2. 
DEGREES AND QUALIFICATIONS
​​​​​​​​​​​​​This thematic area deals with the basic structures and tools of the Bologna Process, as well as with recognition. The first section deals with the implementation of the three cycle degree structure. The second section covers the Bologna tools - National Qualifications Frameworks, ECTS, Diploma Supplement. Section 3 covers recognition and the implementation of the Lisbon Recognition Convention. 
Introduction to Bologna structures and tools 

Adoption of a system of easily readable and comparable degrees with the aim of promoting European citizens' employability and the international competitiveness of the European higher education system is among the core action lines of the Bologna Declaration itself. The Trends I report
 prepared before the adoption of the Bologna declaration demonstrated the vast variety of higher education systems in Europe with bachelor- master systems in some countries, long (4-6 year) programmes leading to a diploma roughly equivalent to master’s degree in others and systems having several levels not compatible with the bachelor-master systems. Improving Europe’s global attractiveness and competitiveness is possible if the potential of European higher education is used jointly – but that in turn meant that more transparency and trust among higher education systems was needed.   Trends I also showed that there is a potential for convergence of European higher education systems to two cycles (bachelor-master) of duration 3-4 years and 1-2 years respectively with a sub-degree level existing in some countries. 

The further action line of the Bologna Declaration provides for the adoption of a system essentially based on two main cycles, undergraduate and graduate, and stipulates requirements for access to the second cycle “Access to the second cycle shall require successful completion of first cycle studies, lasting a minimum of three years”. 

Some countries had already adopted the two cycle structure by 2001
. At the 2003 Berlin ministerial conference ministers admitted that comprehensive restructuring is now under way and committed themselves to having at least started the implementation of the two cycle system by 2005
. 

Due to the importance of research as an integral part of higher education across Europe, ministers in Berlin considered it necessary to go beyond the focus on two main cycles of higher education to include the doctoral level as the third cycle
. 

Regarding the degree structure, when deciding on the undertaking to elaborate an overarching framework of qualifications for the European Higher Education Area ministers also asked the BFUG to explore how short-cycle higher education may be linked to the first cycle of a qualifications framework. 

At the time of the 2005 Bergen conference of ministers the Bologna degree system was being implemented on a large scale and more than half of the students were enrolled in two cycles in most countries. However there were still obstacles to access between cycles. Access problems were also admitted in the further communiqués. The 2009 stocktaking exercise demonstrated that while the national legislation provided for access of first cycle graduates to the next cycle in practice in some cases holders of first cycle degrees have either to sit entrance examinations or are required to have certain work experience to be admitted to the second cycle - even at the same institution and in the same study field. 

Section 1 of this chapter will provide a deeper insight into the organization of the Bologna cycles as well as current access between cycles and the stage of practical implementation.

2.1
Bologna Structures

Structure and implementation of first and second cycles (BA and MA)

The commitment to adopt easily readable and comparable degrees and to establish a two cycle system are mentioned as the two first action lines in the 1999 Bologna declaration originally signed by 29 countries and now being implemented in 47 countries. Stage of implementation of the two cycles has been an important indicator in all the three Bologna Stocktaking exercises in 2005, 2007 and 2009 as well as the Bologna Process Independent assessment in 2010. The overarching qualification framework for the European Higher Education Area adopted in 2005 sets credit ranges 180-240 ECTS credits for the first cycle and 90-12 credits in the third cycle with the minimum requirement amounting at least 60 credits at second cycle level. 

Further in this section the status quo in implementation of the two cycles, the typical models of the two cycle system, the situation regarding access between Bologna cycles as well as implementation of the third cycle and linking the short-cycle studies to the first Bologna cycle will be demonstrated. The section also includes two Bologna Scorecard indicators – on implementation of first and second cycle and one on access between cycles. 
Scorecard indicator 1: Stage of implementation of the first & second cycle.

Indicator is defined as the share of students studying in the programmes belonging to the Bologna model (in %). 

The above share of students was calculated from the (approximate) percentages of all students studying for a first and second degree enrolled in programmes outside the typical Bologna model, as well as the share of first cycle students who continue to study in a second cycle programme after graduation from the first cycle.

	Indicator 1 
	Stage of implementation of the first & second cycle: Criteria for scores 

	Green  (5)
	In 2008/09 at least 90% of all
students are enrolled in a two-cycle degree system that is in accordance with the Bologna principles 

	Light green (4)
	In 2006/07 70-89 % of all students are enrolled in a two-cycle degree system that is in accordance with the Bologna principles

	Yellow (3) 
	In 2006/07 50-69 % of all students are enrolled in a two-cycle degree system that is in accordance with the Bologna principles 

	Orange (2)
	In 2008/09 25-49 % of all students are enrolled in a two-cycle degree system that is in accordance with the Bologna principles 

	Red (1) 
	In 2008/09 less than 25% students are enrolled in a two-cycle degree system that is in accordance with the Bologna principles  OR

Legislation for a degree system in accordance with the Bologna principles has been adopted and is awaiting implementation


	2012
	24
	6
	3
	2
	2


Close to two thirds of countries have more than 90% programmes corresponding to Bologna two cycle system. At the same time nearly all countries, including those with a high share of Bologna two cycle programmes, still have integrated long programmes in those fields that prepare professionals in regulated professions for which EU directive 2005/36/EC and/or national legislation requires 5-6 years of studies: medicine, dentistry, pharmacy, architecture and veterinary medicine and to a lesser extent engineering, law, theology, psychology teacher training. More rare examples are arts, sciences, and others. 

In some countries, the share of students enrolled in programmes corresponding to the Bologna two-cycle system is still small because the legislative changes stipulating for the transfer to Bologna structures were adopted relatively late, or because while the legislation was amended a long time ago the deadlines to start the reform in practice were set several years ahead. In those countries the practical reforms started relatively recently and it will still take some years before the students enrolled under the previous system graduate. 

FIG 1b Percentage of students enrolled in programmes following the Bologna 3 cycles structure, by cycle (academic year 2008 / 2009)
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· 10 of the 33 countries for which data is available had all students enrolled in programmes following the Bologna cycles structure.

· In the academic year 2008/2009, in 4 countries (from those for which data is available) less than half of the students were following programmes which follow the bologna cycles structure, AT (47%), DE (36%), SI (31%) and ES (4%). In 2 countries programmes are still not following the bologna cycles structure, MK and RU.

· Short programmes existed in 11 countries, representing from 2% (in IS and SE) to 30% (in TR) of the students enrolled in higher education. As a comparison, in the US 37% of the students were enrolled in short programmes of less than 3 years.

· In more than three quarters of the countries for which data is available there are long programmes covering the first two cycles. The percentage of students enrolled in this type of programmes ranged from 1% (in Finland and Moldova) to 19% (in Poland).

