"Transparency Tools" Workshop

Hendrik Consciencebuilding, meeting room 7 C 07
Koning Albert II-laan 15, 1210 Brussels

June, 9th, 2011

Notes 
1. Developments in the field of transparency (invited presentations)
Karine Tremblay, OECD – “OECD Assessment of Higher Education Learning Outcomes (AHELO)”
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The presentation was complemented by the following information:

· The contextual survey will collect data from students, faculty and leadership questionnaires. The contractors will collect information from national sources, to complement the data collected through the questionnaires. 
· The project will provide insights on equity matters, by collecting data on students’ background and looking into the most efficient means of enhancing their academic capacities across countries. 
· The project will take a longitudinal approach to learning outcomes. The researchers are still working on a conceptual proposal. Drop-outs are affecting the comparability of the data sets. 

Yvonne Bernardt, Ministry of Education, Culture and Science, the Netherlands – “The Netherlands: profiling to foster system diversity”
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Cliff Hancock, HEFCE – “The information needs of the stakeholders in higher education (an English perspective)”
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The presentation was complemented by the following information:

· The information within the KIS will not be aggregated in rankings by the provider, but this does not exclude its usage for constructing rankings by others;
· HEFCE also has a study on the impact of rankings on HEIs;

· It was suggested to add a forum to the KIS, to complement the approach; the national student survey is a straight jacket tool, not allowing for information that was not targeted in its design;

· The tools to compel HEIs are conditions imposed for receiving public subsidies and quality assurance;

· There is another information system (UCAS) providing information for entrance to HE;

· Currently a white paper is being drafted; its aim is more informed student choice. The system will be built on data reported by HEIs and controlled by QAA. The purpose is to collect already available data, to put it all together, make sure it is reliable and make it more authoritative.
Peter Whitten, DG Research European Commission – “Towards a European University Register”
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The following points were added: 

· A European data register would enable benchmarking and future research on HEIs; 

· EUMIDA does not collect data from HEIs, but rather from other national sources;
· There were some confidentiality issues, specially with private HEIs, but most problems were due to reluctance to provide data HEIs were not used to publicize;

· The core data will be published during summer;

· The methodological work was developed in coordination with U-Map;

· The number of HEIs in the countries covered by the studies is rising. The European Commission receives approximately 500 applications for ERASMUS programme from new institutions every year; 

· More data on staff should be collected;

· The connection between research and teaching is not reflected in the results of EUMIDA;

· EUMIDA is a transparency tool that needs to be put together with other transparency tools. Each of them needs to clearly state their aim and to correlate it with data collection. The EUMIDA project collected core data and research and development data as it was a pilot phase; for a regular exercise more indicators need to be added.
2. The approach of the Working Group on Transparency Tools within the Bologna Process
Noël Vercruysse, WG Chair – Context and working description of transparency tools within EHEA. He introduced the mandate of the WG and the current stage of implementation of the Plan of Work.

Andrejs Rauhvagers, Reporting WG Chair – The transparency function of Bologna Tools
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The presentation was accompanied by the following comments:

· Ten years ago by transparency it was understood degree system & diploma supplement;

· A new instruction for filling the diploma supplement is operational since 2007;

· In regards to the Bologna Process tools, the architecture to enable their transparency function exists, but the infrastructure for implementation is missing;

· Students’ level of knowledge on Bologna Tools is low;

· The link between different tools is missing;

· There is not enough coordination between the work of the European Commission and the Bologna Process;

The following suggestions and comments were received in regards to the report of the WG:

· To build a matrix that describes the Bologna Process tools in terms of intended purpose, the link with other Bologna Process tools, its fitness for purposes. The WG would propose such a report to the BFUG. Such an approach would enable an overview of the current pluses and minuses of the Bologna Process as a transparency system. The overview would focus on what is available for the public;
· The matrix should take into account the following questions: if we do not have some tools, are they needed? If we have them, are they publicly available? If they are publicly available, are they understandable to the public?

