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Opening of the meeting
Mr. Gottfried Bacher (Austrian Co-Chair) welcomed the participants to the 4th meeting of the Working Group on Mobility and Internationalisation (M&I WG) by underlining the importance of the topics to be discussed. The M&I WG meeting in Vienna, which follows the Horizon 2020 and ERASMUS+ launching conferences, is relevant for the internationalisation and mobility campaign being developed by the Austrian government. The new Austrian government programme calls for an increase of international mobility of students and staff. Additionally, it was underlined that performance agreements focusing on mobility are being used between the ministry and HEIs to bundle international activities into the university strategies. 
Welcome by Co-Chairs. 
Adoption of the Agenda and the Minutes of the 3rd meeting of M&I WG 
Information by the BFUG Secretariat

Mr. Luis Delgado informed the members that Elizabeth Colucci will make a presentation, before the discussions on internationalisation of the EHEA, on the respective issue. Moreover, during the “any other business” agenda point the WG members should discuss and agree on the format of the WG report to be delivered at the Ministerial Conference in 2015. 
The BFUG Secretariat was requested to circulate the final version of the Minutes of the 3rd meeting of the WG. The Minutes of the 3rd meeting and the agenda were adopted with corresponding amendments. 
Information by the BFUG Secretariat was followed by a Tour de Table introduction. Mr. Hayk Sargsyan informed the WG members that NESSIE received the final endorsement of the ToR, which was revised according to the Bucharest commitments and adopted by the BFUG at its last meeting. 
He also explained that the increased number of scorecard indicators might create political implications. Thus, deep analytical descriptive information should be the goal of the stocktaking exercise, rather than the increasing number of scorecard indicators.

Mrs. Gayane Harutyunyan underlined that during the Vilnius BFUG meeting the idea of having a coordination meeting of the WGs Co-Chairs was approved. The agenda of the meeting will be discussed during the Board meeting in Astana. The meeting will be held immediately before the BFUG meeting in Athens.
Description of study programs
Mr. Christian Tauch and Mr. Roger Wurm briefed the WG on a German database called “Higher Education Compass”, which contains information on all the study programmes available in German HEIs and international partnerships between German universities and institutions worldwide. The presentation was mainly concentrated on degree programmes. 
One of the main benefits of the German database is that HEIs fill in the information requested. It was clarified that in each HEI, there is one expert responsible for the information input to the database. This institutional knowledge is passed on internally. Thus, the maintenance cost of the database is relatively low. In addition the information on accreditation is provided by accreditation agencies. For more information on the presentation please refer to the link below:
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While discussing the draft guidelines on description of Study Programmes in the EHEA the WG members agreed on the following important points: 

· The mandate of the WG is to propose recommendations on a common template for description of study programmes at national level;

· The WG proposes EHEA national agencies to develop databases with common structure;

· The aim of the WG is not the proposal of a structure for a common database for the EHEA run by a single unit;
· EHEA national agencies could use the experience of German “Higher Education Compass” database; 

· The databases should include information on qualification of programmes;

· Recommendations on types of study programmes to be included in national databases could be given; 
· National databases could contain information on mobility possibilities for study programmes.
For more information on the draft guidelines on description of Study Programmes in the EHEA please refer to the link below:
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Conclusion: 

The proposed structure of the draft guidelines on the description of study programmes covers the complete journey of a potential international student from the very first contact with the EHEA and national HE systems through admission and enrolment, learning and teaching processes and finally information on further studies and work opportunities. The group decided to further develop the guidance including a template for a possible database structure at national level. 