Most common models and typical credit ranges of ECTS in the first cycle

Figure 2 shows the share of programmes having workload 180 ECTS, 240 ECTS credits or other number of credits. Data on the share of students enrolled in the programmes with the above mentioned credit ranges have also been collected. Except for one particular case described below, these data show the same tendencies and therefore are not presented separately.
Figure 2. Share of first cycle programmes having workload 180 ECTS credits, 240 ECTS credits or other number of credits

(Source: BFUG questionnaire).
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There is no single model of first cycle programmes in the EHEA: most countries have a combination of 180 ECTS and 240 ECTS bachelor programmes and other duration of programmes in the first cycle. A pure 180 ECTS bachelor model exists only in BE, IS, IT and LI but 180 ECTS model dominates in more countries AD, AT, CZ, DE, DK, EE, FI, HR, LU, ME, MD, NO, PL, RO, SE, SI and VA where the 180 ECTS bachelor model prevails. 

In turn, a pure 240 ECTS model is found in AL, CY, GE, KZ, TR and UA and it is prevailing in a number of countries such as AZ, BA, BG, ES, LV, UK-sct. NL should also be added to this group, because while share programmes of 240 ECTS programmes is around 45%, the share of students in this model is 70%. 

26 countries (AD, AL, AT, AZ, BE-fr, CZ, DK, DE, EE, FI, GE, HR, IE, IS, IT, LI, LT, LV, MT, NO, PL, RO, KZ, SE, TR, VA) confirm existence of degree programmes outside the typical Bologna 180-240 ECTS first cycle model such as integrated/long programmes leading either to a first or a second cycle degree and which in some countries can still be characterised by duration in years rather than credits. In most of the above countries the programmes outside Bologna first cycle model are the integrated programmes in the fields of medicine, dentistry, nursing and midwifery in most cases involving 1-8% of student population. In addition to the above fields of studies integrated programmes may exist in engineering (HR), architecture (NO, RO, SE), theology (DE, MT, NO); teacher training (DE, RS, SE), arts (DE, PL) and law (PL).

Not all countries provided the percentages of students enrolled in integrated programmes in the overall enrolment. However, in some of the countries that provided data the percentages of the student population studying in integrated programmes are surprisingly high – 90% in ES, over 80% in AD and AL, over 70% in VA where the high proportion of students in non-Bologna structure. The reason of that is either is a result of slow. 

The typical length of integrated programmes leading to regulated professions usually is chosen according to the requirements of the professions, i.e. 300-360 ECTS/5-6 years depending on the profession. 

Some countries also mention shorter programmes that either prepare for certain professions or are intermediate qualifications in programmes leading to the first cycle degree. The length can vary between 60 ECTS/1 year up to 180 ECTS/ 3 years. The most common lengths of short cycle programmes seems to be 120 ECTS credits/ 2 years which has been mentioned by AD, BE-fr, DK, HR, NO and SE. 
Most common models and typical credit ranges of ECTS in the second cycle
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Figure 3. Share of second cycle (master) programmes with workload 60-75, 90, 120 or other number of ECTS credits 

(Source: BFUG questionnaire).

Regarding the second cycle, the most widespread model is the 120 ECTS credits model which is present in 39 countries. 120 credits model is the only one in AZ, LI, LT, TR, and it dominates in 18 more countries (AT, AZ, BE fr, CZ, DE, DK, EE, FI, GE, HR, IS, IT, LV, NO, PL, RO, SE, VA). 

60-75 ECTS model is present in 19 countries, but it dominates in just five countries (BE, ES, ME, RS, UA) and in none of them 60-75 ECTS programmes are the only option. As regards 90 ECTS programmes, are present in 19 countries but only in five of those (CY, MD, MT, SI, UK-sct) half or more programmes have 90 ECTS credits. In 17 countries there can also be programmes with other workload but in most cases the percentages of such programmes do not exceed 10%, except for AD where all programmes are of other workload. 
The above tendencies were confirmed also by the shares of students enrolled in the second cycle programmes with various ranges of ECTS credits. 

Programmes outside the typical Bologna models

Degree programmes outside the typical Bologna 180-240 ECTS first cycle model such as integrated/long programmes leading either to a first or a second cycle degree and which can still be characterised by duration in years rather than workload in credits exist in 19 countries (AL, AT, AZ, BE-fr, CZ, DK, EE, FI, GE, IS, IT, LI, LT, LV, PL, RO, KZ, TR, VA). In most of the above countries the programmes outside Bologna model are in the fields of medicine, dentistry, nursing and midwifery in most cases involving 1-8% of student population. In addition to the above fields of studies integrated programmes may exist in engineering (HR), architecture (e.g. NO, RO, SE), theology (e.g.DE, MT, NO); teacher training (e.g. DE, RS, SE), arts (e.g. DE, PL) and law (e.g. PL).

The deviations from the typical Bologna models are in the study field leading to regulated professions therefore the combined length of first and second cycle is usually chosen according to the requirements of national legislation (and the EU directive 2005/36/EC in the EU/EEA countries) which are typically 300-360 ECTS/5-6 years depending on the profession. 

Thus, BE-fr, BG, CZ, DK, FI, IS, LU, and UA have longer second cycle programmes - up to 180 ECTS credits in the second cycle mainly in medicine, dentistry, pharmacy, veterinary medicine, architecture, law or theology. Other of the 19 above mentioned countries have some integrated first and cycle programmes with the combined length of 300-360 ECTS credits. 

As more specific cases, there can be second cycle programmes of different duration between 60 to 180 credits in LU, UA and UK-ewni, but in DE there are 4% second cycle programmes with 2 years duration.

Access to the next cycle

The Bologna declaration emphasizes that the first cycle degree is a requirement for access to the second cycle. In their Berlin Communiqué of 2003 ministers responsive for higher education clarified that “First cycle degrees should give access, in the sense of the Lisbon Recognition Convention, to second cycle programmes. Second cycle degrees should give access to doctoral studies”. Yet, smooth access between the cycles does not come easily - two years later in Bergen ministers have to admit that “However, there are still some obstacles to access between cycles” and in 2007 in London that “Efforts should concentrate in future on removing barriers to access and progression between cycles.” The results in the stocktaking indicator for access show that access issues are still alive. 
SCORECARD INDICATOR: ACCESS TO THE NEXT CYCLE

Indicator

Access to the next cycle is defined as the right of qualified candidates to apply and to be considered for admission (definition used in the Lisbon Recognition Convention). Indicator measures the percentage of first cycle programmes that give access to at least one second cycle programme. Scoring criteria are given in the table below.

	Indicator 2 
	Criteria for scores

	Green  (5)
	All first cycle qualifications give access
 to several second cycle programmes and all second cycle qualifications give access to at least one third cycle programme without major transitional problems


	Light green (4)
	All first cycle qualifications give access to at least one second cycle programme and all second cycle qualifications give access to at least one third cycle programme without major transitional problems 

	Yellow (3) 
	There are some (less than 25%) first cycle qualifications that do not give access to the second cycle and/or some second cycle qualifications that do not give access to the third cycle

	Orange (2)
	A significant number (25 - 50%) of first and/or second cycle qualifications do not give access to the next cycle

	Red (1) 
	Most (more than 50%) first and/or second cycle qualifications do not give access to the next cycle OR there are no arrangements for access to the next cycle 


Figure 4 A. Number of countries in each score category

	2012
	22
	0
	11
	2
	1


In the majority of countries all or most first cycle programmes theoretically give access to the second cycle (see Figure 5 below). Yet, the majority but not all programmes (more than 75% but less than 100%) give access to the second cycle. Countries have mentioned several reasons why not all first cycle programmes give access to the second cycle, for instance, a professional bachelor’s programme may be not relevant to any master programme or only academic oriented bachelor programmes give direct access to at least one second cycle programme. 

