that of full-time students, a certain proportion of part-timers are characterised by high study intensity (i.e. these students can be regarded as de facto full-time students). The proportion of these students is particularly high in Poland, Croatia and Switzerland (for more details see Eurostudent, 2011). 

Overall, different indicators presented in this section show that the participation of students in part-time studies can be approached from different angles of perspective. While each individual approach has some limitations and disadvantages, brought together, they allow better understanding of the phenomena of part-time studies. These indicators also illustrate that cross-country comparisons of flexible modes of study in higher education should be carried out with caution, taking into account the complexity of this subject matter. 

6.5
Recognising prior non-formal and informal learning

The establishment of systems for the recognition of all forms of prior learning has become one of the central themes not only in the higher education sector, but also in all other sectors of education and training. Along with the recognition of prior formal learning, which commonly takes place in all countries, particular emphasis is being put on the need to enhance the recognition of the knowledge and skills gained through non-formal and informal learning. This type of the recognition is the main focus of the present section.

From the learner’s perspective, the recognition of prior non-formal and informal learning is most commonly undertaken with one of the following objectives: to gain admission to a higher education programme or to progress in higher education studies. The chapter on the social dimension of higher education (Chapter 4; Figure 14) has examined the extent to which the recognition of prior learning can be used for admission to higher education. It has shown that out of 42 higher education systems for which data is available, 19 systems provide a possibility of an alternative access to higher education, and such access is most often based on the recognition of prior non-formal and informal learning.

The recognition of prior learning for progression in higher education studies implies that learners can be exempt from certain higher education courses if they demonstrate that they already posses the knowledge and skills related to these parts of study. Figure 10 provides a mapping of this area. It indicates that out of 44 higher education systems for which data is available, in 22 systems prior non-formal and informal learning can be taken into account towards the completion of higher education studies. This suggests that the recognition of prior learning for progression in higher education studies is possible in approximately the same number of countries as the recognition for admission to higher education.  

Figure 10: Recognition of prior learning for the progression in higher education studies
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The two above-mentioned dimensions of the recognition of prior learning are brought together under the scorecard indicator covering this theme (see Figure 11). The indicator was introduced in 2007 and re-examined in 2009. The 2011 version takes into account the extent to which the two types of the recognition are possible within different EHEA systems and the extent to which they are used in practice. 

The indicator identifies a group of thirteen higher education systems (dark green), where the recognition of prior non-formal and informal learning can be used for access to higher education as well as for progression in higher education studies. In these countries, the recognition of prior learning is a standard practice in the majority of higher education institutions. Five higher education systems (light green) have also reached a relatively high level of development in this field. Yet, in these HE systems, the recognition of prior learning is either not yet a common practice in the majority of institutions or, if it is a common practice, it cannot be used both for access to higher education and for progression in higher education studies. In seven countries (yellow), the recognition of prior learning is possible either only for access to higher education or only for progression in higher education studies. In any case, it is still not very widespread. There is also a very small group of countries (orange) that have not yet developed any systematic approach to the recognition of prior learning, but report some progression in this field (e.g. preparation of steering documents). Finally, sixteen EHEA countries (red) have not yet commenced any systematic activities relating to the recognition of prior learning in the higher education sector.

Overall, the 2011 BFUG data collection confirms the results of the 2007 and 2009 reporting exercises, which indicated that in the majority of EHEA countries, the recognition of prior learning was at an early stage of development or had not yet started (Rauhvargers, Deane & Pauwels, 2009). Compared to the previous editions, the 2011 scorecard indicator on the recognition of prior learning looks even more pessimistic. This is mainly because the focus of the 2011 reporting was on the recognition of prior non-formal and informal learning, whereas in the case of previous editions the recognition of prior formal learning was also taken into account. The present indicator shows that a large proportion of EHEA countries
 are situated at the two extremities of the spectrum: either they already have a well established system of the recognition of prior learning or they have not yet started their activities in this field. A relatively small number of countries are situated at intermediary stages. This could mean that despite the policy attention accorded to the theme of the recognition of prior learning, only very little developments are taking place across the EHEA. 

