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Welcome and opening 
Germain Dondelinger (Luxembourg) welcomed the participants and opened the meeting. 
1. Adoption of the agenda 
The agenda was adopted with some small amendments: It was agreed to discuss the mobility benchmark first, then the draft outline of the implementation report and finally the two timelines taken together. 

2. Outcome of proceedings of the meeting on 4 November 2009 
Document: 

Draft outcome of proceedings, version rev15122009
The minutes of the first working group meeting were approved.
3. Terms of reference 

Document: 

Terms of reference of the WG Reporting 

The participants took note of the terms of reference of the working group “Reporting on the Implementation of the Bologna Process” as they had been approved by the BFUG at its meeting on 30 November 2009. 

4. Mobility benchmark 
Documents: 

Background document from the data providers



Joint timetable for the development of the mobility benchmark in 


the Bologna Process and in the EU

The chair of the BFUG mobility working group (Peter Greisler, Germany) presented the results of the group’s first meeting that had taken place in Berlin on 13 January 2010. 
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He particularly stressed the need to ensure that the work within the Bologna Process to define the mobility benchmark is coordinated with the development of a mobility benchmark in the EU context, in order to avoid developing two different benchmarks. 
He also explained that rather than following a cohort of students until their graduation, the data collection would result in a series of “snapshot pictures”, each of them showing the mobility of a given year (e.g. 2012, 2015, 2018, and 2020). This could imply counting the same people two or three times in different years, which was, however, not considered a problem, as they would be counted as graduates of different cycles. 

Dominic Orr (Eurostudent) and Fernando Reis (Eurostat) then presented the data collectors’ background document “Indicators on international student mobility for assessing the Bologna Process”, which had been revised to take on board the comments from the BFUG working group on mobility. 
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The Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve Communiqué in paragraph 18 refers to graduates (rather than students) and to the EHEA as place of graduation. It does, however, not specify the types of mobility to be covered by the benchmark: 
“In 2020, at least 20% of those graduating in the European Higher Education Area should have had a study or training period abroad.” 
Fernando Reis explained that for data collection purposes it was necessary to distinguish between credit mobility and other short-term mobility. The advantage of credit mobility is that higher education institutions are in principle aware of it and can thus report it to the data collectors. As policy-makers seem to be increasingly interested in other types of short-term mobility, too, the data providers will try to find ways to measure such types of mobility as well but in the near future they expect to be able to provide comparable data only for credit mobility. 
Last but not least, Fernando Reis stressed that the benchmark indicator was a proposal, the feasibility of which still needed to be discussed with the statisticians. Any decision of the BFUG would thus depend on the ability to produce data. 

Keeping in mind this caveat and aware of the technical limitations, the group followed the advice of the data providers and the BFUG WG on mobility and agreed to propose to the BFUG to adopt the following benchmark indicator: 
Percentage of those graduating in the EHEA that coming from the EHEA graduated in a country different from their origin or have spent a period abroad rendering credit for the programme they have completed
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Including: 

· graduates of all three cycles;  
· degree mobility and credit mobility for the first and second cycles and degree mobility for the third cycle;  
· degree mobility within the EHEA and credit mobility all over the world;  
· credit mobility starting with the attainment of 1 credit (no threshold); 

· only mobility within the programme the graduate has just completed;
The data to feed into the benchmark will be collected (and can thus also be made available) country by country. For credit mobility, the feasibility of collecting data on the number of credits and the destination will be assessed. 
To collect data on more aspects of mobility than the ones included in the benchmark, the group agreed to complement the benchmark indicator with supplementary indicators: 

· Share of diploma mobility, share of credit mobility; 
· Short-term mobility other than credit mobility; (source: Eurostudent)
· Mobility by socio-economic background of the students; (source: Eurostudent)
· Balance between inbound and outbound mobility;
· Balance of mobility across countries;
· Measuring the level of integration of the EHEA;
· Share of EHEA in worldwide mobile students

Several members of the working group expressed the wish to also include short-term mobility in the third cycle in the benchmark indicator but accepted that at least in the near future the mobility data collected for the third cycle would mainly be data on degree mobility. 
Michael Gaebel (EUA) added that higher education institutions were eager to develop data on the third cycle. Dominic Orr (Eurostudent) offered to explore to what extent the recent EURODOC survey on doctoral programmes could serve as additional source. 

Several working group members had pointed to an apparent inconsistency in the proposed benchmark: While non-EHEA students coming to the EHEA to graduate would be counted as part of the total number of EHEA graduates, only those also obtaining credits from a second EHEA country (thus being mobile within the EHEA) would be counted as mobile graduates. It was agreed to take this up again, when data has been collected and it would be possible to quantify the implications of adjusting the benchmark in one way or another. 
A number of participants, including the European Commission, suggested extending the benchmark to include also those coming from within the EHEA but graduating elsewhere. This would, however, imply going beyond what the Ministers had agreed with the Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve Communiqué. The data collectors will in any case collect data also on this type of mobility (at least for destinations that provide data on degree mobility, namely EHEA, OECD and partner countries). Whether or not it is included in the benchmark, is something the BFUG (and ultimately the Ministers) might wish to reconsider once the European Commission has prepared its benchmark proposal for the EU. At later stage, they might also wish to add a second target on inbound mobility, in order to measure the EHEA’s attractiveness. 

It was confirmed that the data collection would be a long-term endeavour with reports in 2012, 2015, 2018 and 2020. For 2012, data will be collected in an ad-hoc manner. Thereafter it should be integrated in the UOE questionnaire to ensure that data is collected in a sustainable way. 

Once data has been collected, the BFUG can return to the indicator and adjust it, if necessary.
For credit mobility of EHEA graduates with a country of origin outside the EHEA (category “G” on page 16 of the data providers’ input), the data collectors agreed to differentiate between those who earned their credits in another EHEA country and those who got credits from a non-EHEA country. 
UOE data collectors have recently adopted a concept of mobility that includes e-learning and excludes “homecoming” students (based on the argument that “homecoming” students, moving from their country of residence to their country of nationality to study there, are not in touch with a different culture). The reporting working group, however, stressed the need to count “homecoming” students as mobile students and to exclude those involved in cross-border e-learning, as they are not physically mobile. 
The group agreed that the essential criterion for defining mobility should be country of prior education. If that data is not available, the country of residence could be used, and only then (if at all) nationality. Thus a student of Turkish nationality, living in Germany, having completed upper secondary education in Germany, and then moving to Turkey to study there would be considered mobile. 

In this context, Fernando Reis explained that according to the existing definition, “prior education” referred to upper secondary education. So even for third cycle graduates, the country of “prior education”, is the one where they finished upper secondary education. Eurostat is pushing to adjust the UOE data collection and to split higher education into cycles. Once that has happened, all data collection will be revised and the data collectors will be able to differentiate “prior education” according to cycles (for a third cycle graduate, “prior education” would then refer to the second cycle rather than to upper secondary education). By 2020, this should be possible. For 2012, Eurostat will, however, have to work with the existing system.  

5. Draft outline of the report & timeline 
Documents:

Draft outline of report to be prepared for the 2012 Ministerial Conf.




Timeline for preparing the report 
David Crosier (Eurydice) presented the document prepared for the meeting, indicating the proposed themes for the 2012 report and asked the group to indicate whether: 
· the themes included in the outline were relevant for the report; 
· there was anything missing;
· there were questions on what kind of information might be collected. 
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After a brief discussion, the group agreed on the following 7 themes for the report: 

1) Characterisation of higher education in the European Higher Education Area 

The information will be collected by Eurostat and Eurydice (via the questionnaire sent to BFUG members). 
2) Degrees and qualifications 

David Crosier explained that issues like ECTS, learning outcomes, student-centred learning, joint degrees etc. were important issues to address that might, however, pose problems for the data collection, as they depend on institutional implementation whereas the data collection takes place at national level. The information will mainly be collected by Eurydice. 
3) Quality assurance 

The data on quality assurance will also be collected by Eurydice. 
4) Social dimension 
The information on the implementation of the social dimension will be collected by Eurydice (in liaison with the BFUG working group on the social dimension), by Eurostat and Eurostudent.
The main aim would be to reflect what countries are doing in this field. The questionnaire to be sent to BFUG members needs to encourage countries to provide their definitions (e.g. of underrepresented groups), allowing the data collectors then to make sense of it (rather than giving countries a long list of underrepresented groups up front). 

5) Outcomes and employability 
The main source of information for this theme will be the Labour Force Survey (LFS). Other sources (e.g. surveys such as REFLEX) might be used to cover additional aspects (e.g. the link between internships and employability). The indicators should, however, be defined in such a way as to ensure a certain sustainability, allowing the data collectors to gather comparative data over a longer period of time, not depending on individual surveys that may not cover all countries and/or may not be repeated on a regular basis. 
6) Lifelong learning and recognition 
The information on LLL and recognition will largely be collected by Eurydice, with input from Eurostudent on RPL and Eurostat on participation in LLL. 
7) International mobility of student and staff 
Data on student mobility will be collected by Eurostat and Eurostudent, whereas information on staff mobility as well as on policies to support mobility will be collected by Eurydice. 