Portability of grants and loans
Mr. Peter Greisler presented the first written proposal on the respective issue. The guiding principles set out in the draft paper aim at a fair balance of financial support between the home and host countries. Thus, the home country should in principle cover the living costs of the student and the host country should finance the study courses. Portability should cover all kinds of public grants and loans, including additional mobility support. The financial support should not be granted twice for the same cause within the EHEA. For more information on the document please refer to the link below:
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The deliberations of this topic revealed the need to address the following important points:
· The document should be retitled to “Guiding principles on the portability of student financial support”, thereby avoiding the distinction between grants, loans and scholarships;
· The idea of sharing the financial burden between countries should be made clearer;
· The main principle of the first point of the document could be stated as follows “All student financial support must be fully portable”;
· There is a convention on portability of grants and loans in CoE ratified by 15 member states, which will be discussed in March 2014 by the steering committee on Higher Education. The CoE representative to the WG will give a report on the respective issue at the next meeting of the WG;
· The portability of support for tuition fees and for living costs should be distinguished;
· In some EHEA countries the accommodation support is so far not portable;

· The WG should consider different socio-economic starting points of the EHEA countries while drafting the guidelines; 
· The definition of home country should be stated more precisely.
Conclusion:

It was agreed that the paper should cover all kinds of financial support and should call for portability in general. At the same time, it should clearly distinguish between the responsibility of the home and the host country as regards living-expenses and the programmes on offer. The WG members were asked to send their written comments to the Co-Chairs after the meeting. A revised draft will be discussed at the next WG meeting. 

Mobility of teacher - training students
Mr. Julian Walkowiak, a student of the University of Vienna who is training in the fields of English and sports, gave an account of his study abroad experience in Portugal and Russia. He talked about the importance of teachers as multipliers and motivators for their pupils to understand the advantages of intercultural competences, which can only be acquired by personal experience. He also said that fair and transparent recognition (proper credit transfer) is still a problem, and that curricula are generally too restricted. He also stressed the importance of the new ERASMUS+ program in facilitating more work and study related stays abroad. At the next WG meeting in May, the group will discuss how the international mobility of teacher-training students could be improved, e.g. how to enhance the international dimension of teacher-training and support the mobility of teacher-training students, with the aim of proposing resolutions for the Yerevan Communiqué. 

Quality in mobility
The new document, enriched and expanded on the basis of the discussions during the Madrid meeting, was briefly presented by Mr. Gottfried Bacher. He explained that a new chapter on the choice of cooperation partners was added. For more information on the paper please follow the link below:
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During the discussions of the WG the following important points were made:
· The addressees of the paper should be clearly stated even more clearly in the paper;

· Incentives for students that are successful in mobility are missing in the paper;
· The learning plan should be a responsibility of the academic coordinator as well as the student;
· The aim of the establishment of quantitative indicators should be clarified (e.g. measuring the quality of mobility);

· The institutions should internationalize more, to prepare students for international labor markets through learning of intercultural competences;
· The issue of academic cooperation should be noted in the paper;
· Evaluations of the mobility experience should be public;
· Reference to the ERASMUS Charter on higher education should be made.
Conclusion:

It was agreed during the WG meeting that the paper should be finalized until the summer 2014 and circulated among the members of the WG.
Austrian Student Ombudsman Josef Leidenfrost: exemplary cases regarding mobility obstacles
Mr. Josef Leidenfrost made a presentation of his work on mobility obstacles (problems with recognition, admission, permeability, etc.) and the work of the transnational network “ENOHE”, as well as other existing national networks. It was also underlined that EU 13 countries have student ombudsmen. For more information on the presentation please follow the link below:
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Staff Mobility
Mr. Peter Greisler presented the second draft of guidelines on staff mobility in the EHEA with corresponding changes made during the last WG meeting in Madrid. The guidelines contain recommendations on how to promote and encourage staff mobility and its quality such as creating a supporting environment for staff mobility, improving data collection and encouraging and supporting staff mobility and its appreciation. Moreover, staff mobility linked to knowledge circulation is distinguished from student (learning) mobility more precisely. 
It was agreed that a revised paper with corresponding changes will be circulated to all BFUG members before the BFUG meeting in Athens. The deliberations of the WG led to the final version of the document attached below: 
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Presentation of studies on underrepresented groups and mobility as well as balanced/unbalanced mobility flows
Mr. Martin Unger and Mrs. Angelika Grabher made a presentation based on the research of the Austrian Institute of Advanced Studies. Mainly it was underlined that across Europe there are primarily three groups underrepresented in temporary enrolment (credit mobility): students from low education background, students with delayed transition into higher education and older students. Financial issues are the most obstructing ones for students across Europe. 
Moreover, imbalanced student (degree) mobility can be measured in absolute numbers (difference is larger than 1,000 students) and relative numbers (more than 1% of overall student population). Imbalanced flows occur between South-Eastern Europe and North-Western Europe, but also between countries in Western and Northern Europe. Imbalances between Eastern European countries also exist, but there are not as many valid data available as in other European regions. 
Also, in absolute numbers, considerably more mobile students from countries with lower GDP per capita are studying in countries with higher GDP than vice versa. The WG on M&I should discuss specific problems/trends to analyze them further and/or develop solutions to increase access to mobility for underrepresented student groups and to redress imbalances wherever possible and needed. 

For more information on the presentation please refer to the link below: 
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Proposal for a European approach for Quality Assurance of Joint Programmes
Mr. Achim Hopbach thanked the members for contributing to the task and made a presentation on the second version of the European approach on Quality Assurance of Joint Programmes. He outlined the main changes made in the updated version of the paper: 
· Language and concepts are adjusted where needed;
· More clear explanation is given on how European approach could be used in different scenarios;
· The approach is applicable to all joint programmes;
· All types of quality assurance are covered by the paper.
For more information on the presentation please refer to the link below:
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For more information on the second version of the European approach on Quality Assurance of Joint Programmes please follow the link below:
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The deliberations revealed the following important points:
· The ERASMUS MUNDUS programme should be mentioned in the paper;
· In many countries there is a move towards the institutional accreditation. Thus, programme accreditation becomes less relevant; 
· The issue of countries without a national quality agency registered in EQAR should be discussed in the approach;
· One of the main messages of the document is that there are common principles that should be applied to quality assurance of joint programmes; 
· There are specific rules to be applied to those cases where programme accreditation is compulsory.
· Some members of the WG pronounced themselves in favor of applying the European Approach only for joint degrees as their specific characteristic needs a corresponding quality assurance approach. In contrast, double degrees are more linked to the respective national higher education system. Most members spoke in favor of a wide approach, encompassing all kinds of joint programmes, in line with the Bucharest Communique which refers to joint and double degree programmes.
Conclusion:

WG members were asked to send in additional comments by 14 February. According to this input and the input by the Structural WG, the expert group will revise the paper and present it to the BFUG in April 2014. 

Internationalization of the EHEA
Mr. Luis Delgado recalled the attention of the WG members that during the WG last meeting in Madrid it was agreed to focus the task on further internationalization of the EHEA, among others, on the evaluation of the 2007 Strategy for the EHEA in a global setting. After a feedback given by Mrs. Elizabeth Colucci the WG members agreed that a comprehensive report is not needed. It could be more useful to select specific initiatives and cases to give a picture of the achievements of the strategy and also of its potential pitfalls.
The structure of the intended report will include an introduction to the five policy areas of the 2007 strategy and a specific chapter for each area summarizing BFUG led initiatives, EU policies and programmes, national case studies, contribution from stakeholders and other relevant organizations upon invitation. The report will conclude with observations from the M&I WG on achievements and a section on further internationalization developments needed. The report should be discussed and agreed during the last meeting of the WG in September 2014.
Attractiveness of the EHEA
Mr. Peter Greisler called the attention of the WG members to the fact that there was a disagreement on the question if a target on incoming mobility of students from outside the EHEA into the EHEA should be recommended or not. He asked the WG members to express arguments against/for the target on incoming mobility to come up with a clear understanding on what the WG will propose for the attractiveness of the EHEA in its final report. For the paper on a possible target on incoming mobility of students from outside the EHEA into the EHEA please follow the link below:
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The following important points were made during the discussion of the WG:
· A common target for incoming mobility could be meaningless as only three European countries (Germany, France and UK) have 60% of EHEA incoming mobility; 
· Considering the diverse situation in the EHEA, national targets for incoming mobility could be more useful;
· Difficulties with attracting mobile students also arise because of national language regulations in smaller countries of the EHEA; 
· EHEA membership could help smaller countries to promote their educational systems worldwide;
· Quality assurance is one of the attractiveness indicators of EHEA;
· It is important that less money goes to marketing and more to improvement of the quality of education;
· Incoming student mobility should be increased in EHEA; 
· Data should be collected and reported to assess the attractiveness of EHEA on a regular basis.
Conclusion:

The group came to the conclusion that no common target for incoming student mobility from outside the EHEA should be introduced. Countries should address the topic in their international strategies and set national targets for incoming student mobility from outside the EHEA. 
The WG members will receive a corresponding proposal and will be asked for written comments on it. After that, the proposal which could be integrated into the Yerevan Communiqué will be sent to all BFUG members in due time before the BFUG meeting in April 2014. 

Preparatory work for the next Bologna Policy Forum (BPF)
Mr. Luis Delgado underlined that preparatory work for the next BPF is one of the three main objectives of the sub-group on further EHEA internationalisation. He explained that the paper on BPF circulated before the WG meeting was prepared by EC representative Mrs. Ragnhild Berg. 
Mrs. Berg mainly noted that there are difficulties to get the EHEA ministers to engage/participate in the discussion with the non-EHEA partners. This issue was partly solved by having the two parallel forums in Bucharest, instead of back to back. Moreover, the issue of diverse group of partners (different aims, different relationship with EHEA, different levels of education systems) was underlined as one of the main challenges. For more information on the paper please refer to the link below:
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Mrs. Gayane Harutyunyan briefed the members on the preparation of the BPF and emphasized the importance of recommendations of the WG. The Ministry of Education and Science of the Republic of Armenia will closely cooperate with the Bologna Secretariat in the process of organising the BPF and for that purpose the Ministry has established a Steering Committee. The Ministry is responsible for organising the ministerial events on 14-15 May 2015.
By the decision of the Prime Minister of the Republic of Armenia an Intergovernmental Steering Committee has been established, which involves all relevant ministries and agencies that will be involved in the smooth organisation of the events. Moreover, Armenia is in the process of selection of a company to deal with the logistic issues (e.g. accommodation, transportation). The web-page of the events will be launched by the end of 2014. Additionally, she noted that to convince ministers to participate in the Yerevan 2015 events organizers should be very careful in the process of topics selection. 
The deliberations of this topic revealed the need to address the following important points:
· The focus on specific regional cooperation areas – such as the Asia/Pacific, Africa and Southern Mediterranean regions is very important;
· There should be a clear explanation on the concept of selecting these regions;
· The organizers should guarantee that a partnership based dialogue between non-EHEA and EHEA countries takes place;
· The issue of recognition should be also considered as one of the main topics to be discussed;
· The non-EHEA countries could also propose topics for discussion;
· Concrete results on different topics should be achieved to convince ministers to participate in the events; 

· More attention should be paid to national contact points;

· Continuity between the BPFs is needed. In this purpose, it could be useful to widen the scope of meetings between EHEA and non-EHEA countries (e.g. meetings could take place once a year parallel to the BFUG meetings); 
· It would be useful if the abovementioned regions include students in their delegations for the BPF.
Conclusion:

The WG members were requested to send their written comments to Mrs. Ragnhild Berg no later than February 14th 2014. A revised version of the document will be ready, further discussed and eventually approved in the next BFUG meeting in Athens. 