· When collecting data from the BFUG, the WG needs to take into account the massive workload with the questionnaires for the reporting exercise. The approach should focus only on the existence and use for policy making of rankings, classifications and data basis enabling comparisons between individual HEIs. The issue is important due to recent developments or discussions in countries such as Albania, Armenia, Bulgaria, Romania or Kazakhstan;
· A proposal to set milestones should be prepared in the upcoming weeks;

· Germany volunteered to contribute to the development of the matrix;

· The WG should meet next time in late September or the beginning of October.
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Overview

A.	Veerman-report on the sustainability of the Dutch HE-system

Reason and follow-up

Main recommendation: differentiation and profiling



B.	Implementation: issues at stake

Two ways of profiling

Two levels of profiling

Profiling: bottom-up

Profiling: top-down

Follow-up

Classification of the Dutch HE-institutions
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Why the Veerman report?





Former Minister of Education Plasterk 

(September 2009)



HE-system is already reaching its limits:

	drop-out rate is too high, talent is not challenged enough and there is too little flexibility in the system to properly serve the needs of students and labour market



while enrollment is still growing untill 2020!
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Veerman report on the sustainability

of the Dutch HE-system



Committee Veerman (April 2010) conclusions:

Dutch HE-system has to improve a lot and improve quickly. Add powerful impetus to improving the quality and diversity of Dutch higher education. 

Threefold differentiation is needed: in the structure of the system, in the profiles of institutions and in the range of programmes offered.



Policy paper (February 2011)

Government adopts recommendations committee Veerman.



Strategic agenda HE and Research (June 2011)

Government priorities and concrete policy measures.
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Further elaboration of main recommendations :

differentiation and profiling



The Committee challenges the institutions to choose more sharply focused profiles, and



proposes that the government encourage the institutions in this regard:

The share of student-based funding must be gradually reduced in favour of a growing share of mission-based funding,

rewarding the choice of a particular profile and the related achievements. 
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Why stimulating HEI’s to choose a profile?



Profiling fosters: 

		diversity in education, creating a better match between students and programmes

		a proper national spread of emphases in research

		specialisation and higher quality

		creating excellence in international perspective

		a better response to labour market demands

		etc.
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Implementation: issues at stake





Two ways of profiling

Two levels of profiling

Profiling: bottom-up

Profiling: top-down

Foreseen changes in funding: quality & profile

Classification of the Dutch HE-institutions

Follow-up
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Two ways of profiling

 

1 	Division of tasks, increase focus 

Bachelor: cooperation between universities in a region

Master: focus on specific sectors and strengths in education or research 



What kind of institution? > U-map dimensions:

•	Teaching and learning profile

•	Student profile

•	Research involvement

•	Involvement in knowledge exchange

•	International orientation

•	Regional engagement

*
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Two levels of profiling



Profiling on sector-level is important:

Sector: group of related fields (e.g. psychology, arts, engineering)

It makes sense to cooperate and divide tasks on this level

Teachers and researchers are involved

Labour market is often organized in same lines of business



Profiling on institutional level is important:

Priority setting between disciplines and research areas

Essential for regional role
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Profiling: why bottom up?



Autonomy HEI’s is of great value for diversity: responsiveness towards students and employers



Blueprint of a national HE-landscape doesn’t make sense



Without commitment of HEI’s nothing will happen
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Profiling: why top down?



External pressure is needed to get the process started



Government has to see whether the outcome on system-level is adequate:

		Are there overlapping profiles?

		Are there gaps in the system?

		Is performance on system-level adequate?
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Foreseen changes in funding (2012): 

quality & profile more important



		performance agreements on quality improvement with individual HEI’s 

		audits with financial consequences





		the share of student-based funding will be reduced, 

		in favour of a growing share of mission-based funding

		several questions still to be addressed





*
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Classification of the Dutch HE-institutions



Dutch and Flemish government asked CHERPA to create a 

U-map classification of the Dutch and Flemish HEI’s.