Milica Popovic (Education International) advised Eurydice to consult the input paper from “EUA-EI-ESU input paper on measuring and promoting student and staff mobility” for that purpose. 
The group proposed to leave out the global dimension, initially proposed as theme 8, as it was difficult to define what kind of information could be collected at national level related to promoting the attractiveness of the EHEA as a whole. 
The chairs (Germain Dondelinger, Luxembourg and Andrejs Rauhvargers, Latvia) then raised the question whether or not the 2012 report should use scorecards as previous stocktaking reports did. 
Based on the experience with the last two stocktaking exercises, Andrejs Rauhvargers proposed to use coloured maps instead of individual country scorecards to compare the situation in different countries. Depending on the questions, different colours could be used – neutral colours for descriptive answers and traffic light colours for results showing progression towards an agreed objective. 
The group agreed that it should be clear which country has made progress on a certain issue and which country has not. The decision on the exact way of presenting the results (using traditional scorecards or not), would be taken in a later stage, indicator by indicator, on the basis of concrete examples. 
6. Timelines 

Germain Dondelinger (Luxembourg) circulated the provisional timeline for preparing the mobility benchmark. The discussion then, however, focused on the timeline for preparing the 2012 report on the implementation of the Bologna Process. 
In addition to what is indicated in the timeline, the data collectors agreed to circulate a proposal for the indicators already in spring, asking the working group members to provide feedback via e-mail. This would allow the data collectors to prepare a more advanced draft for the working group meeting in June and to have a more in-depth discussion at that meeting, paying particular attention to the new indicators. 

Germain Dondelinger encouraged the working group members to first look at the indicators used in previous Eurydice, Eurostat/Eurostudent or stocktaking reports before reacting to the suggestions that will be made by the data providers for the 2012 report. He particularly stressed the need not to change existing indicators to safeguard a certain comparability of the results. At the June meeting, the working group would then need to discuss whether or not to make the criteria for scoring orange, yellow or green more demanding (in cases where the traffic light system is used), as had been done in previous stocktaking exercises.

The questionnaire to be sent to the BFUG members would need to be as simple as possible and as effective as possible, allowing countries to complete it relatively easily. 

Peter Greisler (Germany) raised the concern that 3 months (February-April 2011) would be too short a time for the data collection. It was proposed that the BFUG could mandate the working group to finalise the questionnaire after it had been tested by Eurydice, in which case Eurydice might be able to send out the questionnaires already in December 2010 or ultimately early January 2011, giving countries 4 months to complete them.

7. Next steps
The data collectors agreed to revise the document on the themes for the report in line with the working group discussions, leaving out the global dimension and adding a column to indicate the data providers for each issue. 

The chairs of the working group will present the revised document to the BFUG at its meeting in Madrid, explaining that these will be the main themes of the report but that further prioritisation will be necessary in the months to come. The next meeting of the working group should be used to give an indication of the weighting of the different indicators. The chairs will also explain to the BFUG that stocktaking and Eurydice reporting are integrated into one reporting exercise, with the chair of the former stocktaking working group, Andrejs Rauhvargers (Latvia), as direct liaison between Eurydice and the reporting working group. 

8. Any other business

The next meeting of the working group will take place in Riga on 16 June 2010. 
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9:00 - 9:15		Welcome and introduction

The chairman, Peter Greisler, opens the first meeting of the working group and welcomes the participants. Apologies had been received from Armenia, Georgia, “the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia” and BusinessEurope. All participants introduce themselves. 

9:15 – 12:15		20% target and data issues   

(Input: Paper on data issues from data collectors)

The chairman thanks the data providers for the prepared document. The goal of the meeting is to agree on the definition and scope of the mobility target indicator as an input for the meeting of the implementation working group in Luxembourg on 21 January 2010, and afterwards for the BFUG. 

The EU Commission will decide on their mobility benchmark in spring. Then BFUG can again react, before the EU council decides on the EU-benchmark in November. To make the process transparent, the chairman asked all EU representatives to inform their colleagues, who prepare the EU-council decision.

By way of introduction Fernando Reis gives a presentation on the background document of the data providers. 

In relation to the 20% target indicator the group decided 

· Credit mobility shall be taken into account starting from one credit. Apart from the definition of the 20% target. more differentiated data on the length of the period abroad/the number of credits awarded would be appreciated. Similarly, information on other types of short term mobility and how many students chose what kind of short time mobility should be collected. This can be achieved by other data collecting tools (Eurostudent) 

· Both diploma and credit mobility shall be included in the indicator. The group recognizes the differences in intensity and motivation for the two types of mobility, and therefore asks for additional and separate information on degree and credit mobility.

· Relating to the origin of students included in the indicator, the group asks the data collectors to clarify the definition of origin (place where previous degree was deserved, residence, nationality) for the benchmark proposal for the WG implementation in Luxembourg. Discussions focussed on the treatment of “homecoming students” and non-EHEA students that start their studies in the EHEA

· The group also discussed whether inward mobility should be included in the indicator or not. While some members referred to the wording within the Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve Communiqué (“students graduating within the EHEA”), others pointed out that inward mobility is an important factor for measuring the attractiveness of education within the EHEA but that the concepts of inward and outward mobility should not be mixed. The original idea of the last mobility group was to develop two separate indicators for incoming and outgoing mobility.

In conclusion the group agreed that it is important to have data both on inward and outward mobility, while the target indicator should focus on outward mobility. The question whether a second target for inward mobility is needed may be decided at a later stage.

The chair will give a summary of the discussion in Luxembourg.

· On the regional scope of mobility the group saw two different areas of destination that are relevant for the mobility target: the EHEA and the world. 

While international mobility to any destination worldwide may be considered desirable in terms of personal development, it is not clear, whether it is a target to send Europeans out to graduate outside the EHEA, unless they come back to be employed in Europe. Discussions on this point will have to be continued.

As a preliminary result, it was agreed that the indicator should include credit mobility and degree mobility within the EHEA, and credit mobility within and outside the EHEA. 

Data collectors pointed out that data on degree mobility are collected in the destination country. Mobility data for the world are therefore limited to the data available (OECD countries and possibly some other countries). Data collectors will provide a list of countries for which data are available.

As additional information, but not within the mobility target, the working group would like to have data on degree mobility to destinations outside the EHEA. 

· The group agreed to include mobility during the first, second and third cycle. For PhD students the group was in favour of including the data, but recognised difficulties in measuring “credit mobility” due to the fact that credits are not used in the third cycle at all or for the mobility phases within the third cycle. 

· Short (2-year) programmes should be included if they are recognised by the government of the country, but differences in data because of these programmes and BA-MA-PhD should be visible.

· For the indicator only mobility during the programme the student is completing should be taken into account. The reason behind this is that only countries with student registers can gather the data about the history of the student and know if they already went abroad in a previous programme.

· The group clarifies that mobility within joint degree programmes should be counted. It is a growing number and the group asks the data collectors to find a way to count these data.



The group also discussed supplementary indicators as proposed in 8.2 of the document.

The main outcomes of the discussion were:

The indicator on socio-economic background is relevant, but other issues such as gender, disabilities, migrants, should be included as well. Eurostudent will look at this. 

It was suggested that private and social returns of mobility should be measured. It may be difficult to gather data. Eurostudent and DAAD volunteer to take a look at the issue and come up with a proposal.

An indicator that measures the balance between inbound and outbound mobility is considered necessary. In the discussion the group points out that different kinds of mobility (e.g. 1 student for 10 months, 1 student for 2 weeks) are compared. Data collectors will think about this.

The need for data on staff mobility is underlined. Data collectors will try to collect some data as exercise. If we only take Erasmus data, it is possible to measure staff mobility, but this is only partial data. It is worthwhile to start investigating. 

The group will discuss the more detailed proposals for supplementary indicators in November. If the data collectors need some information earlier, they will contact the group. In the meantime, comments to the data collectors on the supplementary indicators are welcome.



13:15 – 14:45		Work plan 2010-2012

The chair introduces into the topic by pointing out that the group should profit from former work, in particular the results of the former working group and the EU green paper on Mobility, and use and integrate the work where possible 

In order to develop a mobility strategy, he proposes that all members of the group should come up with proposals of problems related to mobility and possible solutions in a kind of brainstorming exercise. In a next step, the items mentioned will be grouped, and working papers on the issues mentioned shall be developed by the various members of the group.

The strategy that will be proposed in the end should be short and should focus on some central messages to the ministers. It will contain proposals of how to reach the mobility target but will include other proposals as well. In preparing the strategy, the group will focus on issues that can be changed by the ministers, perhaps in consultation with their colleagues in the cabinet. The number of proposals should be limited so that each proposal can be discussed by BFUG. 