	Figure 5... Share of first cycle programmes give access to at least one second cycle programme  
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Regulation of progression between first and second cycle 

When it comes to practical measures, access to the next cycle requires sitting additional examinations, taking additional courses or having a mandatory work experience, see Figure 6. 

Requirement to take additional examinations and additional courses. In 8 countries all students have to sit entrance exams or to take additional courses - AD, AZ, GE, MD, RO, KZ, TR, UA even if they follow in the same field of studies and in other 16 countries some students have to do so. Requiring work experience is not widespread in this case, although in 8 other countries - BG, CY, DE, EE, FI, LI, UK-sct may require work experience for entering particular programmes

As regards holders of first cycle degree from a different HEI seeking access to second cycle studies, in addition to those countries where all students have to sit exams or complete additional courses, some students will have to do so in AT, BA, BE-fr, BE-nl, BG, CZ, DE, DK, EE, FI, HR, IS, LI, LU, LV, ME, MT, NL, RS, UK-ewni and VA. 

As regards holders of first cycle degree in a different study field, in vast majority of countries either all or some such applicants have to take additional examinations or complete additional courses. 

It should also be recognised that in some countries with binary higher education systems e.g. Belgium, Denmark and the Netherlands, bridging courses or examinations are actually a mechanism to widen access to the second cycle studies rather than a barrier to access. In those higher education systems the learning outcomes of the professional first cycle degrees may not be suitable for a second cycle programme so a bridging system is opening a learning path to students.

Requirement to have work experience. Requirement to have work experience is less common than bridging measures – in more than half of countries there is no requirement for work experience at access to second cycle studies at all. In 17 countries: AT, BE-fr, BG, CY, DE, EE, FI, IE, IS, LI, LV, NL, NO, RO, SE, SI, UK some applicants having a first cycle degree from another HEI or having it in a different field of studies may require a previous work experience. Several countries e.g. CY, DK, DE RO, have explained that work experience is required only if the chosen master programmes  are experience – based, some of them mentioning MBA programmes as example. EE and Fi admit that work experience mainly is necessary for admission to master’s programmes at professional higher education institutions. 
Figure 6. Requirement to sit exams or take additional courses for holders of a first cycle degree to access a second cycle programme
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Source – BFUG survey

Share of first cycle graduates who actually continue their studies in the second cycle 

The formal possibilities to access studies in the next cycle have been monitored already since the first Stocktaking report in 2005. In this report, for the first time, the share of the holders of first cycle degrees that actually continue studies in the second cycle has also been estimated see figure 7.  

Figure 7. Share of first cycle students continuing studies in a second cycle programme after graduation from the first cycle (within two years)
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Source: BFUG Questionnaire

The differences between the share of students who continue studies are rather sharp: while in the majority of countries either 10-24% or 25-50% continue their studies, between 75 and 100% continue studies in the second cycle in Austria, Czech Republic, Denmark, Croatia, Luxembourg, Slovenia and Ukraine. Czech Republic admits that the tendency that every student goes on to second cycle has gone too far. The other extreme – group with only 0 - 10% students continuing in second cycle is represented by 3 countries: AD where currently second cycle studies available are not available, KZ and UK-ewni. Where the Bologna two cycle system has been implemented very recently, e.g. ES, PL, the share of students in second cycle is growing quickly and has not reached the expected level yet.  AD and CY also admit that large cohorts of students taking second cycle abroad, but there is no data on the extent.

AT, Be-fr, DE, EE, ME, FI state that the first cycle graduates at universities choose studies in second cycle much more often than ones from professional HEIs who more often find jobs with the first degree, in FI professional bachelors also have to have 3 year work period prior to enter master studies at professional HEIs. Other countries link the high share of students continuing in second cycle with the fact that the labour market still does not properly accept bachelor graduates (HR) or with shrinking employment possibilities caused by economic crisis (IT). 
The reasons of the great differences are worth further exploring. 

2.1.2 
Short-cycle Higher Education Programmes

In the 2003 Berlin Communiqué ministers asked “to explore whether and how shorter higher education may be linked to the first cycle of a qualifications framework for the European Higher Education Area”. Short programmes were accommodated in the EHEA Qualifications framework through additional provision for a short cycle within or linked to the first cycle. Short cycle within or linked to the first cycle
. 

All-in-all short cycle programmes linked to the first cycle exist in 21 countries
 AD, BE, DK, ES, GE, HR, IE, IS, LU, LV, MT, NL, NO, SE, TR, UA, UK, VA. Most of those countries consider the short cycle programmes as part of higher education, except for AZ, CY and SI which consider those programmes as part of tertiary education but not higher education. 

When continuing studies in a first cycle programme, in short cycle graduates often can have full credit, see figure 8. In some countries full credit is granted but only when continuing in professional first cycle programmes. In NO and SE in professional higher education in DK the short are built into the first cycle but in some other countries e.g. BE-nl, IS, LV and UK full credit is possible if there is agreement between the institution providing the short cycle programme and the institution where the bachelor programme is taught. In IS and UK there are several kinds of short cycle programmes with different possibilities for credit towards first cycle programme.

Figure 8. Gaining credits towards bachelor programme in the same field for previous short-cycle studies
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Source: BFUG Questionnaire

2.1.3
Third cycle programmes

Access between second and third cycle

Figure 9. Share of all second cycle programmes that give access without further studies to third cycle studies
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In vast majority of countries all of the second cycle programmes qualify the graduates for access to third cycle studies without additional studies. In 11 countries AT, Be-fr, CY, DK, HR, IE, IS, ME, MT, RS, VA however is 75-100% but in IE and ME the share of such programmes is 50-75%. Besides the second cycle graduates with master degrees, most countries also admit the holders of the long integrated programmes with 300 and more ECTS credits.

Not all countries could provide data or even estimates on the actual share of second cycle graduates who go on to studies in third cycle, yet the information provided suggests that in most countries the share is either in the interval of 5-10% (BE-nl, BG, HR, IS, RO, SE, KZ and VA), or 10-15% - AL, AZ, CZ, CY, DK, EE, IS, GE, LV, MD, NL, and NO while the smallest share is 3% (UA) but  the highest percentages are over 20% - RS and MD and even over 30% - AT and TR.

In some countries – CY, DE, DK, FI, IE, MT, NL, SE, TR, UK-sct there are also possibilities for holders of first cycle degrees to enter third cycle programmes. In all those countries only a small part of (in most cases 0-2,5%) of first cycle degree holders are admitted to third cycle programmes and the selection is based on certain criteria and in some of these countries a special individual decision is required and often for holders of first cycle degrees the doctoral studies are expected to be longer. In DK, in one university first cycle graduates are admitted to integrated master-doctoral programmes, in Finland, a bachelor degree holder who has been allowed to start doctoral studies cannot be awarded a doctoral degree without having a second cycle degree.  