HE-institutions in The Netherlands:

Willing to participate (including some privately funded HEI’s)

As long as decision about how the results are used is in their hands

Discussion on some indicators (UAS)



First results NL: summer 2011
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Follow-up





June: 		Strategic Agenda Higher Education 				and Research sent to Parliament



Autumn: 		political debate



2012 onwards: 	implementation





*



Transparency Workshop June 2011  -  NL



*









Transparency Workshop June 2011  -  NL









Yvonne Bernardt

Ministry of Education, Culture and Science

Department of Higher Education and Student Support

The Netherlands



y.bernardt@minocw.nl
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Towards a European University Register

European Commission

Research & Innovation

Peter Whitten

Unit B2. « Skills »
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Context 

		Data on universities are available at country level through the UOE questionnaire on education statistics but there is a lack of comparable data on universities at institutional level



		Well-recognised need for more information on universities



In support of the Bologna Process, EHEA, ERA, Modernisation Agenda for Universities and national reforms

to increase transparency for various users (students, policymakers, companies, institutions)

and allow for stocktaking, benchmarking, further research

to map the diversity of universities' profiles/missions (U-MAP) and to measure their performance (U-MULTIRANK)

to provide a dynamic tool to monitor trends, assess the impact of policy measures on universities and help define new evidence-based policies





*



Political support for such a transparency tool

Bologna Process: Meeting of European Ministers Responsible for Higher Education, Communiqué April 2009



		“Improved and enhanced data collection will help monitor progress made in the attainment of the objectives set out in the social dimension, employability and mobility agendas, as well as in other policy areas, and will serve as a basis for both stocktaking and benchmarking.”



		“We note that there are several current initiatives designed to develop mechanisms for providing more detailed information about higher education institutions across the EHEA to make their diversity more transparent. These transparency tools … should be based on comparable data and adequate indicators to describe the diverse profiles of higher education institutions and their programmes.”







*



Testing the feasibility of a European University Register through a regular data collection

		Public procurement in 2008. Contract awarded to consortium headed by University of Pisa. Known as EUMIDA study.





		Coverage 27 EU Member States, Norway and Switzerland.



		Strong cooperation with Eurostat and national statistical correspondants throughout project (Eurostat Task Force).



		Work began July 2009. Final report published November 2010.

	http://ec.europa.eu/research/era/areas/universities/universities_en.htm
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Defining the perimeter

EUMIDA defined perimeters for two pilot data collections:



		Broader perimeter including all institutions graduating at ISCED 5 and 6



Core set of data

		Smaller perimeter including only research-active institutions



Extended set of data





*



Criteria for inclusion in the overall perimeter

		EUMIDA collected data on tertiary education institutions



defined as entities which are recognisable as distinct organisations and whose main activity is providing education at the tertiary level (ISCED 5 and/or 6), as well as R&D.

Recognisable means that the perimeter of these institutions can be identified rather unambiguously, they have an internal organisational structure and, at least in principle, their own budget.

		Typical cases in most countries are universities and universities of applied sciences



but also institutions delivering professional education curricula classified at level ISCED 5B

but not small professional schools delivering ISCED 5B courses but lacking a permanent organization (e.g. structure, staff, budget)





*



Criteria for inclusion in the research active perimeter 

		the existence of an official research mandate

		the existence of research units institutionally recognised (for example on the institutional website)

		the inclusion in the R&D statistics (availability of R&D expenditure data), as sign of institutionalised research activity

		awarding doctorates or other ISCED 6 degrees

		consideration of research in institutions strategic objectives and plans

		regular funding for research projects either from public agencies or from private companies.