As a second input to the strategy, it is proposed that the working group develops a questionnaire to the BFUG members on mobility obstacles, good practice examples for increasing mobility and for encouraging a balanced flow of mobility. Depending on content and time tables this work might be coordinated with the stocktaking and/or Eurydice questionnaire,

The group agrees, that for the next meeting of the working group, DAAD will analyse the information available on mobility obstacles and good practice and will make a first draft of a questionnaire. The draft version will be sent to the members of the working group end of February. Members will have time to react and decide in the April/May and decide if it is necessary to have a questionnaire or not, and if so, with which questions. Relation to the stocktaking (and Eurydice) will be investigated. 

The group agrees that 

· All BFUG members will be asked to give the relevant and up-to-date information/studies on mobility issues that are available by 15th February.. 

· All working group members will be asked for a short description of a problem and a solution concerning mobility (end of February/beginning of March).

The Bologna Secretariat will send out both questions.



14:45 – 15:45		first ideas on the issue of balanced mobility

			Input: non paper on balanced mobility

As an introduction to the topic of balanced mobility the group mentioned some of the issues that will have to be discussed.:Issues mentioned were

Is balanced mobility desirable? What are the reasons for and chances of imbalances? Sometimes imbalance has nothing to do with preferences, but with obstacles for mobility in some countries. There is an imbalance between east and west, between north and south. One answer to imbalance is being more competitive. The problem is not only the quality of the HE, but language problems are an important factor, as well as communication/marketing. It is also very difficult to interfere in the motivation of students. Differences can be observed depending on the programme you look at: Erasmus or free mover or worldwide mobility. Also within countries there might be mobility imbalances: Spain, Germany, Belgium were cited as examples. Finally, brain drain and brain circulation are also important issues to look at. 

Discussion on balanced mobility will be continued in future meetings of the group. 

15:45 – 16:00		any other business

Dates working group meetings: 

- 12/05/10: 9.00h-16.00h, Berlin

- 04/11/10: 9.00h-16.00h., Berlin
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Draft outline of contents for the BFUG integrated implementation report 

Document prepared for the 2nd Meeting of the BFUG Working Group “Reporting on the Implementation of the Bologna Process”

Introduction

The Leuven Communiqué (para 27) calls for the following action with regard to reporting:


"Reporting on the progress of the implementation of the Bologna Process will be carried out in a coordinated way.


• Stocktaking will further refine its evidence-based methodology.


• Eurostat together with Eurostudent and in cooperation with Eurydice will be asked to contribute through relevant data collection.


• The work of reporting will be overseen by the Bologna Follow-up Group and will lead to an overall report integrating the aforementioned sources for the 2012 ministerial conference."


The planned integrated report for 2012 will therefore aim to provide a comprehensive analysis of progress in the implementation of the Bologna action lines. The intention of the present paper is to facilitate agreement on the themes for the report. It takes account of the outcomes of the 1st meeting of the WG Reporting (4.11.09) and a special meeting in Brussels called by the data providers (30.11.09).


We provide in outline an initial list of issues for the integrated implementation report to include, based on the Bologna action lines and challenges for the next decade set out in the Leuven Communiqué. Information to be collected is grouped into broad topic areas, for which central themes are identified. These themes may be addressed by both quantitative and qualitative information, and will require several sources of information and indicators in order to be comprehensively assessed. Thus this document is not attempting to rank or prioritise themes and issues – merely to identify them.


The data collectors (Eurydice, Eurostat and Eurostudent) will be responsible, under the guidance of the BFUG working group on implementation/reporting, for ensuring the coordination of statistical and qualitative information for the report. The number of chapters in the report and their precise content will be decided at a later stage. 

Notes on the content and sources of the integrated implementation report


The three data providers will each be responsible for the delivery and analysis of a specific data source. Each of these sources has benefits and limitations, but used in conjunction with one another, they will provide a relatively comprehensive picture of the implementation of the Bologna Process in the EHEA. 


· Eurostat will largely provide administrative data collated using the UOE data collection. This data covers many aspects of higher education and the labour market and can be provided for the year 2009/10 and with time series. Other sources coordinated by Eurostat, such as the Labour Force Survey, will also be integrated. Through Eurostat’s established procedures, it can provide a large coverage of reliable and comparative data. 

· Eurydice will collect and analyse information on regulations, structures and policies. Such documents provide an insight into the context of higher education development and support in each of the countries. Eurydice foresees the use of a special questionnaire sent to the Eurydice units in each country in order to collate additional information, in this way focussed and very recent information can be integrated into the report. 


· Eurostudent will integrate the data from its most recent survey from the year 2009/10 and covering more than 25 countries, all part of the EHEA.
 It will also look beyond this data set to assess the possibility of using graduate data from other comparative surveys, if possible. This data source can provide insights into how a system works by asking those most affected by it – the students.


The final report will combine a variety of data presentation instruments. Besides comparative charts and tables, the use of country profiles (as used in the Eurostat/Eurostudent report), maps and scorecards for the identification of best practice should be evaluated. The data-collectors sub-group will initially propose where maps or scorecards could be used. However, the decision on whether a map and/or a scorecard ought to be produced will ultimately rest with the BFUG.


Main themes and content proposals

1. Characterisation of higher education in the European Higher Education Area 


This section provides a general introduction to the EHEA with contextual information necessary to understand some general features of the 46 Bologna countries.

		Issue

		Information to be collected



		Number of students 

		The absolute number of students in an education system. 



		Number of higher education  institutions

		This indicator differentiates between public and private, and government-dependent HE institutions.



		Public / private investment in higher education 

		In absolute terms and relative to GDP, as well as per student. 





2. Degrees and qualifications


This thematic area deals with the basic tools and instruments of the Bologna Process: three cycle degree structure, ECTS, Diploma Supplement, Joint Degrees, National Qualification Frameworks. 

		Issue

		Information to be collected



		Share of students by BA and MA

		Quantitative data on student participation in the two first cycles and the share of students continuing their first cycle studies (BA) in a second cycle (MA).





		Structure of BA and MA 

		Qualitative and quantitative data on the typical ranges of ECTS per cycle, the most common models and coverage of BA/MA programmes. Participation rates in BA/MA programmes vs other programmes.



		Treatment of short programmes

		How are short (professional) higher education programmes linked to the BA/MA Bologna structures? 



		Development of third cycle programmes

		Qualitative data on the degree to which structured 3rd cycle programmes are developing. Absolute and relative number of students enrolled in third cycle programmes.



		ECTS implementation

		Qualitative data on the extent to which ECTS are being used and the way in which they are being calculated. 



		Learning outcomes

		Linked to ECTS implementation: Qualitative information on the understanding and use of LO in programme development. 



		Student-centred learning

		Linked to ECTS implementation: Qualitative information on the understanding and use of SCL in programme development.



		Diploma supplement

		Quantitative data on the extent of issuing the DS. Qualitative data on the model(s) of the DS that is/are being issued

Impact: national monitoring of effectiveness with employers and/or HEIs.



		Joint degrees and programmes

		Information on the number of joint degrees awarded per year… 

Number of joint programmes offered in the EHEA.

Specific national support for joint programmes/degrees



		National qualifications frameworks

		Qualitative analysis based on the 11-step scale proposed by the BFUG working group on qualification frameworks.





3. Quality assurance


This topic area deals with the efforts made to develop QA systems. It would focus on both internal and external QA. 


		Issue

		Information to be collected



		Evaluating national systems against ESG

		Analysis of the use and relevance of European Standards and Guidelines in the national HE systems.



		Membership of ENQA / EQAR

		Analysis based on a questionnaire and data contained in existing data bases.



		Scope of QA activities

		Is the focus of quality assurance on programmes and/or on institutional capacity? Does QA include other areas than teaching? Does QA explicitly and specifically address lifelong learning services?



		Involvement of stakeholders in QA

		How are employers, students, peers/experts involved? 



		International involvement in QA

		In addition to 'stakeholder involvement' above.



		Internal QA

		How does internal QA relate to internal QA systems? How is internal QA supported and monitored? 





4. Social dimension


This issue area will examine information related to the social dimension goals set by the Bologna Process and, particularly, the impact of policies and actions to address under-represented societal groups. Characteristics that are relevant in differentiating under-represented groups could be: age, gender, socio-economic background, geographical region, migrant/refugee status/background, subject studied and part-time study. 


		Issue

		Information to be collected



		National policies to improve participation of under-represented groups  

		Includes the definition of social groups by national policies and the approach taken by policies to address underrepresentation.



		Measures to encourage participation of under-represented groups

		Assessment of how policies are being implemented.



		Monitoring /systematic data collection /Targets regarding participation of under-represented groups 

		Overview of availability of data to link policy with results.



		Participation (and/or net entry rate) in higher education by characteristic

		The focus lies on general characteristics across all countries and – where available – with reference to identified social groups.



		Access routes

		Existence of non-traditional routes into higher education. This includes access via ISCED 3 and the recognition of prior learning (see also lifelong learning below). Information on both the regulation of access routes and empirical data should be sought. 



		Flexibility of studies

		Structural opportunities provided by the regulation of higher education systems and empirical data. This concerns particularly the existence and regulation of part-time studies (and low intensity, i.e. de facto part-time studies).



		Study financing (income and expenses) 

		This includes empirical data on direct and indirect student support, student contributions to the cost of study and self-financing through paid jobs.