Figure 11: Scorecard indicator on the recognition of prior learning
[Insert Figure]
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Scorecard categories 

There are nationally established procedures, guidelines or policy for assessment and recognition of prior learning as a basis for 1) access to higher education programmes, and 2) allocation of credits towards a qualification and/or exemption from some programme requirements, AND these procedures are demonstrably applied in practice.

There are nationally established procedures, guidelines or policy for assessment and recognition of prior learning as a basis for 1) access to higher education programmes, and 2) allocation of credits towards a qualification and/or exemption from some programme requirements, BUT these procedures are not demonstrably applied in practice.

OR

There are nationally established procedures, guidelines or policy EITHER for 1) OR for 2) (see above), AND these procedures are demonstrably applied in practice.

There are nationally established procedures, guidelines or policy EITHER for 1) OR for 2) (see above), BUT these procedures are not demonstrably applied in practice.

OR

There are no specific procedures/national guidelines or policy for assessment of prior learning, but procedures for recognition of prior learning are in operation at some higher education institutions or study programmes.
Implementation of recognition of prior learning is in a pilot phase at some higher education institutions

OR

Work at drawing up procedures/national guidelines or policy for recognition of prior learning has started.

No procedures for recognition of prior learning are in place EITHER at the national OR at the institutional/programme level.

6.6
Participation of mature students in formal higher education provision 

Figure 12: New entrants into higher education aged 30 and over
 

[Insert Figure]
(to be developed on the basis of Eurostat data). 

Conclusion

This chapter looked at six interlinked aspects of lifelong learning in higher education. First, it examined how the concept of lifelong learning is understood and interpreted across the EHEA, to what extent lifelong learning has become a recognised mission of higher education institutions and what sources contribute to its financing. The chapter then paid attention to two distinct elements of lifelong learning in higher education, namely flexible delivery of higher education programmes and the recognition of prior learning. The final section looked at how successful different higher education systems are in attracting mature students to participate in formal higher education programmes.

The analysis has shown that cross-country differences in the understanding of lifelong learning in higher education are difficult to capture. This is partly related to the fact that only in a few countries steering documents covering higher education include a definition of lifelong learning. Where such definition exists, it often has a very broad character, which does not allow a full understanding of how lifelong learning in higher education is viewed and what activities fall under its concept. However, cross-national differences emerge when comparing the main forms of lifelong learning in which higher education institutions are commonly involved. While in some countries, lifelong learning in higher education embraces a wide range of activities, in others, the list is still relatively limited. This could indicate that apart from promoting lifelong learning as a concept of its own right, more policy attention could be provided to the promotion of activities, which are still rarely seen as a part of lifelong learning provision.
Despite conceptual differences in understanding lifelong learning, in most EHEA countries, lifelong learning has already become a recognised mission of all higher education institutions. Yet, activity flows in this field often vary from one institution to another. Besides, higher education institutions sometimes specialise in certain lifelong learning activities, whereas other elements of lifelong learning are not included in their offer. This can have various reasons, including specific legal constrains such as the lack of regulations on the recognition of prior learning or the impossibility for higher education institutions to provide formal higher education programmes under flexible arrangements. 

From a financial perspective, lifelong learning in higher education commonly involves diverse sources. Higher education institutions rarely dispose of specifically earmarked budgets to cover their lifelong learning provision. Most commonly, institutions finance lifelong learning activities from their general budgets, which are often combined with other financial means. Comparable data on the extent to which lifelong learning is financed from public sources is difficult to obtain. To achieve a cross-country comparability in this field it would be necessary to develop a robust methodology that would include an operational definition of lifelong learning in higher education.