Note: Any institution fulfilling at least three of the six criteria was deemed to be research-active.
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Core set of data collected for all institutions

Descriptive

		Institution Name, NUTS Region, Legal Status, Current Status Year, Foundation Year, Distance Education, Research Active (y/n), University Hospital (y/n)

		Education Fields (9 fields, y/n)

		Highest Degree Awarded (BA/Masters/PHD)



Student enrolment

		Total students ISCED5 and ISCED6 

		National and international students ISCED 5 and ISCED 6

		Students ISCED 5 and ISCED 6 by field of education (9 fields)



Student graduation

		Total Degrees by level (Dipl, BA, Master, Master w/o first level, PhD)

		National and international degrees by levels (5 levels)

Total Degrees by level and fields of education (9 fields)



Total Staff
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Extended set of data for research-active institutions

Expenditure

		Total Expenditures, Personnel Expenditures, Non-personnel Expenditures, Capital Expenditures



Revenue

		Total Income, Core Funding, Third Party Funding, Fees



Staff

		Non-academic Staff, Academic Staff, Foreign Academic Staff

		Staff by field of science (5 fields)



Research involvement

		R&D expenditure

		Patent Applications, Spin Off Companies, Funding Private Sector 
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Selected results

Methodological work

		EUMIDA handbook with definitions, variables, methodological aspects 



Two pilot data collections

		Good coverage of overall tertiary education system. The institutions covered by EUMIDA census enrol 15.5 million students, or 90% of the total number of students at tertiary level (Eurostat data). 

		Core data for all institutions largely complete. Few problems mainly for private institutions

		Variables in extended dataset posed more problems (partly due to confidentiality but also reluctance due to the fact that the data had never been published). 



Conclusion

A regular data collection and the establishment of a European University Register should be feasible, at least for a limited set of variables
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Selected results (2)

Number of TEI

		Total 2,457 institutions covering all EU Member States (except DK and FR). If include DK and FR, estimated 2,900.

		There were 1,364 research active institutions





Highest degree awarded 

		840 institutions (34%) deliver up to the bachelor

		675 (28%) up to the master

		892 (36%) up to the doctoral degree





Size of TEIs

		two thirds of European TEIs are small (< 5,000 students enrolled)

		18% medium sized (5,000-15,000 students)

		10 % large (15,000-30,000 students)

		4% very large (> 30,000 students). 







*



Towards a regular data collection





*



Next steps

		Possible online publication of data collection 1 from the EUMIDA feasibility study

		Eurostat and NSIs to agree on mandate and variables to be collected for a regular data collection

		Methodology to be based largely on EUMIDA handbook

		Synergies to be explored with U-MAP and U-MULTIRANK 

		Aim to launch regular data collection and have a first European University Register by end 2012

		Further development work on problematic variables such as expenditure and funding
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. Procedure for data collection
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The information needs of the stakeholders in HE (an English perspective)

Cliff Hancock

International Relationships Manager, HEFCE

Brussels 9 June 2011







Background

		Revised fee (and loan) structure in HEIs in England

		Shift from the state to the student as ‘customer’

		Looking for informed ‘customer choice’

		(Many) more details in a White Paper to be published later this summer











Illustrative income 2010-11 to 2014-15
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[Our broader vision for HE] means empowering students to make their own choices based on better, more transparent information. 

David Willetts, February 2011 

Ministerial interest
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“Putting information prospective students find useful in places we know they look for it”  







Key Information Set (KIS)



		Based on research commissioned by the Higher Education Public Information Steering Group on the needs of prospective students 





		KIS for each course in England and NI, including: 

		Course information and satisfaction

		Costs 

		Employability 





		Designed to aid prospective student choice, needs may evolve over time 
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Proposed features of the KIS 

 

		One KIS for every  under-graduate course (a course being something a student applies to) 





		All HE courses longer than one year FTE





		Published on institution’s websites  and accessible via UCAS 





		Data renewed once a year





		Will be part of QA review
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Levels of information on the KIS:





*
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The Transparency Function of

Bologna Tools

Prof. Andrejs Rauhvargers, Chair,
Bologna Reporting Group

Transparency Tools workshop, Brussels, Hendrik Conscience building
09 Jun 2011





"
Bologna action lines & tools
having transparency functions

Degree system

Diploma Supplement

ECTS

Quality Assurance

Recognition

Learning outcomes

Qualifications frameworks

Bologna Stocktaking/ assessment / Reporting





"
Degree system

“Adoption of a system of degrees easily readable
and comparable also through the implementation
of the Diploma Supplement in order to promote the
European citizens employabllity and the
iInternational competitiveness of the European
system of higher education