Any other business
While discussing the issue of the final report of the M&I WG it was decided that the BFUG Secretariat prepares a structure for the report and sends it to all WG members in due time before the next WG meeting in May. At the next meeting, the M&I WG will discuss this draft outline and decide on the structure of the report. 
Though the next meetings of the M&I WG are foreseen in Madrid (May 19-20, 2014) and Vienna (September 8-9, 2014) the co-chairs opened the possibility to any interested members to host the two remaining meetings.
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Quality of Mobility

 

Recommendations and Good Practice based on the European Quality Charter for Mobility







General Remarks:



Mobility is one of the main pillars of the European higher education area, and an indispensable ingredient of internationalization strategies. Although many initiatives have been taken to improve the conditions for the mobility of students, researchers and staff, little attention has been given to the quality aspects. Nobody seriously doubts the value-added effect of mobility in shaping a multicultural future, such as personal enhancement and improvement of the overall competence level, refined intercultural competences and enhanced language and democracy skills. Nevertheless, it must be focused, structured, promoted, well-prepared, documented and quality assured. 



It goes without saying that the quality assurance and accreditation measures (e.g. European Standards and Guidelines) and bodies (ENQA; EQAR; national QA agencies) must be applied to all academic programs which are part of the international exchange experience. Yet, quality assurance should not only cover the curricula, teaching and training aspects of mobility. It must start in the planning stage and continue during the stay abroad proper well into the post-mobility periods with its evaluation and recognition procedures.



Mobility activities and the respective general conditions should be reflected both within the over-arching institutional strategy and the respective departmental policies. Such conditions include focused target countries, high-quality cooperation partners at academic and labour market level as well as thouroughly designed mobility windows in the curricula or working area. It has been shown that a mere study stay abroad without the proper anchoring does not necessarily lead to enhanced competences.



The meaning and the goals of mobility must be clearly communicated to all candidates.  At the same time, a prerequisite for making an informed choice of study destination is the transparent and comprehensive provision of information on the rights and duties of mobile candidates. Without proper preparation (e.g. clear contracts with cooperation partners, adequate timing, guaranteed recognition) negative consequences could even be the result (e.g. consolidation of stereotypes and preconceived ideas). The professional reflection of the mobility experience is an important success factor in this respect. If this procedure is adopted, quality and sustainability of the mobility experience can be guaranteed. 



Skills, knowledge and experiences acquired abroad by students, researchers and staff shall be strategically assessed (e.g. evaluation and impact for the home institution) and the results spread upon return to the home institution. Mobility for staff should be promoted and valued as it contributes to a more international outlook within the institution, providing staff with relevant experience needed for internationalization at home and creating opportunities for further international cooperation for the students and institution.



The specific needs of candidates with disabilities must be taken into account by governments, higher education institutions and student unions also in terms of quality of teaching and support. The needs of international candidates should be catered for by ensuring that staff have relevant expertise and language skills to provide such services.



Financial support is crucial for fostering mobility and sustaining high-quality study or working conditions at home as well as abroad. It should be available on all levels: institutional, state, and federal. Concerning students, portability of national scholarships and other financial support instruments should be possible, especially for students with disadvantaged backgrounds and/or disabilities (e.g. Austrian “mobility scholarships”).



The European Quality Charter for Mobility, dating back to 2006, serves as backdrop for a collection of recommendations on how to provide quality before, during and after the mobility experience. As additional measure quantitative indicators should be established to check on the successful implementation of the overall mobility/internationalization strategy.



The recommendations’ addressees are all persons and institutions involved in planning,  counseling, accompanying, recognizing and, in any possible way, supporting mobility. Generally speaking, they cover all types of mobility, including free movers.







Quality-enhancing measures in the different stages of mobility

 

1. Choice of cooperation partners: Within both the HEI’s over-arching institutional strategy and the respective departmental policies indications should be clear about which cooperation partners are contributing an added value to the HEI’s own strengths, needs, and competences.