Currently all or most doctoral programmes are the structured in CY, DK, GE, HR, LI, ME, RS, SI and TR. AL, DE, IE, LV, NO, PL an UK characterize their situation as a mixture of structured doctoral programmes and traditional ones, of them LV and NO underline that the structured programmes are dominating. Mainly traditional supervision-based independent research is dominating in AT, BA, BE-nl, CZ, IS, LU, MT, VA and also in NL where there are also doctoral schools emerging. In Be-fr doctoral students first complete 60 ECTS credits and receive a certificate and then follow in supervised research while in UK-sct one of the options is having a one-year taught master course before starting supervised research. 

There is no single model how doctoral schools are organized within a country. AT and IE, IT admit that at least at part of the universities the doctoral schools are organised more as structures ensuring organisational frame for structured doctoral studies but it could well be the case in more countries with a variation that the doctoral schools may be mainly responsible for the taught courses rather than the individual research component of the doctoral studies. It seems rather common that doctoral schools are organised for training doctoral students within one discipline or a group of related disciplines (e.g. AT, BE, EE, DE, LV). In this way the individual specialisation of doctoral candidates in their subjects is accompanied by a cross-subject study programme to develop general competences. Another version of doctoral schools  combine a number of doctoral candidates who do research in a particular topic or research theme and are trained by a team of scientists (AT). LI mentions that doctoral schools also strengthen the link between teaching and research.

In some countries e.g. NL and NO the large doctoral schools may be organised nationally running concurrently with doctoral training at individual HEIs while in other countries there can be large numbers of doctoral schools organised by universities themselves. At the same time UK-ewni the main model is institution wide doctoral schools but in UK-sct depending on the size of institution doctoral schools can be discipline-specific, faculty or institutional. 

Figure 10. Existence of doctoral and/or graduate schools in higher education systems
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In several countries the third cycle programmes can lead not only to the regular PhD degrees but also to industrial or business-oriented doctoral degrees in DK, professional doctoral degrees in IE, RO and UK and PhDs in fine, applied or performing arts in SE. AZ has kept the two tier doctoral system where the second doctoral degree can be earned in 4-5 years of further research after awarding of PhD.

Possible indicators:

· Absolute and relative number of students enrolled in third cycle programmes.
Figure 11.The length of full-time third cycle (PhD) study programmes defined in the national steering documents
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Source – BFUG survey

As shown in Figure 11, the most typical duration of full-time doctoral programmes is 3 years. Some countries: CY, CZ, DE, EE, IS, LU, LV and PL have set the duration of doctoral programmes 3-4 years, and RS 3-5: RS years, but NL, SE, and TR have duration 4 years. Another group of countries – Be, FI, IE and UK do not regulate the length of doctoral programmes in their steering documents.

Nearly all countries include doctoral studies in their qualifications frameworks that they have already developed or are currently developing except CY, KZ, SI and UA which have no qualifications yet.

Figure 12. Use of ECTS credits in doctoral programmes
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The landscape is not that homogenic when it comes to use of credits in doctoral studies. While the use of ECTS in doctoral studies is growing over time, currently approximately equal number of countries use ECTS for the whole doctoral studies or  not use it in doctoral studies at all but a third smaller group of countries use ECTS credits only for taught  courses within the doctoral studies, see Figure 12.

Thus, overall, the results suggest that development of doctoral studies as the third cycle of studies is progressing: there are more countries where the structured doctoral studies are the predominant model of doctoral training. Doctoral schools are being established at both institutional and in some countries also at national level. The real duration of the doctoral training mainly is between 3 and 4 years while the most typical prescribed duration of doctoral studies is 3 years. 

2.1.4  
Joint degrees and programmes

Already in their Prague communiqué in 2001
 ministers asked to increase degree curricula offered in partnership by institutions from different countries and leading to a recognized joint degree in order to promote of the European dimensions in higher education.

Developing Programmes developed jointly by several universities from different countries and awarding joint degrees have potential to stimulate developments in various Bologna action lines. For instance, joint degrees require joint curriculum development, joint quality assurance, joint decisions regarding mutual recognition of parts of programme acquired at partner institutions. For joint programmes and joint degrees to be successful partner institutions have to use the Bologna tools such as ECTS, Diploma supplement, learning outcomes, qualifications frameworks thus fostering the implementation of these tools overall
. As has been admitted in several reports, the greatest problem is how to award joint degrees. One reason for that is that legislation national legislation on higher education does not mention joint degrees at all. If so, joint programmes and joint degrees have to fulfil all the same rules as the regular higher education programmes and qualifications while the joint character of programmes and degrees requires countries requires different procedures at least for curriculum development and quality assurance.  For this reason at their Berlin Conference in 2003 the ministers responsible for higher education stated that they agree to engage at the national level to remove legal obstacles to the establishment and recognition of such degrees and to actively support the development and adequate quality assurance of integrated curricula leading to joint degrees
. 

Figure 13. Legal situation for establishing joint programmes
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	Legislation does not mention joint degrees
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Currently, in 28 countries legislation allows establishing joint programmes and award joint degrees. In AL legislation allows joint programmes but it is not possible to award joint degrees. In CY and HR legislation regarding joint degrees is not clear, but in 7 countries, namely BG, FI, IE, LI, MD, KZ and UA legislation doesn’t address joint programmes or joint degrees. 

Country estimates of the percentage of HEIs awarding joint degrees and HEIs involved in joint programmes are shown in Figures 14 and 15. 

Figure 14. Estimated percentage of institutions that award joint degrees
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Figure 15. Estimated percentage of institutions that participate in joint programmes
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The situation is sharply different in different countries. In four countries: ES, LU, MT and VA both the share of HEIs is between 75 and 100% and the HEIs also award joint degrees without obstacles. These countries are closely followed by DK and UK-sct where 50-75% HEIs have joint programmes and also award the same percentage of joint degrees. At the other end of the scale there are AD, LI and MD where there are no joint programmes at all and countries where the share of HEIs involved in joint programmes is only 0-5%, such as AL, AZ, CY, HR, MD, RS, UA and UK-ewni. In four countries – HEIs CY, FI, LI and LV are involved in joint programmes but they don’t award joint degrees. Regarding LV, since August, 2011 legislation allows awarding joint degrees.  

As it could have been expected, in rather many countries where participating in joint programmes is more widespread than awarding joint degrees. This tendency is observed even in DE, FI, IE, IT and RO where the percentage of HEIs involved in joint programmes is 50-75% and NL where it is 15-50%. 
The typical estimated share of students who graduated from joint programmes in 2009/2010 academic year is 0-2.5% of all students. It is shared by 24 countries - AL, AZ, BE-fr, BE-nl, BG, CZ, DE, DK, GE, HR, IE, IS, IT, MT, NL, NO, PL, KZ, RO, RS, SI, TR, UA, UK-ewni and all those countries except NL and KZ also estimate the same share of students who graduate with joint degrees. At the same time 6 countries AD, EE, IE, Li, MD and ME state that no graduates graduated from joint programmes in 2009/2010 and another 4 countries – CY, FI, LV, NL and SE stated that while there are graduates from joint programmes, there were no students graduating with a joint degree.