Adoption of a system based on two cycles, the
first, of three years at least, spendable on the
European labour market and in the higher
education system as an adequate level of
qualification “ (Bologna Declaration, 1999)





"
Diploma Supplement as transparency tool

Status of institution and programme

Level of qualification (since 2007 — level in QF where
possible)

Official duration of programme (since 2007 — number of
ECTS credits)

Access requirements
Mode of studies (since 2007 — indicate If joint degree)

Programme requirements (since 2007- learning outcomes
of programme and it's components where possible)

Programme detalls
Description of HE system (since 2007 — of NQF)





"
ECTS as transparency tool

m move of ECTS from transfer to transfer and
accumulation system:

m link all courses with credits
m allow gaining of credits in “non-HE context”

m since August 2004 — link credits also with
learning outcomes





" A
Quality Assurance

with European Standards and Guidelines setting
transparent QA procedures

For external QA:

m Transparent pattern:
self-assessment — external review - decision —
follow-up measures

m Involvement of foreign peers
m Involvement of students





" J
Quality Assurance
For internal QA at HEIs (ESG Part |)

m Published QA strategies
m Describing programmes in learning outcomes

m Designing student assessments to measure the
achievement of the intended learning outcomes

m Publishing up to date, impartial and objective
Information about the programmes and awards
offered






" J
Learning Outcomes

Learning outcomes are statements on what the
learner Is expected to know, understand and
be able to do at the end of a period of learning

m Employers understand Los better than content, so that they
can be involved in reality,

m Qualifications are better understandable to students,
parents, society at large

m Students know exactly what outcomes they have to achieve
— and this helps moving towards student centred learning

m LOs provide are clear criteria for assessing whether the
student has achieved the stipulated learning outcomes.





" A
Qualifications Frameworks
m encourage the member States to elaborate a
framework of comparable and compatible

gualifications for their higher education systems,
which should seek

to describe qualifications in terms of
workload,

evel,

earning outcomes and

Profile

m undertake to elaborate an overarching QF for the
EHEA

(Berlin Communiquée, 2003)





" A
Recognition — The Lisbon Convention (1997)

Transparency requirements at level of HE systems.
Each country has to :
m maintain and publish information on HE system

m provide information on individual qualifications,
programmes and HEIs upon request

m Establish an ENIC centre which provides the
above information and cooperates with other ENIC
centres





" A
LRC + Recommendation on Criteria and
procedures - a “ESG” for recognition”

(adopted 2001, rev. 2010 to include Bologna developments

Sets transparent recognition procedures:

m Recognition should be based on mutual trust among states
(nowadays — based on QA)

m Applicant has right to fair assessment and to appeal,

m Recognize foreign qualification of similar level if there are
no substantial differences,

m If there is a substantial difference, the burden of proof is on
the recognition authority

m Assessment should look at learning outcomes, time,
contents and other aspects are important only they course
differences in learning outcomes





"
Recognition:

Recommendation on the Recognition of Joint
Degrees, 2005

Transparency requirements to apply the Lisbon
Convention principles to joint degrees:

- all parts of the study programme leading to the
degree

- all member institutions or programmes of the group
or consortium being subject to transparent quality
assessment,





" J
Recognition - Code of practice in the provision
of Transnational Education (2001, rev. 2008)

Awarding institution is responsible for the whole
provision of including actions of the agents and the information
they give to students or receiving country’s officials.

Special attention is paid to transparency and provision of full
and reliable information upon request of the receiving
country’s authorities.

m Academic quality of TNE programmes and

m Staff proficiency

should be at least comparable to those of the awarding
Institution.