With regard to distinct elements of lifelong learning in higher education, the analysis has shown that most EHEA countries recognise the need to enhance flexible delivery of higher education programmes and address this issue through various policy actions. Around two-thirds of countries have established an official student status other than the status of a full-time student. However, studying with a formal status other than full-time often requires higher private financial investment than studying under traditional arrangements. Therefore, the existence of alternative student statuses needs to be seen in a close relation to financial arrangements that apply to each category of students. It can also be noted that the absence of an alternative student status does not necessarily mean the impossibility for students to follow their studies in a flexible way. 

Data on the participation of students in part-time studies indicate that mature students are those who are the most susceptible to study part-time. Flexible delivery of higher education programmes and lifelong learning therefore appear as two interlinked thematic areas. The analysis also shows that cross-country comparisons related to alternative modes of study should be carried out with caution, taking into account conceptual complexity of this area. 

Another element of lifelong learning in higher education - the recognition of prior learning - has been followed by a separate scorecard indicator since 2007. The main focus of the 2011 indicator was the recognition of prior non-formal and informal learning. Similarly to previous editions, the analysis looked at two different aspects of the recognition of prior learning: access to higher education and progression in higher education studies. In addition, the indicator examined the extent to which the recognition of prior learning has become a common practice within the higher education sector. The results show that a large proportion of EHEA countries are situated at the two extremities of the spectrum: either they already have a well established system of the recognition of prior learning or they have not yet started their activities in this field. A relatively small number of countries are situated at intermediary stages. This could indicate that despite the policy attention accorded to the theme, only very little developments are taking place across the EHEA.

Finally, while policy approaches to lifelong learning in higher education differ from one country to another, the degree of participation of mature students in formal higher education programmes can be used as a proxy to evaluate how successful different higher education systems are in the implementation of a culture of lifelong learning... (to be developed on the basis of Eurostat data). 
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(�)	Prague 2001, Berlin 2003, Bergen 2005, London 2007, Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve 2009.


� These countries show slightly different profiles with regard to their understanding of lifelong learning in higher education. In some of them (AM, GE, MD and RS), the concept of lifelong learning includes only activities situated outside academic degree schemes, whereas in other instances (AT, CY, HR, PL, UA and the UK), lifelong learning embraces not only non-formal provision, but also formal higher education programmes. 





� Figure will be updated in the coming period (all countries for which data is available will be included)
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� Figure will be updated in the coming period (all countries for which data is available will be included)


� Countries may to some extent differ in the way they measure the study load of students. Ideally, the study load should be measured in terms of the academic value or progress, but it can also be measured in terms of the time/resource commitment or time in classroom. The national data available to countries tends to dictate which of these methods countries use to categorise students as full-time or part-time (UNESCO/OECD/Eurostat, 2010).


� Will be updated by Eurostat


� Note: In Denmark and Sweden, the most common staring age for 1st cycle students is above the age of 21 (EACEA/Eurydice, 2010). Therefore, “traditional” higher education students in these countries are slightly older than in other countries.


� Figure 4: Greece indicates that all HEIs are required to offer part-time studines. To be clarified.


� In the Czech Republic, higher education legislation does not refer to full-time and/or part-time studies, but it refers to “on-site”, “distance” and “combined studies”. This means that legislation makes a direct reference to flexible studies, but uses a slightly different conceptualisation.


� Will be updated by Eurostat


� Will be updated by Eurostat


� In the framework of Eurostudent research, formal status of enrolment is any student modus which is officially registered and recognized as such by the state’s order and/or higher education institution in the respective country. It may contain the categories full-time, part-time and other. A full-time/part-time student is a student who formally holds the respective status irrespective of the weekly number of hours spent on study-related activities (taught studies + personal study time). Any deviations from the two categories should be placed in the response category ‘other’, but only if the rule of mutual exclusiveness of response categories is observed (Eurostudent, 2011).


� Figure will be updated in the coming period (all countries for which data is available will be included)


� To be checked once data for all countries is available 


� Will be inserted soon


� Indicator not yet received from Eurostat
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