The highest estimated values – over 10%  of both share of students in joint programmes and those graduating with a joint degree are in UK-sct and VA followed by AT with 5-7,5% and BA,ES, LU and KZ with 2,5-5%. In addition, AT and RO estimate 7.5 - 10% students graduating from joint programmes, but without joint degrees. 

Although more than one third of countries could not provide any information on the study fields, it possible to estimate that the most popular fields for joint programmes and degrees are mathematics and sciences closely followed by engineering and technologies as well as economics & business. Next group of fields mentioned with a similar frequency are studies of world regions or countries (e.g. European, American, German, Jewish), law, humanities, health sciences, education, plus culture and arts. Also mentioned are languages, social sciences in general, agriculture and forestry, as well as Interdisciplinary programmes.

The conclusions on joint degrees are that more countries have reviewed their legislation in order to allow and encourage joint degrees and that more students are involved in joint programmes, although no always they are awarded a joint degree. The implementation of joint degrees across EHEA is uneven. The countries that have not yet introduced joint degrees into their legislation are recommended to do so in order to lift the hurdles that still remain in awarding joint degrees.

2.2
Bologna Tools
2.2.1

National qualifications frameworks

Qualifications frameworks came into the Bologna agenda between 2001 and 2003. At that time just a few qualifications frameworks existed in Europe – one in IE, UK-ewni, UK-sct and more at experiment phase in DK. Between 2001-2003 several European level seminars were organised on qualifications frameworks which proved that learning outcomes describing qualifications in terms of level, workload,  learning outcomes, and profile should be useful to be established both at national level and the level of the EHEA because they had potential to make higher education systems more transparent, provide reference for levels of qualifications plus the benefits from linking qualifications with learning outcomes. In Berlin in 2003 ministers in their communiqué Ministers encouraged the member States “to elaborate a framework of comparable and compatible qualifications for their higher education systems, which should seek to describe qualifications in terms of workload, level, learning outcomes, competences and profile.” They also undertook to elaborate an overarching framework of qualifications for the European Higher Education Area. Too years later in Bergen ministers adopted the overarching qualifications framework for the EHEA and committed themselves  to elaborating national frameworks for qualifications compatible with the overarching framework for qualifications in the EHEA by 2010. However, due to the long time needed to carry out the change to learning outcomes based programmes and qualifications as well as carrying the out the self- assessment procedure with involvement of foreign experts, the 2010 deadline appeared unrealistic. Ministers at  Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve in 2009, stated: ”We aim at having them [i.e. national qualifications frameworks] implemented and prepared for self-certification against the overarching Qualifications Framework for the European Higher Education Area by 2012.” 

SCORECARD INDICATOR 3: IMPLEMENTATION OF NATIONAL QUALIFICATIONS FRAMEWORK

Indicator is defined as the current state in implementation of the national qualifications framework. 

The state of implementation was measured against the ten steps of implementation of NQF defined by the EHEA Qualifications frameworks working group (see below). To keep the same scoring criteria as in 2009 the 10 steps of NQF implementation are transformed into stocktaking scores as shown below. 

	Indicator 3
	Implementation of NQF
: Criteria for scores

	Green  (5) 
	Step 10. The Framework has self-certified its compatibility with the European Framework for Higher Education

	Light green (4)
	Steps 7-9.

9. Qualifications have been included in the NQF, 

8. Study programmes have been re-designed on the basis of the learning outcomes included in the NQF, 

7. Implementation of the NQF has started with agreement on the roles and responsibilities of higher education institutions, quality assurance agency(ies) and other bodies

	Yellow (3)
	Steps 5-6. 

6. The NQF has been adopted in legislation or in other high level policy fora 

5. Consultation / national discussion has taken place and the design of the NQF has been agreed by stakeholders 

	Orange (2) 
	Step 4. The level structure, level descriptors (learning outcomes), and credit ranges have been agreed, 

	Red (1)
	Step 3. The process of developing the NQF has been set up, with stakeholders identified and committee(s) established 

Step 2. The purpose(s) of the NQF have been agreed and outlined 

Step 1. Decision to start developing the NQF has been taken by the national body responsible for higher education and/or the minister


Figure 16.A Number of countries in each score category

	2012
	10
	11
	16
	2
	3


Progress in development of national Qualifications Frameworks according to the 10 steps formulated by the EHEA Working group on Qualifications Frameworks is shown graphically on Figure 16C (below) 

Ten countries have fulfilled all the steps in implementation of qualifications frameworks. Another group of countries have good chance to join the first group in 2012. Those countries mainly have to complete the self-certification procedure. More effort is need but still good chances are for a group of countries who in addition still have to complete re-designing programmes on the basis of the learning outcomes – and that will take more time and effort. Another 10 countries have adopted NQF in legislation or in other high level policy fora, and some of them have completed the underpinning discussions with all stakeholders. Two countries have prepared and agreed the proposal on the level structure, level descriptors and credit ranges. Four countries are in the very first stages of implementation and have yet to draft and agree on the proposal of NQF structure. 

Not even talking about the countries which are still in the initial stages of the implementation of the qualifications framework, there is a serious concern regarding the chances of at least part of the countries which currently have fulfilled 5 or 6 to complete implementation of national qualifications frameworks in 2012. These countries still have time and efforts consuming stages ahead such as redesigning the study programmes to link them with learning outcomes and l\including qualifications into the qualifications framework plus the organisation and carrying out the final step – self- the certification. 

Figure 16 C. Progress in development of national Qualifications Frameworks according to the 10 steps 
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	Current development is between steps  1 and 4
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	5. Consultation / national discussion has taken place and the design of the NQF has been agreed by stakeholders
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	6. The NQF has been adopted in legislation or in other high level policy fora
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	7. Implementation of the NQF has started with agreement on the roles and responsibilities of higher education institutions, quality assurance agency(ies) and other bodies

	
	8. Study programmes have been re-designed on the basis of the learning outcomes included in the NQF
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	9. Qualifications have been included in the NQF
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	10. The Framework has self-certified its compatibility with the European Framework for Higher Education


In addition, the EHEA qualifications framework working group in its report has issued a warning that “…making qualifications frameworks work in practice is considerably more challenging than developing the structures” and that “Making the QF-EHEA work in practice will be one of the main challenges of the European Higher Education Area in the years to come and this challenge will be common to its 47 members”.  

2.2.2
ECTS, Learning Outcomes and Student Centred Learning

European credit transfer system (ECTS) was introduced to foster student mobility in 1989. In its beginnings ECTS was designed to quantify student workload. Initially, most countries introduced ECTS for credit transfer only, i.e. ECTS credits were assigned to foreign students who completed a study period abroad. Credit accumulation i.e. allocation of credit points to each component of study programme and determining the total number of credits needed for completion of programme, at that time was used in just a few countries. ECTS was mentioned in the 1999 Bologna declaration but as a for credit transfer “as a proper means of promoting the most widespread student mobility with a view to assign credits to foreign students” but it also went beyond that “Credits could also be acquired in non-higher education contexts, including lifelong learning, provided they are recognised by receiving Universities concerned”. In their Prague communiqué ministers sent a clear message that “a credit system such as the ECTS or one that is ECTS-compatible, providing both transferability and accumulation functions, is necessary”
”. As of summer 2004 the revised “ECTS key features” state that ECTS credits are allocated on the basis of both  workload and learning outcomes. Proper implementation of the ECTS is very important for reaching Bologna goals – its use for accumulation make programmes more transparent, it makes possible to use the learning outcomes earned at another institution at home or abroad, but also ones earned outside the system of formal education. Proper implementation of the ECTS is one of the Bologna action lines which require much effort – in the beginning the difficult part was the shift from ECTS as a credit transfer system to transfer and genuine credit accumulation system, currently it is more the linking of all programme components   with learning outcomes – and it also reflects in the results of the stocktaking indicator on ECTS.