" J
Bologna process assessment tools
m Stocktaking — assessment report including Bologna
scorecard — comparison of success of ‘Bologna’

countries according to agreed criteria (in 2005,
2007 and 2009

m Integrated Report on Bolognha implementation
(being prepared for 2012) — a comparative report
including “hard” indicators measured by Eurostat
and Eurostudent and further developed version of
stocktaking: EURYDICE prepared report based on
self-reported country data and including a
scorecard

m In between - Independent assessment by ECOTEC
consortium in 2010





Thank you for attention!
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OECD Assessment of Higher Education Learning Outcomes (AHELO)





Bologna Follow-up Group

Transparency Tools Workshop

9 June 2011



Richard Yelland and Karine TREMBLAY

OECD
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Rationale for an Assessment of Higher Education Learning Outcomes (AHELO)





*
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The context

Massification of higher education

In most countries, higher education qualifications have a very high 

and still increasing economic and labour market value

Globalisation of higher education

But also increasing internationalisation of high-skilled labour market

Drop out is a source of concern across the OECD

Equity remains an issue in many countries





*
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Overall…





















Need for information on higher education quality for all sorts of reasons



		  Prospective students to decide where to study

		   Graduates to showcase the value of their degrees to employers (within country and especially abroad)

		   Institutions to recruit/gauge international students

		   Employers (especially multinationals) to screen candidates trained in different higher education systems 

		   Governemnts and institutions to assess the extent of drop out & equity issues – as a first step to tackle them

		   Governments and the public at large to be reassured that minimum quality standards are met for all students given mass participation and considerable investments in HE







*
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How do we get there?





*





The AHELO feasibility study





*
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AHELO goal

(Assessment of Higher Education Learning Outcomes)



















Measuring what undergraduate students know and can do upon graduation in a way that is both relevant and valid to



		   Different countries

		   Different languages

		   Different cultures

		   And different types of institutions
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The OECD AHELO feasibility study

		Employs a wide range of measures 

		Provides faculties, students and government agencies with a more  balanced assessment of HE quality

		No sacrifice of HEIs’ missions or autonomy in their subsequent efforts to improve performance



Why undertake the study?

Why is AHELO important?

After decades of quantitative growth in HE, consensus on the need to ensure quality for all (Athens, 2006)… but information gap on learning outcomes

	Carry out a feasibility study to provide a proof of concept (Tokyo, 2008)



Goal

To evaluate whether reliable cross-national assessments of HE learning outcomes are scientifically possible and whether their implementation is feasible.



		Multidimensional approach

		Alternative to research and input-based rankings

		Specific mandate to account for and preserve institutional diversity
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Remarks on data collection





		Institutions/departments are the units of analysis



		No comparative data at the national level



		Focus on students who are near the end of their first 3-4 year degree



		Feedback to HEIs: performance profiles  and contextual data, with their own results and those of other HEIs (anonymously)





No data at national level, unlike PISA

Reporting at the institution level

Focus on providing institutions with performance profiles and contextual data so they can learn better what is happening in their institution and benchmark themselves with their peers
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AHELO: 4 strands of work





Exploring the feasibility of measuring LO in 2 contrasted disciplines 

to prove concept

Critical to strive in 21st Century knowledge societies



Discipline strand 

in Engineering



Discipline strand 

in Economics

Several perspectives to explore the issue of value-added (conceptually, psychometrics), building on similar work at school level.

Research-based “Value-added” or “Learning gain” measurement strand





Generic skills strand
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Tests of instruments

Contextual indicators to put performance in perspective and better 

						understand teaching and learning processes in HE





		Generic Skills





Discipline-specific skills:



		Engineering



		Economics





		Student survey

		Faculty survey

		Institution survey



3 assessment instruments

3 contextual surveys
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A range of geographic, linguistic and cultural backgrounds involved
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Work to be undertaken in 2 phases