5. Outcomes and employability 


This thematic area examines the value of studying and can be oriented on Chapter D from the 2009 Eurostat/Eurostudent report. In line with the section before, it will try to find out about differences between categories of students. For lack of more detailed student data, it would still be useful to look at divergence from the average, e.g. in income level. 


		Issue

		Information to be collected



		Educational attainment 

		Outcomes differentiated by age and sex as well as by field of study.



		Entry to and exit from higher education by social background

		Focussing on socio-economic variables.



		Graduation and completion rates

		In particular, what share of student entrants actually complete their higher education programme?



		Work placements 

		Information on, and analysis of, the inclusion of work placements within qualifications



		Employment rates per educational level

		This includes unemployment levels and, where possible, specific data on the success of BA and MA graduates in entering the labour market.



		Returns on education, e.g. income level

		As with the 2009 Eurostat/Eurostudent report, this looks at the divergence of income level by educational attainment and other characteristics.



		Qualification match

		A focus on the rate of people employed in their original field of study, but below their educational level (i.e. vertical mismatch) and on people employed in a different field than the one they studied. If possible, the report will contain analysis of "qualification and labour market mismatch".





6. Lifelong learning and recognition


This thematic area could follow the main governmental commitments regarding Lifelong Learning expressed in the EUA Charter on Lifelong Learning. The focus of all aspects of Lifelong Learning in this area must remain firmly and exclusively on higher education (not broadening into other aspects of lifelong learning provision). 

Recognition is a very heterogeneous topic area: recognition of BA and MA on the labour market, recognition of vocational experience for higher education entry, access to MA from BA etc. Recognition, therefore, has a bearing on other sections as well, e.g. sections 2 and section 5. 

		Issue

		Information to be collected



		Definition of lifelong learning

		The definition of LLL used in the countries and the role it plays in higher education policy. This also includes the administrative responsibilities for LLL in higher education..



		Financing of lifelong learning

		Overview on how LLL is financed in the context of higher education (from the overall budget, with or without clear budget lines etc). Information about the size of the budget will also be sought.



		Accessibility of lifelong learning (including in public sector)

		Who can participate in LLL provided by higher education?



		Inclusion of LLL in QA

		Qualitative analysis (for context see above in QA section) 



		Guidance and counselling services

		Qualitative information on the role and regulation of guidance and support services.



		Recognition of prior learning 

		Qualitative information on the way the Lisbon Convention has been transposed and is being implemented.


How recognition of formal and informal prior learning is regulated and managed, and if possible which societal groups make use of RPL in which subjects.



		Promotion of lifelong learning

		Ways through which countries provide information and set incentives to make use of lifelong learning services.



		Participation in lifelong learning

		Statistical information on the participation on lifelong learning in higher education.





7. International mobility of student and staff 


Promotion of mobility is at the heart of the Bologna Process/EHEA. This section will look at both credit and degree mobility, and will follow the advice and recommendations of the mobility working group. Regarding student mobility, it will therefore provide data for the benchmark and supplementary indicators.


		Issue

		Information to be collected



		Benchmark for mobility

		This will follow the stipulations of the BFUG and the WG Mobility on what is included here. It is likely to cover outbound mobility for diplomas (i.e. whole programmes) and credits.



		Balance  between inbound and outbound mobility

		An analysis of the country by country mobility flows – share of students sent abroad and share of students received.



		Regional balance of mobility 

		This will look at the flows of students from and to different countries. These flows will be different by type of mobility e.g diploma vs. credit mobility



		Participation in outgoing mobility by student type

		Quantitative/Qualitative information differentiating by type of mobility (diploma, credit, other) and by characteristics of students.



		Credit mobility and other short-term mobility

		Home students obtaining credits in another country during the course of their degree or incoming foreign students obtaining credits. This section will analyse what the credits were given for and how long was the period abroad.  



		Value of mobility abroad for labour market success

		An attempt will be made to include an assessment of the value of a period abroad for success in transition to and employment in the labour market (using graduate surveys).



		Promotion and support for mobility

		Measures taken by the Bologna countries to enable and foster mobility. This includes e.g. special programmes on European, regional and national levels (e.g. Erasmus and Nordplus), information campaigns as well as the portability of student support (link to the indicator in the social dimension).



		National information on different forms of staff mobility

		Focus is on the availability of data. Also an overview of which countries have an explicit policy to foster this type of mobility.



		Staff mobility

		Measures to promote and support academic and administrative staff mobility.



		Purposes of staff mobility

		Focus of HE mobility policy and promotion: only research or also training?



		Obstacles to staff mobility

		Regulation on social security/pension systems etc.



		Staff mobility in the context of the Erasmus programme

		Statistical information on the magnitude, evolution over time and characteristics of staff mobility in the Erasmus programme.





8. Global dimension  


This area aims to report on developments in the global outreach strategies of countries in the EHEA. It is rather difficult to define from a European point of view, as purely national promotion strategies ought not to be included when the focus is on the promotion of the EHEA as a whole. 


		Issue

		Information to be collected



		Student mobility from outside the EHEA

		Share of EHEA in the reception of mobile students from the EHEA and other OECD member-states.



		Cooperation of HE systems within EHEA

		Availability of promotion strategies with a focus on cooperative attractiveness of the EHEA.





� For countries participating, see: http://www.eurostudent.eu/members . The EUROSTUDENT survey can be downloaded here: � HYPERLINK "http://www.eurostudent.eu/download/Questionnaire_EIV.pdf" ��http://www.eurostudent.eu/download/Questionnaire_EIV.pdf� 



� See working document from the data providers for the WG Mobility 







Executive Agency Education Audiovisual and Culture
Avenue du Bourget 1 – 1140 Brussels - Belgium
Office: BU29 03/67 - Telephone: direct line (32-2) 2994168. 

http://eacea.ec.europa.eu


E-mail: david.crosier@ec.europa.eu, simon.dalferth@ec.europa.eu
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Benchmark indicator

		Leuven and Louvain-la-Neuve Communiqué:



In 2020, at least 20% of those graduating in the European Higher Education Area should have had a study or training period abroad.







Benchmark indicator

		What the Communiqué says:



Target refers to graduates and not mobile students enrolled;

Target includes implicitly long-term and short-term mobility;

Target seems to refer to outbound mobility; 

		What the Communiqué leaves open:



Types of short-term mobility to be considered (credit mobility / other short-term mobility);

Which destinations should be taken into account, whole world or other countries of the EHEA?

Level of education (cycle). Bachelor, Master or both?

Period of studies of the graduate during which short-term mobility should have taken place.







Benchmark indicator

		Proposal for benchmark indicator:



Percentage of those graduating in the EHEA that coming from the EHEA graduated in a country different from their origin or have spent a period abroad rendering credit for the programme they have completed.









Benchmark indicator & Supplementary indicators

		Percentage of EHEA graduates that coming from the EHEA graduated in a country different from their origin or have spent a period abroad rendering credit for the programme they have completed



		Distinguishing between diploma mobility and credit mobility

		Extending to other short-term mobility

		Mobility by socio-economic background of the students

		Balance between inbound and outbound mobility

		Balance of mobility across countries

		Measuring the level of integration of the EHEA

		Share of EHEA in worldwide mobile students









Benchmark indicator in detail

		Scope in terms of types of mobility



Indicator should combine long-term (diploma) and short-term mobility

Short-term mobility

Credit mobility

Mobility for the purpose of gaining credit; after mobility students return to home institution;

Institution is aware of mobility;

Not collected, but can be integrated in current data collection tools;







Benchmark indicator in detail

		Scope in terms of types of mobility



Indicator should combine long-term (diploma) and short-term mobility

Short-term mobility

Credit mobility

Other short-term student mobility

Other stays abroad during higher education studies, for a relevant activity and a relevant period of time;

Institution usually not aware;

Not collected and it’s difficult to integrate with current framework;







Benchmark indicator in detail

		Scope in terms of types of mobility



Indicator should combine long-term (diploma) and short-term mobility

Short-term mobility

Credit mobility

Other short-term student mobility

Proposal: Include only credit mobility







Benchmark indicator in detail

		Regional scope





For diploma mobility, only graduates completing a programme in a country of the EHEA are included;



For credit mobility, graduates who have had periods abroad in any country of the world are included.







Benchmark indicator in detail

		Level of education (cycle)





Proposal: All levels of tertiary education including the 3rd cycle are included. 



Due to the fact that many doctoral studies do not assign credit points to their students, credit mobility of 3rd cycle programmes will not be included.







Benchmark indicator in detail

		Study period of reference during which credit mobility takes place



Most relevant study period of reference seems to be at the end of all higher education studies

However: from statistical point of view, institutions will be aware of periods abroad only for programmes being completed



Proposal: Consider periods abroad during the programme being completed







Benchmark indicator in detail

		Combining diploma and credit outbound mobility at graduates level



4 criteria:

Their origin (if it is a country in the EHEA or not);

Their destination (either the EHEA or another region in the world);

If they are graduating in their country of origin or not (if they are not they are diploma mobile);

If they have been abroad for a period that has rendered some credit for the programme they have just completed.