SCORECARD INDICATOR 4: STAGE OF IMPLEMENTATION OF THE ECTS SYSTEM. 

	Indicator 4
	Stage of implementation of: Criteria for scores

	Green  (5)
	ECTS credits are allocated to all components of all HE programmes
, enabling credit transfer and accumulation. 

ECTS credits are demonstrably linked with learning outcomes
 

	Light green (4)
	ECTS credits are allocated to all components of at least 75%  HE programmes9, enabling credit transfer and accumulation and 

ECTS credits are demonstrably linked with learning outcomes10 

OR
Credits are allocated to all components of all HE programmes9 using a fully compatible credit system enabling credit transfer and accumulation

ECTS credits are demonstrably linked with learning outcomes10

	Yellow(3)
	credits are allocated in 50-75 per cent of all HE programmes (excluding doctoral programmes), using ECTS 

ECTS credits are demonstrably linked with learning outcomes10
OR

ECTS credits are allocated to all components of at least 75%  HE programmes9, enabling credit transfer and accumulation but 

ECTS credits are not yet linked with learning outcomes

	Orange (2)
	ECTS credits are allocated in at least 50- per cent of Higher Education programmes

OR
A national credit system is used which is not fully compatible with ECTS

	Red (1)
	ECTS credits are allocated in less than 50  per cent of Higher Education programmes 
OR

ECTS is used in all programmes but only for credit transfer


Number of countries in each score category

	2012
	20
	17
	4
	2
	0


Compared to the results of 2009 stocktaking, there are two issues to mention. Firstly, in 2012 there are no more countries where ECTS credits are allocated in less than 50% of programmes and there are only two countries where ECTS is used for both credit transfer and accumulation in less than 75% programmes. That means that implementation of ECTS as transfer and accumulation system in the sense of quantifying students’ work is almost completed. Yet, it is not quite so with regard to the task to link credits with learning outcomes, it is still unacceptably large number of countries have not completed it. According to the criteria used in the stocktaking indicator on ECTS, there are two main reasons because of which countries may not reach “green” in this indicator: either there still are some groups of programmes in which ECTS is not applied even at level of quantifying workload, or the country does not use ECTS but instead a compatible other credit system. This is particularly the reason why the number of countries scored “green” is smaller than in 2009. 

Figure 18. Share of programmes using ECTS credits for accumulation and transfer for all elements of study programmes
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Comparing the Figures 18 and 19 below shows that linking all parts of programmes with learning outcomes has been implemented to a substantially lesser extent than usage of ECTS credits for credit transfer and accumulation.  Thus, while in 29 countries all programmes use ECTS for credit transfer and accumulation but in all other countries the same is true for more than 50% of programmes  and in just 5 countries - AD, AT, DE, FR and VA ECTS credits are used for transfer and accumulation in  50% - 74% programmes (Fig. 18). At the same time only in 21 countries (Fig. 19) all parts of programmes are linked in learning outcomes in all programmes and there are still 7 countries - BA, BE, NL, CZ, DE, UA and VA where in less than 50% of programmes all parts of are linked with outcomes and one country – Austria where there are no programmes in which all parts are linked with learning outcomes. 

Thus, one conclusion regarding the implementation of ECTS is that allocating credits to all parts of programme in the sense of workload works much better than allocating of learning outcomes to all parts of the programme. 

Figure 19. Extent to which ECTS credits are linked with learning outcomes in higher education programmes
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Allocating credits

The evolution of credit systems has taken place from credit allocation on the basis of student-teacher contact hours to allocation of credits on the basis of student workload moving towards allocation of credits based on both student workload and learning outcomes, i.e. credits are allocation on condition that student has performed a certain quantified learning and can demonstrative the expected learning outcomes. only has performed certain quantified learning efforts but also can demonstrate that a certain amount The survey results presented on Figure 20 showed that in majority of countries (24) universities allocate credits to students on the basis of combination of workload and learning outcomes but  AZ, MT, and UK – only on the learning outcomes. Seven countries - AD, AT, BE-nl, CH, DE, DK, and LI allocate credits based on student workload only. It is understandable in the case of AT, DE and BE-nl where only 5-50% programmes or even no programmes (AT) where all components of programmes are linked with learning outcomes. 

Figure 20 Basis to award ECTS credits in the majority of institutions/programmes
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However, the fact that some countries where all components of programmes are linked with learning outcomes in all (AZ, CH and DK) or almost all (AD, MT and LI) programmes are linked with learning outcomes allocate credits on the basis of workload only means that achieving of the planned learning outcomes is sine qua non but the number of credits is calculated on the basis of workload. In no countries credit allocation is based on teacher – student contact hours but there are some cases where contact hours are used together with student workload.

In most countries there is a certain measure of hours of student work per credit   a certain number hours of student workload and this measure is different: in most countries it is within the interval between 25 and 30 hours. In RU the measure of hours per credit strongly differs it varies between cycles - 1st cycle - 45 hours of student’s work, 2nd cycle - 60 hours, 3rd cycle - 90 hours and in addition the number of student – teacher contact hours per credit are set to 15. In CZ, HR, NO and RO do not have a prescribed measure of hours per credit but HEIs are encouraged to follow the ECTS. In BA, LV, ME and TR besides the number of contact hours which varies from 10 (BA) to maximum 13 (LV).is set in addition to the standard measure of student work. It should also be admitted that some of countries, for instance AR which only recently started using credits have created credit systems that are suitable for credit accumulation but making them useful for credit transfer is still a challenge. Also, responses of some countries suggest that sometimes students may actually have substantially

The conclusions on the allocation of credits are the following. It is positive that no country allocates credits on the basis of contact hours only. However, there are a number of countries that still base credit allocation with student workload only – mainly because in few programmes all components are linked with learning outcomes. Overall, the implementation of ECTS as a transfer and accumulation system

Understanding of learning outcomes and extent to what programmes and their components link to them

Definition of learning outcomes. Most countries follow the two well-known non-antagonistic patterns of definitions of learning outcomes that– the one of the EHEA overarching framework “what the student is expected to know, understand and be able to do” (e.g. AD, AZ, BA, Be-Fr, CY, Fi, MT, TR, UK-end) and the one of the EQF for LLL “knowledge, skills and competences” (e.g. DK, LV, ME, NO, SI) which are in some countries further sub-divided into more categories. There are some countries which have not yet agreed upon a national definition of learning outcomes (e.g. CH, DE, LI, and NL). There are also other definitions most of which are probably compatible with the two most common patterns, such as  “Learning outcomes explicitly express knowledge, skills and other abilities” (CZ), “knowledge, skills and attitudes” (EE, RS), "learning outcomes are knowledge and skills and corresponding autonomy and responsibility …” (HR), “skills students are expected to have acquired” (SE), “knowledge, skills, or aptitudes “ (UK-sct), "skills and competences" (VA). 