Frameworks

Instrument development & small-scale validation

Implementation

Phase 1 -Initial proof of concept

Phase 2 -Scientific feasibility 

& proof of practicality

  Jan 2010-

June 2011

  Mar 2011-

Dec 2012

Generic Skills

Framework

Economics

Framework

Engineering

Framework

Project management,

survey operations and 

analyses of results

Contextual dimension surveys

Generic Skills

Instrument

Economics

Instrument

Engineering

Instrument
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Emerging insights of the feasibility study to date
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Where do we stand now?
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Frameworks

Instrument development & small-scale validation

Implementation

Phase 1 -Initial proof of concept

Phase 2 -Scientific feasibility 

& proof of practicality

  Mar 2011-

Dec 2012







Completed



Underway

  Jan 2010-

June 2011

Where do we stand now?

Generic Skills

Framework

Economics

Framework

Engineering

Framework

Project management,

survey operations and 

analyses of results

Contextual dimension surveys

Generic Skills

Instrument

Economics

Instrument

Engineering

Instrument
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Emerging insights from Phase 1





Openness with stakeholders pays off



Interest in AHELO is growing steadily



Getting agreement on frameworks and instruments has been easier than expected

		 Initial uncertainty on the feasibility of getting academics from different countries to agree

		 Part of the rationale for including an economics strand

		 Proved easier than we thought to get economics and engineering experts to agree on what an AHELO should measure 

		 Reason is that AHELO goes above content-knowledge





Students are in the process of providing an initial qualitative proof of the AHELO concept 

		 Validation of generic skills test from diverse countries

		  In disciplinary strands, authentic scenario tasks stimulate students’ interest and are engaging 
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Next steps
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Why a 2nd phase?
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The Wasa epic…



Gustav II Adolf (1594-1632) wanted to build the largest ever warship to showcase the strength of the Swedish Kingdom. 



The Wasa ship, sunk 1300 meters into it's maiden voyage in 1628, after just 20 minutes at sea. The ship was well built but incorrectly proportioned with ballast insufficient in relation to the height and cannons. 

It was not until 1956 that the ship was salvaged, and recovered. It has been turned into a tourist attraction.



This illustrates the importance of testing innovations in real life conditions…
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Assessing scientific feasibility

		 Is it possible to develop instruments to capture learning outcomes that are perceived as valid in diverse national and institutional contexts?

		 Do the test items perform as expected and do the test results meet pre-defined psychometric standards of validity and reliability?

		 Is it possible to score higher-order types of items consistently across countries?

		 Is it possible to capture information on teaching and learning contexts that contribute to explaining differences in student performance?



  Yes

  ?

  ?

  ?

Questions such as :





*



Assessing practical feasibility

		 How effective are strategies implemented at national/institutional level to secure institutional and student cooperation?

		 Can students be motivated to take part in such an assessment and take it seriously?

		 To what extent does the implementation of the feasibility study assessments bring benefits to participating HEIs?

		 To what extent does the implementation of the feasibility study contribute to demonstrating its value for the improvement of teaching and building support for an AHELO?



  ?

  ?

  ?

  Yes

Questions such as :
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Potential of Learning Outcomes’ data 

to reshape higher education worldwide

		 AHELO data feeding into external quality assurance evaluations



		 Helping shift from diagnosis to treatment/improvement at institutional level



		 Importance of contextual data and subsequent analyses to go beyond snapshot diagnosis and identify best practice, what works…



		  	Equity  Build fairer higher education systems, promoting success for all

		 	Responsiveness  Better connect higher education and society



		 Strengthen attractiveness and competitiveness of HE system

		    Enhance the international comparability of HE, provide an alternative to current global rankings and improve information to prospective international students





		 Importance of international LO assessments for credit transfer, degree recognition and mobility



		  	Effectiveness in mobility decisions  Help students make informed choices

		     Impact  Foster mobility



… Enhance quality assurance/development

… Foster transparency and mobility
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Current sponsors
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Thank you!



For more information, visit

www.oecd.org/edu/ahelo 

Or email

Richard.Yelland@oecd.org

Karine.Tremblay@oecd.org
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