Benchmark indicator in detail











Benchmark indicator in detail

		Group B: Credit mobile EHEA internal graduates



Ex: A graduate from Denmark completing a programme in Denmark that has been abroad in The Netherlands for getting credit.

		Group C: EHEA internal diploma mobile



Ex: A graduate from Spain completing a programme in UK that has not been abroad for getting credit while doing the programme.

		Group D: EHEA internal credit and diploma mobile



Ex: A graduate from Bulgaria completing a programme in Italy that has been abroad in Luxembourg for getting credit.

		Group G: Credit mobile EHEA external graduates



Ex: A graduate from Argentina completing a programme in Portugal that has been abroad in Brazil for getting credit.







Benchmark indicator in detail

		Combining diploma and credit outbound mobility at graduates level:











Benchmark indicator – Data availability

		Data currently collected at international level does not allow its computation



Data on diploma mobility is collected from the country of destination and by country of origin only for students enrolled

Number of graduates that have spent some time abroad (credit mobility) is not collected



		With an agreement in the BFUG and in the European Council, the collection of necessary data will be discussed with national statistical authorities
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Indicators on international student mobility for assessing the Bologna Process

1. Introduction


This document presents an overview of international student mobility from the point of view of statistical measurement. Several distinctions are made according to their relevance for the measurement of student mobility. Firstly, the distinction between diploma and credit mobility, between inbound and outbound, between students enrolled and graduates, and finally between several possible regional scopes that can be considered.


Definitions and data collection methods are presented and discussed for diploma mobility, credit mobility and other types of mobility separately. Diploma mobility has its measurement stabilised in official statistics and data is available. Credit mobility statistics are not produced currently by official statistics and there are no operational definitions internationally agreed.


Finally, indicators on international student mobility are proposed. Firstly, the document proposes a benchmark indicator for the measurement of progress in the attainment of the 20% target agreed by the Ministers responsible for higher education of the 46 countries participating in the Bologna Process. This would be the highlight indicator. It will not make other indicators superfluous, as they are necessary to understand how countries are achieving the target and what makes other countries less successful. Secondly, therefore, the document presents proposals for supplementary indicators for a more detailed analysis of international student mobility in the European higher education area.


This document was presented and discussed at the meeting of the BFUG working-group on mobility on 13 January 2010 in Berlin. On the basis of discussions, the document has been revised.

The BFUG working-group on Bologna implementation reporting is invited to:

1. Discuss the policy relevance of the concepts discussed and indicators proposed.


2. Agree on a technical definition of the benchmark indicator to be proposed to the Bologna Follow-up Group.

3. Discuss the policy relevance of the supplementary indicators on international student mobility proposed in this document.

2. Context

The ministers responsible for higher education in the 46 countries participating in the Bologna Process agreed in April 2009 at Leuven and Louvain-la-Neuve that:

In 2020, at least 20% of those graduating in the European Higher Education Area should have had a study or training period abroad.


The target was set. However, the indicator to be used to assess the attainment of the 20% benchmark was not specified in detail. Therefore, it needs to be done.

Nevertheless, the Communiqué of the Leuven and Louvain-la-Neuve conference goes further and establishes additional objectives for mobility, even if not defining any target to be reached. Some of them are suitable for being measured through statistical indicators. That's the case of the call for a more balanced flow of incoming and outgoing students across the European Higher Education Area and the aim for an improved participation rate from diverse student groups. An agreement on statistical indicators for measuring progress in these goals is, therefore, also required.

At the same time, at EU level, the Council conclusions of May 2009 on a strategic framework for European cooperation in education and training invited the European Commission to work further in the area of mobility. The Commission was asked to submit to the Council a proposal for a benchmark focusing on "physical mobility between countries in the field of higher education". Furthermore, the Council asks the Commission to reflect the efforts made and objectives agreed within the Bologna Process in its proposal.

The European Statistical System needs to encompass the needs from policy makers both in the scope of EU cooperation in education and training and in the scope of the Bologna process. It is very important that agreements about statistical indicators in both forums do not diverge to a point where the statistical system has to increase unnecessarily the burden posed on data providers.


This document provides an overview of the measurement of international student mobility for consideration by policy makers. Some of the proposals presented here cannot be readily provided by international education statistics and will need to be developed. In this case, the views and options adopted by policy makers will be put forward to the international community of education statisticians in order to assess the feasibility and availability at national level of the statistics required.

3. Proposal for a benchmark indicator


The data collectors propose as indicator for measuring progression towards the 20% target of international student mobility defined in the Leuven and Louvain-la-Neuve Communiqué, hereafter referred to as benchmark indicator:


Percentage of those graduating in the EHEA that coming from the EHEA graduated in a country different from their origin or have spent a period abroad rendering credit for the programme they have completed.


Technically, the indicator proposed is defined as:




[image: image5.wmf] EHEA


 the


in


 


graduates


 


of


number 


 


Total


credit


for 


 


abroad


 


period


a 


spent 


 


have


or 


 


programme


study 


 


full


for 


 


n


destinatio


 their 


from


different


 


 EHEA


 the


of


country 


a 


 


origin


 


as


 


have


 that 


graduates


 


 EHEA


of


Number 




This indicator combines credit mobility of the EHEA graduates to anywhere in the world with diploma mobility for the completion of a whole programme within the EHEA. Therefore, it does not take into account those students that having as origin a country of the EHEA went to destination outside the EHEA for completing a higher education programme.

4. Types of international student mobility

There are many different ways of classifying different types of student mobility. The ones presented here are closely related to how those differences imply the use of different statistical methodologies. When developing statistical indicators, the most important trade-offs will be between statistical feasibility and policy relevance. Often the definition that would be the most relevant for policy purposes cannot be used because it is not possible from the statistical point of view. Sometimes, distinctions that are very important when we are designing statistical methodologies are irrelevant for policy makers, in which cases they should be faded out in the statistical indicators.

In the case of international student mobility, the main distinction from the statistical point of view is also, supposedly, relevant for policy makers. That is the distinction between diploma mobility and credit mobility. Diploma mobility is the one aimed at the acquisition of a whole degree or certificate in the country of destination. Credit mobility is temporary and happens in the framework of on-going studies in an institution in the home country for the purpose of gaining credit. In credit mobility, students return to the institution in their country of origin in order to finish the programme.

We can add other stays abroad during higher education studies to these two types of mobility, e.g. for internships/placements, languages courses, summer schools, voluntary work, etc. This type of mobility has not really been subject of discussion in official statistics and, without a known adopted term, it will be called here “other short-term mobility”. Although other short-term mobility has not being discussed in official statistics, other statistical tools have included it, such as Eurostudent. Also, some policy documents have mentioned the importance of this other short-term mobility
.


The three types of international student mobility can be seen as involving a decreasing level of commitment or engagement by the student, from diploma mobility to credit mobility to, finally, other short-term mobility:

a. Diploma mobility: Doing a programme in a different country.

b. Credit mobility: Doing some courses in a different country in the scope of the programme in the home institution.

c. Other short-term mobility: Going abroad during a higher education programme for an activity relevant for the studies and for a relevant period of time (language course, traineeship, internship …).

Diploma mobility is a long-term type of mobility as it requires in principle a period of several years in the country of destination. Both credit and other short-term mobility are short-term types of mobility and usually they will involve a period abroad of less than one year
.


Higher levels of engagement in mobility by the student are easier to accept as being in the scope of the statistical indicators. There are no doubts that diploma mobility should be included. It is becoming increasingly clear that credit mobility is a relevant part of student mobility for policy makers and efforts need to be made to include it in the official statistics. The relevance of other short-term student mobility for policy makers is still not clearly stated, but it starts to be mentioned in the policy context of youth policy together with diploma and credit mobility.

We can see the scope of the statistical indicators on international student mobility as progressively including credit mobility with diploma mobility and then other short-term mobility together with the other two. A larger scope will be more encompassing, including more students, but also involving lower levels of commitment of the students.




From the statistical point of view, the distinction between these three types of mobility is important because while the collection of data on diploma mobility is relatively well developed, there are currently no official statistics on credit mobility
 or other short-term mobility gathered at international level. Also, while it is possible to integrate statistics on credit mobility in the currently used data collection tools on mobility, data on other short-term mobility would require different tools.

5. Diploma student mobility


Statistics on diploma mobility are currently collected at international level via the UOE data collection. The UOE data collection, named after the 3 organisations that run it (UNESCO Institute for Statistics - UIS, OECD and Eurostat), is the main source of international statistics on education systems. The UOE together with other data collections run by UIS covers the whole world. The UOE includes tables where it collects the total number of students and graduates, together with the number of foreign and mobile students and graduates.

Diploma mobility is broadly defined as students who have been enrolled in a course of study abroad for a period of at least one year. The fact of enrolment and a prolonged period abroad leads to the assumption that these students are planning to study a full programme (e.g. Bachelor, Master…) abroad.