However, definitions like “general measurable results of learning process that allow HEIs to assess whether students  have developed the required competences” (AM), “ability to demonstrate knowledge and/or skills, oral and written representation of the information from the course” (BG), “Learning outcome is qualification acquired through successful completion of academic program” (GE), “listed core competencies in accordance with […] the requirements […] of professional competence” (KZ) are not necessarily compatible with others.

National steering towards use of learning outcomes in developing curricula and student assessment. In all countries the national policy encourages use of learning outcomes in curriculum development, 18 of them have made it compulsory through laws or regulations AD, BE, BG, EE, ES, GE, HR, IE, IS, IT, LT, LV, MD, NL, PL,RO, RS, SI, TR, VA and 25 countries - AM, AT, AZ, BA, CH, CY, CZ, DE, DK, FI, FR, HU, IE, KZ, LI, LU, ME, MT, NO, PL, RO, SE, UA, UK encourage use of learning outcomes through advisory measures. 

Fig 21. Steering and/or encouraging use of learning outcomes in national policy 
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As regards assessment procedures to focus on learning outcomes, in 14 countries student assessment based on learning outcomes is stipulated in legislation
, in 24 countries
 it is encouraged through guidelines or recommendation but in 5 countries - AT, Be-nl, BG, CZ, LI  is not encouraged at all. CZ and HR are preparing major projects in this issue. In IE student assessment based on learning outcomes is compulsory for non-university higher education only. 

Fig. 22. Steering student assessment procedures to focus on learning outcomes in national policy

[image: image113.png]



	[image: image114.png]



	[image: image115.png]



	[image: image116.png]



	[image: image117.png]



	[image: image118.png]




	Not available
	Not applicable
	Yes, through law, regulations
	Yes,  through guidelines, recommendations
	No steering


Monitoring of use of learning outcomes in curricula development and student assessment by Quality Assurance procedures is in place in all countries except  AZ, CH, BE, and TR. Most countries which monitor the use of learning outcomes first refer to the external quality assurance and most of them on the procedures for programme accreditation/ approval and it seems that the main model is a direct assessment of the learning outcomes by external evaluators. Although there can be more countries doing so, only BE, CZ and FI explicitly mention involvement of internal QA procedures of the HEIs and external acti9ng as audit. CY mentions internal QA only. AM uses stakeholders feedback. 

In most countries there are support measures to help introducing learning outcomes approach. Seminars and conferences and/or staff consultations and training activities take place in many countries AT, BG, CH, CY, FI, EE, GE, KZ, LT, LU, LV, MD, MT, NO, PL, SI, TR, UK. Some countries (AM, AZ, LV, PL, RS, UA) issue methodological guidance materials, others have allocated national or EU funding for major projects or use EU funds BE-nl, EE, ES, FI, HR, LT, RO, SE. 

The support measures are often organized by national Bologna expert groups, ministries, or QA or qualifications agencies. In some countries rectors’ conference are actively involved in those measures - CH, DE, Fr, LV, and NO.

In vast majority of countries training programmes on student-centred learning/ learning outcomes are available; in most cases attendance is voluntary. However, in 9 countries – BA, CZ, IE, IS, LV, MD, RO, TR, UK for some staff it is mandatory. The staff for which the training is mandatory varies from country to country and it can be Deans, Directors of the Graduate Schools, Bologna coordinators and   quality officers at HEIs (TR), new lecturers, teaching fellows, postdocs (UK-eng). In LV these topics are included in the compulsory training for all teaching positions below professorial level. 

Fig. 23. Academic staff training programmes on student-centred learning/ learning outcomes
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	Training not organised


Country assessment of importance of various elements of student-centred learning. Countries were asked to score several elements of student-centred learning in scale from 1 (not important) to 5.  Fig. 24 shows the result.  

Fig. 24. Importance of various elements of student-centred learning in the eyes of EHEA counties (of total score 5)
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Source: BFUG survey

The two most valued elements clearly are the learning outcomes and assessment based on learning outcomes. Independent learning is the next. The less valued aspect is learning in small groups. Additionally, countries have emphasized importance of more aspects inevitable for establishing genuine student-centred learning. It has been stressed that development of the student’s ability to think critically and engage independently with the curriculum, that to achieve goals students should genuinely participate of in all aspects of the academic life and emphasizing participation of students in research and development. One instrument to increase independence and responsibility of students is individual and personal and assessing/ discussion of student’s progress in relation to such plans. Countries also remind that support services: academic and career guidance, tutoring, psychological counselling have an important role in building up student-centred learning and that this process also needs identifying the different actors and (re)defining their roles. 

Conclusions on implementation of learning outcomes. In vast majority of countries at least formally follow the definitions of learning outcomes used in the EHEA overarching qualifications framework or EQF for LLL while compatibility of some national definitions of learning outcomes with those two patterns could be questioned. The question still remains of how far those definitions are known, understood and actually applied in practice when it comes to individual higher education staff members who have to apply them for the courses they are delivering.

In majority of countries introduction of learning outcomes approach and especially regarding student assessment is only encouraged through recommendatory measures. While there are some countries where there is long experience of steering higher education by recommendations and guidelines, in others issuing a recommendation does not necessarily lead to immediate follow-up and that could be one reason why implementation of those issues is longer than expected. 

In most countries the use of learning outcomes for curriculum development is monitored directly by programme assessments in external quality assurance, in fewer countries internal QA has the primary responsibility and external QA rather audits the internal QA procedures. 

Countries consider that most important elements on the way to genuine student-centred learning are learning outcomes and outcomes-based student achievements, but overall establishing of genuine student-centred learning is a complex of actions ensuring that students learn how to think critically, that students participate in all kinds of academic life, that they are given more independence and responsibility.

Training on the issues of student-centred learning/ learning outcomes is organised in most countries, however the answers suggest that training mainly addresses institution leaders, quality officers, bologna coordinators and/or new or lower rank of teaching staff. 

Academic staff training programmes on student-centred learning/ learning outcomes
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	Organised for all staff  voluntary but for some categories compulsory 
	Organised for all staff attend voluntary
	Organised for some staff voluntary and for some categories compulsory 
	Organised for some staff voluntary
	Training programmes not organised


2.2.3
Diploma Supplement

Possible indicators:

Diploma supplement was developed already in 1998 by a working group sponsored by Council of Europe, EU and UNESCO therefore it was taken up as a transparecy tool already in the Bologna declaration in 1999. 

SCORECARD INDICATOR 5: STAGE OF IMPLEMENTATION OF The Diploma supplement. 
Indicator

 
Indicator measures the implementation of the Diploma Supplement against four criteria: 

1) Diploma Supplement should be issued to every graduate

2) Diploma Supplement should be issued automatically,

3) Diploma Supplement should be issued in a widely spoken European language; 

4) Diploma Supplement should be issued free of charge.
	Colour
	Criteria 

	Green (“5”)
	Every graduate receives a Diploma Supplement in the EU/CoE/UNESCO Diploma Supplement format and in a widely spoken European language

· automatically

· free of charge

	Light green (“4”)
	Every graduate who requests it receives a Diploma Supplement in the EU/CoE/UNESCO Diploma Supplement format and in a widely spoken European language

· free of charge

	Yellow (“3”)
	A DS in the EU/CoE/UNESCO Diploma Supplement format and in a widely spoken European language is issued to some graduates OR in some programmes free of charge

	Orange (“2”)
	A DS in the EU/CoE/UNESCO Diploma Supplement format and in a widely spoken European language is issued to some graduates OR in some programmes for a fee

	Red (”1”)


	Systematic issuing of DS in the EU/CoE/UNESCO Diploma Supplement format and in a widely spoken European language has not yet started


	2011
	16
	17
	5
	4
	0


Quantitative data on the extent of issuing the DS. Qualitative data on the model(s) of the DS that is/are being issued (source: BFUG questionnaire). The data submitted by countries show that only in 21 countries DS is issued automatically. In all other countries either all Diploma supplements or those in the non-national language are issued. In 4 countries Diploma Supplements are not issued to all graduates  and in another 4 countries Diploma Supplement is issued for a fee and this fee varies from 10 EUR to 50-100 EUR. 

In nearly all countries the DS is issued in national language(s) and English which clearly dominates as a “widely spoken European language’. Only two countries specified French and another two German language as other options of the widely spoken European languages. 

Lessons from the examples of Diploma Supplements. Only 12 countries submitted a Diploma Supplements and two of those countries actually sent in a blank diploma supplements with a description of the national education system. Three diploma supplements did not contain a description education system, in one country only a scheme of the educational system was provided without comments but in two cases there was a description of educational system but without a scheme. The format of all Diploma Supplements was the one approved by the Council of Europe, UNESCO and the European Commission and one of them followed the EU Europass design. 

Surprisingly, but less than half (5) countries provided the quality assurance status of the HEI which issued the qualification and/or administrated studies, others usually just admitted whether the HEI is state or private. In 4 out of 12 Diploma Supplements provided the access qualification required as prerequisite was not mentioned. Learning outcomes were not even mentioned in Diploma Supplements coming from 8 countries out of the 12 that submitted samples of Diploma Supplements. This finding shows that the HEIs most probably were not aware of the revised guidance documents for filling Diploma Supplement adopted by the Intergovernmental Committee of the Lisbon Recognition Convention in 2007
. In 3 out of those 4 Diploma Supplements where the attempts to provide learning outcomes, the “outcomes” provided are rather aims of the programme than real learning outcomes in the form of “what the graduate knows, understands and is able to do”. 

The conclusions from the analysis of the Diploma Supplement are that the Diploma Supplements in many cases are not prepared properly and hence do not provide the expected information to the users. A much wider dissemination of the Diploma Supplement explanatory notes is as well as training of the appropriate staff is needed to make HEIs aware of how to fill Diploma Supplements properly.

National monitoring of effectiveness of the DS. Only six countries report that they have launched studies to monitor how employers use DS although in two educational systems the results of those studies are yet unknown. Two countries confirm that no more than 10% employers are aware of Diploma Supplement and that they are not much interested in DS while in one country employers wish to see a much more detailed DS and appreciate presence of learning outcomes listed as generic and specific competences. As regards monitoring use of DS in HEIs, less than half the countries state that such monitoring takes place, however only four countries have provided some outcomes of such monitoring.
2.3 
Recognition of Qualifications

Possible indicators:

· Qualitative information on the transposition and implementation of the Lisbon Recognition Convention (also with regard to diploma mobility). 
Who takes decisions upon recognition?

Academic recognition. Final decisions upon recognition of foreign qualifications for the purpose of further studies are taken by HEIs themselves in vast majority (31) of countries. In two additional countries – CZ and DK HEIs have the main responsibility for the decision upon recognition. However, in DK the ENIC/NARIC centre may assess and certify compliance of qualifications for meeting general admission requirements and in those cases the power of HEIs restricted to assessing the foreign qualification against specific requirements of the particular programme. In CZ the ministry rather than HEIs take decision on recognition in cases of qualification coming from countries with which CZ has bilateral agreements on recognition. 

Institution which makes final decisions on recognising foreign qualifications for academic purposes
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	Not available
	Not applicable
	Central government authority
	National ENIC/NARIC centre
	Higher education institution
	Other


1.  Are higher education institutions' recognition policy and practice typically evaluated in external Quality Assurance processes?
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In 8 countries - AZ, BG, GE, KZ, LT, MD, RO, UA decision taking for academic recognition of foreign\n qualifications is done by a central government authority, e.g. ministry. In addition, in TR recognition decisions are also taken by the Higher Education Council (YOK).  Decisions on academic recognition are made by the national ENIC/NARIC centre in 4 countries – AD, CY, EL, and MT. 

Professional recognition

As it has been demonstrated in the Analysis of the national action plans for recognition
, it is not clear at the state level if and to which extent HEIs in their 

Countries at the institutional recognition procedures may be quite diverse   in the recent years there have been in 

Evaluation of higher education institutions' recognition policy in external quality assurance processes 

[image: image146.png]



	[image: image147.png]



	[image: image148.png]



	[image: image149.png]



	[image: image150.png]



	[image: image151.png]




	Not available
	Not applicable
	Institutional recognition policies are evaluated 
	Institutional recognition policies are not evaluated
	Institutional recognition policies are evaluated  sometimes


[image: image152.png]



� Quote to Trends 1


� Prague communique of ministers


� Berlin Communique


� Berlin Communique


� “All” = all students who could be involved in 2-cycle system  i.e. NOT those in doctoral programmes and NOT those in short HE programmes�NB Students of ALL study fields are taken into account





� Access : the right of qualified candidates to apply and to be considered for admission (definition used in the Lisbon Recognition Convention)


� Compensatory measures required for students coming from another study field will not be counted as “major transitional problems”





� Reference to 


� 23 educational systems 


� Ref Prague Communique 


� Reference to EUA report on master degrees and joint degrees, 2002.


� Ref to Berlin Communique


� National Qualifications framework


� Ref to Prague Communique


� excluding doctoral programmes


� i.e. learning outcomes are formulated for all programme components and credits are allocated only when the stipulated learning outcomes are actually acquired


� A “translation” between the national system and ECTS should be provided.


� AD, DK, EE, ES, FR, GE, HU, IS, LV, ME, NL, NO, RS, SI


� AZ, BA, BE-fr, CH, CY, DE, FI, HR, IE, IT, KZ, LT, LU, MD, MT, PL, RO, SE, TR, UA, UK-eng, UK-sct, VA


� The criteria for the indicator on the implementation Diploma Supplement has not been changed since the Stocktaking exercise of  the year 2007


� See Diploma Supplement explanatory notes at e.g.  http://ec.europa.eu/education/lifelong-learning-policy/doc/ds/ds_en.pdf


� Reference to Analysis of National Action Plans 





� The criteria for the indicator on the Diploma Supplement has not been changed since the Stiocktakimng exercise of  the year 2007. 
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