5.1. Measurement of diploma mobility in the UOE


In the UOE, foreign students are defined as non-citizens of the country in which they study. This concept is inadequate to measure student mobility for at least two reasons, both related to immigration issues:


· Not all foreign students have come to their country of study expressly with the intention of studying.

· The acquisition of citizenship is regulated in different ways from country to country. Some immigrants may have lived in the “host” country for a prolonged period without taking (or being able to take) on national citizenship.


Genuinely mobile students are therefore defined more specifically as foreign students who have crossed a national border and moved to another country with the objective of studying. In other words, the student has moved from the country of origin to the reporting country of study, which is his or her country of destination.


In the definition of a mobile student the focus is on the defining fact: that a physical geopolitical border between the country of origin and the country of destination has been crossed.

Furthermore the operational definition should try to establish as far as possible the connection between crossing a border and enrolment in education in the country of destination. In practice this connection is difficult to establish, but if countries have a choice between more feasible operational definitions, the one that seems most apt for capturing this connection should be preferred.


The status as a mobile student is dependent on the crossing of a border motivated by education and is not dependent on formal resident status in the reporting country of destination. The status as a mobile student is maintained for as long as continued education at the same level of education lasts. This may involve more consecutive educational programmes with no or only minor gaps in between. Gaps should be less than one year. All tertiary programmes are considered as belonging to the same level. A mobile student entering an ISCED 5A programme at the tertiary level stays a mobile student if upon graduation the student continues in an ISCED 6 programme in the same destination country.


In destination countries which require a visa for entering for study purposes, the initial identification of mobile students can normally be based on the visa permits. However, many countries do not require student visas. For example, there are no visa requests for students, as for all individuals, within the European Union and the broader European Economic Area, and this makes it impossible to derive numbers of mobile students from visa statistics. In acknowledgment of such specificities, countries have the freedom to implement the operational definition of mobile students according to how each country can capture the definition above in the best way.


Two operational definitions are widely used to identify mobile students and their country of origin:


· Students who are not usual residents of their country of study, i.e. those who have recently moved to the destination (host) country from somewhere else (e.g. not necessarily their country of permanent residence or country of birth but this would most often be the case).


· Students who received their prior qualifying education in another country, indicating that they have crossed a border.

(1) Country of usual residence (before crossing borders), which can be captured by:


· Postal address when students are applying for enrolment. The information can be collected from institutions and students 


· Formal resident status i.e. student visa. The information can be collected from institutions and registers.


· Immigration registers using date of immigration in relation to enrolment - start of education within one year from date of immigration.


Note the two dimensions or criteria in the classification of mobile students as illustrated below. Only foreign students that have crossed a border (who are not usual residents) are considered mobile students.


Student categories



[image: image6]

(2) Country of prior education, which can be captured by:

· Direct information on education prior to and qualifying for the education now studied. All students have to document their qualifying education for entering the requested level of education. Information can be collected from institutions and students.


NB: Upper secondary education (ISCED3A) is accepted as generally qualifying for ISCED 5.


· Inference (indirectly) using student registers: tracking national educational career to establish that the qualifying education is not national - also using population registers to retrieve country of origin.


Not all the above approaches readily yield the country of origin of mobile students, which is preferred, but country of citizenship may be used as a proxy.

All students are treated according to the same criteria, usual residence or prior education, and citizenship. As a result:

· Homecoming national students (students who are citizens of the reporting country but have their usual residence abroad or who received their prior qualifying education abroad) should not be classified as mobile students.  Such students as citizens of the reporting country will be entitled to permanent residence of that country.


· Students at campuses of foreign-owned institutions in a reporting country should be classified as mobile students according to the same criteria as students enrolled at its domestic educational institutions.


· Commuting students crossing a border on a daily basis should be classified as mobile students according to the same criteria: usual residence abroad or prior education received abroad.


· Students involved in distance learning/E-learning across borders should also be classified as mobile students according to usual residence abroad or prior education received abroad.


6. Credit student mobility

Statistics on credit mobility are currently not collected by official statistics at international level. Nevertheless, a survey conducted by the OECD in the context of the UOE data collection revealed that countries do have some statistical information available nationally on credit mobility and that countries are interested in developing international comparable statistics on this type of mobility.

A definition of credit mobility was proposed by ACA (Academic Cooperation Association) in their study EURODATA
: 


Credit mobility is temporary mobility in the framework of ongoing studies at a "home institution" for the purpose of gaining credit. After the mobility phase, students return to their "home institution" to complete their studies. Credit mobility is mostly for study, but it can also take other forms, such as traineeship.


As statistics on credit mobility are still not harmonised at international level, there is more flexibility in defining its statistical concept and choosing the data collection tool. Graduates completing a joint degree programme should be considered as being part of credit mobility.

The best candidate for a data collection tool of statistics on credit mobility is the UOE. The national sources feeding the UOE data collection are generally administrative sources and exhaustive (non-sampled) surveys of education institutions.

In principal, higher education institutions should know if a student enrolled with them is following courses in order to gain credit to be used in a different institution, and which institution it is. Also, if credit gained abroad is taken into account by the institution, it should know which of its graduates have gained credit abroad.

As the source of information in the UOE on students and graduates are generally educational institutions, and the institutions should have information on credit gained abroad, statistics on credit mobility can be collected through the UOE.

On the other hand, in order to assure that it is feasible to collect data on student credit mobility via the UOE, the definition and delimitation of the relevant periods abroad must be based on information available and registered at the educational institutions. For example, study periods abroad that are not recognised by home institutions cannot be included in the statistical definition of credit mobility because it cannot be assured that information on those periods will be available in the institution (they would only be available from the student).

7. Other short-term student mobility


“Other short-term mobility” is currently not compiled by official statistics at international level. Also, there are no definitions of what should be included besides credit mobility when it comes to short-term mobility. Issues such as what kind of activities should be included and for how much time would need to be defined.

This mobility often takes place without the knowledge of the educational institution where the student is making his/her studies. For that reason the current sources for diploma mobility and possibly for credit mobility cannot be used. The only way to capture this type of mobility is through individual surveys, either of students or graduates.

Eurostudent is such a survey where some types of other short-term mobility are captured for around 25 countries in Europe on a comparative basis. Eurostudent collects information on the number of students that participated in other study-related activities during higher education studies. It includes as activities language courses, internship / work placement and other (summer-school, study tour, etc).


The fact that information on other short-term student mobility has necessarily to be collected through student/graduates surveys poses particular problems. In particular, in order to be combined with diploma and credit mobility the populations need to be aligned. For example, if other short-term student mobility is collected through general population surveys, it will not capture graduates that have moved outside the country after they have graduated.


8. Measuring international student mobility


The distinction between the several types of student mobility, diploma, credit and other short-term mobility, is a fundamental one because it impacts the data collection methods. However, there are other distinctions that are also important, even if they are only relevant for the definition of the indicators. That's the case of the distinction between inbound and outbound mobility, the distinction between the different regional scopes that can be considered (worldwide or European Higher Education Area) and the distinction between stocks and flows (i.e. students enrolled and graduates).

8.1. Inbound vs. Outbound


Mobility is an attribute of a student. A student is mobile if he/she crosses a national border for the purpose or in the context of his/her studies. So, measuring student mobility should be as simple as counting the number of mobile students. The overall mobility rate in the world can be measured by the percentage of all higher education students in the world that are mobile. However, apart from this unique situation where we measure mobility at worldwide level, if we consider a smaller regional unit (e.g. a country) we have to take into account two other attributes of the mobile student, his/her country of origin and his/her country of destination.

The country of origin is the country from where the student moves. This can be identical to the country of the student's nationality, or to the country of permanent/prior residence or prior education. The country of destination is the country to where the student moves.


We talk about inbound mobility when we refer to a specific country as the country of destination. Inbound mobility for a specific country refers to the students that moved to that country in order to study. It is usually measured by the ratio between the mobile students studying in the country and the total number of students studying in the country.


Inbound mobility measures are indicators of the attractiveness of the country as a destination of international students. They are also indicators of market share of international education services (in particular when international students pay fees in the country of destination). Finally, they can be indicators of the burden for the country (in particular when higher education is mostly funded by the government).


We talk about outbound mobility when we refer to a specific country as the country of origin. Outbound mobility for a specific country refers to the students that moved out of the country in order to study. It can be measured by the ratio between the number of students having the country as origin and the total student population of the country of origin.

Outbound mobility measures are indicators of possible insufficiencies in the country of origin (especially via diploma mobility) or of a pro-active policy for students to acquire international experience during their higher education studies (especially via credit mobility).

8.2. Regional scope


There are two ways in which the regional scope enters into consideration when designing international mobility indicators.


The first one was mentioned before. We can compute mobility indicators for the whole world, for a specific country or even for a group of countries. For example, one can conceive inbound or outbound mobility indicators for the European Higher Education Area. In this case inbound mobility for the EHEA would refer to the students that moved into one of the 46 countries taking part in the Bologna Process in order to study. Likewise, outbound mobility for the EHEA would refer to students with their origins in a higher education system of the EHEA going abroad.

The second way in which regional scope has to be considered is as the delimiter of inbound or outbound mobility flows. In fact, if we have an inbound indicator we have to define a regional scope for the origin of the students. If we have an outbound indicator we need to define a regional scope for the destination of the students.

For the measurement of the international student mobility in the scope of the Bologna Process, the two most obvious alternatives for the regional scope of inbound and outbound indicators are worldwide and the EHEA. Of course, other regions can be considered. For example, one might be interested in knowing what the inbound mobility rate into EHEA from Asia is.

8.3. Students enrolled vs. graduates


There are currently two quantities on mobility that are collected in the UOE. One is the number of students that have been enrolled during a certain (school) year of reference and that are considered mobile. The other is the number of graduates in a certain year of reference that are considered mobile students.

The two are obviously related. A "mobile graduate" was a mobile student while he/she was still completing the programme. However, statistically they are really measures of different things and, in the case of credit mobility they give rise to very different numbers
.


In the case of diploma mobility, the number of mobile students in a certain reference year refers to a stock of persons who moved in the past. It does not give an indication of the variation of the mobility phenomenon for that year. Mobility might have dropped considerably in a certain year, but that will not readily be seen in the stock of the number of mobile students. It also ignores the fact that some of the students will drop-out and do not finish the higher education programme. On the other hand, graduates only count those that had an experience abroad and managed to finish the programme. The percentage of mobile students will be different from the percentage of mobile graduates in case the completion rate of mobile students is not the same as non-mobile students.

In the case of credit mobility, the number of mobile students refers only to students that have had an experience abroad in a certain year and not to the stock of students that at a certain moment in time are "internationally experienced" students. The number of students gives an indication of the evolution of the mobility in a certain period, while the number of graduates gives an indication of how many students have had the experience.

9. Statistical indicators on international student mobility


The benchmark indicator to be used to measure the attainment of the 20% target defined in the Communiqué will be the highlight indicator. However, it will not make other indicators superfluous, as it is necessary to understand how countries are achieving the benchmark and what makes other countries less successful. Also, there are other objectives mentioned in the Communiqué, such as balanced mobility and improved participation rate from diverse student groups.

9.1. Benchmark indicator

There are several elements in the target for international student mobility adopted in the Leuven / Louvain-la-Neuve Communiqué that give an indication of how a statistical indicator for measuring its attainment should be built. These are:

· The target refers to graduates and not to the stock of mobile students enrolled;


· The target does not restrict the scope to long-term mobility and therefore short-term mobility is implicitly included;

· The target seems to refer to outbound mobility; 

However, there are other relevant elements for the definition of the statistical indicator that are not clearly defined in the target, such as:


· The types of short-term mobility to be considered. Only credit mobility or also other short-term types of mobility?


· The regional scope. Being an outbound indicator, which destinations should be taken into account, the whole world or other countries of the EHEA?

· The level of education (cycle) at which it should be measured. Bachelor, Master or both?


· The period of studies of the graduate during which the short-term mobility should have taken place. During any higher education studies or only during the cycle at which students are graduating?


9.1.1. Scope in terms of types of mobility


It is proposed that the benchmark should combine both long-term (diploma) and short-term outbound mobility to present one value for overall outbound mobility.


Concerning the scope of short-term mobility, only credit mobility is proposed to be included in the benchmark indicator. Other short-term mobility needs to be collected from a different type of statistical collection tool, namely a survey on individuals. The alignment of data from such a survey with data from educational institutions is problematic. For this reason other short-term mobility is proposed to be excluded from the benchmark indicator.

It is further proposed that there will be no set minimum threshold for the number of credits for the benchmark data. This essentially leaves the onus with the higher education institution to determine whether a study-related period aboard is recognised with credits for the home programme.


9.1.2. Regional scope


The regional scope of destination of the outbound mobility is not clearly defined in the 20% target. Supposedly it should include all destinations. However, for diploma mobility it is not possible because there isn't data available for every possible country of destination. In fact, it is an outbound mobility indicator and the data is collected in the country of destination. It means that for diploma mobility we are limited for the definition of the regional scope by the countries of destination for which data is available.


Nevertheless, diploma outbound mobility towards countries outside of the EHEA can also be the result of the lack of attractiveness of the higher education systems in the EHEA. An indicator that intends to measure the extent to which students have the opportunity to study abroad should filter out the effect of an eventual lack of attractiveness of the EHEA. For this reason outbound diploma mobility towards outside the EHEA should be excluded from the benchmark indicator.

On the other hand, credit mobile graduates can in principle be collected from the country of origin, and as such all destinations in the world can be taken into account.

The proposed regional scope for the benchmark indicator differentiates between diploma and credit mobility:


· For diploma mobility, only graduates completing a programme in a country of the EHEA are included;


· For credit mobility, graduates who have had periods abroad in any country of the world are included.


9.1.3. Level of education (cycle)

The statistics on graduates include all students completing any tertiary programme. These might be 1st cycle programmes, 2nd cycle programmes, 3rd cycle programmes, long programmes leading to a 2nd cycle qualification or even short programmes below 1st cycle qualification. The indicator could be computed for each of the three cycles alone or combining more than one. For example, the indicator could be computed considering any tertiary programmes leading to a qualification up to 2nd cycle.


It is proposed that all levels of tertiary education including the 3rd cycle are included.  Due to the fact that many doctoral studies do not assign credit points to their students, credit mobility of 3rd cycle programmes will not be included. 


9.1.4. Study period of reference during which credit mobility takes place


The 20% target defined in the Communiqué refers to a study or training period abroad that should have been taken by graduates, but it does not specify when. Graduates can have had this period abroad during lower levels of education (secondary education) or during higher education studies. The study period of reference can also be during the programme the student is completing.


The most relevant study period of reference seems to be at the end of all higher education studies. However, that might not be feasible from the statistical point of view because the education institution might not be aware of periods abroad earning credit for the student in previous programmes. Therefore, the benchmark might need to take into account only credit mobility during the programme the student is completing.


9.1.5. Combining diploma and credit outbound mobility at graduates level


Combining diploma and credit mobility with different regional scopes in one single indicator presents a particular challenge. In order to do so, the framework illustrated in the graph below will be used.

The framework considers all graduates completing a higher education programme anywhere in the world. Graduates are then classified according to several criteria:


· Their origin (if it is a country in the EHEA or not);


· Their destination (either the EHEA or another region in the world);


· If they are graduating in their country of origin or not (if they are not they are diploma mobile);

· If they have been abroad for a period that has rendered some credit for the programme they have just completed.

The application of these criteria divides the graduates in 9 different groups. For example, group A corresponds to EHEA graduates that are not mobile (e.g. a graduate from Germany completing a programme in Germany that has not been abroad for getting credit). As another example, group G corresponds to credit mobile EHEA external graduates (e.g. a graduate from Argentina completing a programme in Portugal that has been abroad in Brazil for getting credit).

The total number of graduates that have the EHEA as origin is composed of the sum of groups A to E (A + B + C + D + E). The total number of graduates completing a programme in the EHEA is composed of groups A to D and F to G (A + B + C + D + F + G).


Outbound diploma mobility for the EHEA as a whole, not counting mobility within the EHEA, is composed of the graduates in group E. On the other hand, total outbound diploma mobility, considering the mobility within the EHEA, is composed of C + D + E.


With this framework in mind, it is possible to select the groups of interest in the definition of the benchmark indicator. Diploma mobility within the EHEA of students that have not been abroad for credit is composed of group C. Credit mobility of any graduate completing a programme in the EHEA, whatever its origin is composed of groups B, D and G. Therefore, according to the proposal presented in this document the groups of interest for the benchmark indicator are B + C + D + G. These are the mobile graduates that would be taken into account for the measurement of the progression towards the 20% target.

The total population of interest is the total number of graduates completing a programme in the EHEA (A + B + C + D + F + G).


The benchmark indicator is then defined as:
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The indicator defined this way consists of the percentage of those graduating in the EHEA that coming from the EHEA graduated in a country different from their origin or have spent a period abroad rendering credit for the programme they have completed.


9.1.6. Determining the contribution of each country to the benchmark indicator

The target of 20% for international student mobility was defined in the Leuven and Louvain-la-Neuve Communiqué for the EHEA as a whole. Nevertheless, in order to gain a better understanding of the result obtained and for countries to benchmark themselves, it is desirable that an indicator is defined at country level that gives an indication of the contribution of each country to the overall result for the EHEA.

In the case of credit mobility, the contribution should come from the country where the graduate is completing the programme. In the case of diploma mobility, the proposal is to consider the country of origin as the contributor. In the case where a EHEA graduate has another country of the EHEA as origin and has been abroad for credit, he or she can be counted as mobility of the country of origin, the country of graduation, or both.

9.1.7. Data availability


This is supposedly the indicator that is the closest to the 20% target as it was defined in the Communiqué. However, the data currently collected at international level does not allow its computation, for two reasons:


· Data on diploma mobility is collected from the country of destination. It means that in order to have information for sub-population e for each country, the number of graduates has to be collected by country of origin. Currently the number of students enrolled is collected by country of origin, but not the number of graduates.


· Number of graduates that have spent some time abroad (credit mobility) is not collected. Being collected it has to distinguish those with country x as origin from the ones that are inbound diploma mobile graduates.


The decision to adopt the benchmark indicator as defined above has to be conditional on the availability of this data at national level.


Grouping of the graduates completing a higher education programme in a certain year

[image: image8.emf]I





A B C H D E F G


EHEA Not EHEA


EHEA Not EHEA Not EHEA EHEA


destination = origin destination ≠ origin


Did not go abroad for 


credit


Went abroad for 


credit


EHEA graduates not 


mobile


Credit mobile EHEA 


internal graduates


EHEA internal 


diploma mobile 


EHEA outbound 


diploma mobility


Did not go abroad for 


credit


Went abroad for 


credit


EHEA inbound 


diploma mobility


Credit mobile EHEA 


external graduates


destination = origin destination ≠ origin


Non EHEA graduates 


not diploma mobile


Mobile non EHEA 


graduates


Did not go abroad for 


credit


Went abroad for 


credit


EHEA internal  credit 


and diploma mobile 


Ex: A graduate from 


Germany completing a 


programme in Germany 


that has 


not


 been abroad 


for getting credit.


Ex: A graduate from 


Denmark completing a 


programme in Denmark 


that has been abroad in 


The Netherlands for 


getting credit.


Ex: A graduate from 


Spain completing a 


programme in UK that 


has 


not


 been abroad for 


getting credit while doing 


the programme.


Ex: A graduate from 


Bulgaria completing a 


programme in Italy that 


has been abroad in 


Luxembourg for getting 


credit.


Ex: A graduate from 


France completing a 


programme in US.


Ex: A graduate from 


Mexico completing a 


programme in Russia 


that has 


not


 been abroad 


for getting credit.


Ex: A graduate from 


Argentina completing a 


programme in Portugal 


that has been abroad in 


Brazil for getting credit.


Ex: A graduate from 


Japan completing a 


programme in Japan.


Ex: A graduate from 


Korea completing a 


programme in New 


Zealand.


Region of origin


Region of destination 


for full study 


Country of destination 


for full study 


Credit mobility


Graduate group




9.2. Supplementary indicators


The concern with mobility in the Bologna Process goes beyond the target of 20% of graduates with a study or training period abroad. The Communiqué of the Leuven / Louvain-la-Neuve ministerial conference, in its paragraph 19, states that mobility should also lead to a more balanced flow of incoming and outgoing students across the EHEA and that the aim is for an improved participation rate from diverse student groups. It is here proposed that progress in these goals is followed-up by statistical indicators.

The strategy for the European Higher Education Area in a global setting defines as one of the core policy areas the promoting of European Higher Education to enhance its world-wide attractiveness and competitiveness. An increase of the EHEA attractiveness can be measured through indicators and one is proposed in this document.

Finally, the benchmark indicator needs to be complemented with more detailed indicators that provide information that can guide policy making.


9.2.1. Distinguishing between diploma mobility and credit mobility

The benchmark indicator combines both diploma and credit mobility. However, these are two very different types of mobility with different drivers and to be addressed potentially with different policy tools. Therefore the first set of supplementary indicators should be a specific one for diploma mobility and another for credit mobility.

The data source would be the same as for the benchmark indicator. Therefore it is also dependent on the possibility of collecting the required data from national statistical authorities.

9.2.2. Other short-term mobility


Together with the distinction between diploma and credit mobility, other short-term mobility has also the expected desirable effects of other types of mobility (diploma and credit). In fact, the 20% target defined in the Communiqué for student mobility refers also to training periods abroad, which are part of other short-term mobility.

The source of this indicator would be Eurostudent.


9.2.3. Mobility by socio-economic background of the students

One of the declared goals in the Leuven / Louvain-la-Neuve Communiqué is the improved participation from diverse student groups. The indicator proposed is computed with data collected by Eurostudent and it is based on the effect of parental education on mobility.

9.2.4. Balance between inbound and outbound

This indicator provides an assessment of the balance between incoming students and outgoing students, one of goals declared in the Leuven / Louvain-la-Neuve Communiqué. It is defined as the difference between the number of incoming students and the number of outgoing students divided by the total domestic student population.

The indicator can be computed with the number of students enrolled or with the number of graduates. The indicator based on the number of students enrolled can be computed with the information currently available. The information required to compute the indicator based on graduates is not available, but it would be available if it is collected for the benchmark indicator.

9.2.5. Regional balance


Balanced mobility is not only between inbound and outbound, but also between countries. The 20% target to be reached by 2020 is defined for the EHEA as whole, but the Leuven / Louvain-la-Neuve Communiqué calls for "a more balanced flow (…) across the EHEA".

An assessment of the balance between countries can be made through a graphical analysis of the benchmark indicator for the several countries.


9.2.6. Measuring the level of integration of the EHEA


This indicator intends to provide an assessment of the level of integration of the EHEA. The proposed indicator is defined as the number of intra EHEA mobile students (or graduates) divided by total number of students from EHEA studying in EHEA.


9.2.7. Market share of EHEA in worldwide mobile students


The purpose of this indicator is to provide an assessment of the success of the strategy "European higher education in a global setting" is terms of attractiveness and competitiveness of the EHEA.


The proposed indicator is based on diploma mobility and is defined as the percentage of incoming mobile students enrolled studying in the EHEA and OECD countries member-states and partner countries, choosing the EHEA as destination.


This indicator can also be computed for the individual countries separately.


10. General proposal leading to the Bologna Implementation Report 2012


Although policy interest in mobility statistics is very strong, the current statistical situation requires further development before the full expectations of policy for comprehensive, reliable and informative statistics can be fully met in this field. This document has made a proposal for the Bologna benchmark, but has also highlighted the current limitations. At this present time, the BFUG is one of a number of bodies looking at the issues. The European Commission, Eurostat and the OECD are working on improvements. Additionally, a special study commissioned by the European Commission is being carried out by a consortium led by ACA (Academic Cooperation Association). This project is a follow-up to the influential Eurodata report from 2006 and will report its findings in October 2010.


It therefore appears most feasible to make the following recommendation for the period leading up to the Bologna Implementation Report 2012:


· The BFUG working group on mobility should keep itself informed and take account of discussions and developments within the above-mentioned fora and working groups. 


· The data providers should work on indicators using the sources mentioned in section 8, above. If the envisaged data for the indicators is not yet available, alternatives can be used. 
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� For example, the report of the High Level Expert Forum on Mobility (a group established by the European Commission in December 2007) proposes that the long term goal for the EU should be to have mobility for learning the rule rather than the exception and that it should be in all forms of education and in non-formal activities such as voluntary and community work.



� The term short-term mobility is preferred to temporary mobility, because diploma mobility can equally be considered as temporary in those cases where the student after graduating returns to his/her home country.



� Nevertheless, statistics on the credit mobility are available for those cases where support is given from Erasmus and Erasmus Mundus programmes (� HYPERLINK "http://ec.europa.eu/education/lifelong-learning-programme/doc80_en.htm" ��http://ec.europa.eu/education/lifelong-learning-programme/doc80_en.htm�).



� This section is based on the UOE manual.



� For a more detailed discussion see Kelo / Teichler / Wächter (2006) EURODATA – Student mobility in European higher education, Bonn: Lemmens Verlags- &Mediengesellschaft: p.84.



� In Germany, for example, current data shows that 12.1% of students in Germany are foreign. Of these, 2.9% have had prior education in Germany and are therefore not really mobile, leaving the share of genuine incoming mobile students at 9.2%. See: DAAD (2009): Wissenschaft weltoffen. Bielefeld: W.Bertelsmann Verlag: p. 8.



� It should be noted that a present (data for 2007), not all countries (and not all EU countries) can provide data on genuinely mobile students by either definition.



� EURODATA – Student mobility in European higher education / Maria Kelo / Ulrich Teichler / Bernd Wächter (eds.) – Bonn: Lemmens Verlags- &Mediengesellschaft, 2006.



� Orr / Schnitzer / Frackmann (2008) Social and Economic Conditions of Student Life in Europe (EUROSTUDENT III), Bielefeld: W.Bertelsmann Verlag: p. 129f.



� For example, if the percentage of exchange students in every year is 3%, and if students participate only once in an exchange programme during their studies, the percentage of graduates that have been abroad during their studies would be 12%, assuming that programmes take on average 4 years.



� However, an attempt will be made to collect information on the number of graduates who have been abroad to obtain credit by the number of credits accumulated abroad. This information will help to make an assessment of the impact in the indicator of the definition of a minimum threshold of credit to consider credit mobility.



� Nevertheless, the UOE is a worldwide data collection and data is available for the EU member-states, OECD member-states and partner countries. Data will also be collected from the countries participating in the Bologna Process and not providing data for the UOE. Therefore, most of the main destinations of students from Europe should be available.



� The OECD member states and partner countries which are not part of the EHEA are: Australia, Canada, Japan, Korea, Mexico, New Zealand, United States, Brazil, Chile, Israel and the Russian Federation.
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