Recommended measures:



a) Self-assessment of the own HEI (e.g. material and human resources) in order to find adequate and attractive cooperation partners (e.g. mobility-friendly environment, competent staff) for enriching the study programs offered.

b) Mobility partners should be chosen by taking into account various types of mobility: learning or professional mobility, physical or virtual mobility, mobility (not) related to qualifications; intra- or intersectoral mobility.

c) Mobility partners should be chosen by taking into account various types of mobility duration: short, mid- or long-term. Referring to “fitness for purpose”, different types and durations ask for different quality tools and measures.

d) Proper reflection of mobility partners also in terms of support for candidates with special needs (e.g. check list on Accessibility and International Student Mobility for Exchange Students and Higher Education Institutions by CIMO). 







2. 	Recognition: if periods of study or training abroad are an integral part of a formal study or training program, recognition aspects and considerations need to be taken into account before, during and after mobility. Basically, the learning plan has to mention any kind of mobility, and participants should be provided with assistance regarding recognition and certification. For a proper understanding of recognition, it is expected that all HEI and their staff do have knowledge on the Lisbon Recognition Convention and current implementation handbooks for the EHEA. For other types of mobility, and particularly those in the context of non-formal education and training, certification by - appropriate documents, such as those belonging to Europass, is necessary.



Recommended measures:



a) Regular training and exchange of experience for all staff connected with questions of recognition and/or ECTS Credits and the implementation of respective conventions, legal papers, guidelines (e.g. ECTS Users’ Guidelines, practical guidelines for recognition by the German Rectors’ Conference) and handbooks (e.g. EAR manual), also in accordance with the National Academic Recognition Information Centres (NARICs). 

b) The recognition of learning activities carried out abroad should be based on the learning outcomes achieved by the students and follow the principles of flexibility and trust (Lisbon Convention). Before departure of the student the sending institution should formally commit itself in the learning agreement that, upon successful completion of the agreed program of study, it will fully recognize and use towards the home degree all the credits gained abroad without any further requirements on the part of the student. Once the participants have proven the successful completion of learning activities abroad through certification, the home institution must be responsible for all procedures related to recognition.

c) Provisions should be made for the case that certain agreed lectures are not available (checklist). In case of study periods abroad, it is extremely important to deal with curricular changes after the learning agreement was signed, as their changes are a frequent reason for non-recognition. Candidates need to know the contacts in charge, and flexible solutions need to be found at the earliest point possible.

d) The mobility experience and the newly acquired skills and competencies coming along with it must be entered into the diploma supplement. 



2. information and guidance: every candidate should have access to clear and reliable sources of information and guidance on mobility and the conditions in which it can be taken up, including details of the roles of sending and hosting organizations 



Recommended measures:



a) Improving the information on study programs and admission systems (e.g. outgoings folder, transparent and clear information on curricula that include obligatory mobility). 

b) Improving the information on timing and appropriate or efficient preparation as soon as a decision on mobility is taken by the student. 

c) Acquainting students, teachers and administrative staff with the goals of mobility.

d) Identifying academic staff with mobility experience who act as advisors for strategy and/or for “distance support” when needed.

e) Cutting down administrative procedures and requirements as much as possible. 

f) Establishing simple communication channels and clearly designated contact partners for both incomings and outgoings, in order to accordingly respond to short-notice changes in the academic, organizational and infrastructural context.

g) Match homecomings with future outgoings for an exchange of information.

h) Many of these activities can be planned and organized by Offices for International Relations, but should always be in accordance with other relevant Service Offices or Departments at the respective HEI.

 

3. learning plan: a plan is drawn up and signed by the home and host institutions and participants before every stay for education or training purposes. It must describe the objectives and expected outcomes, the means of achieving them, an evaluation, and must also take account of reintegration issues



Recommended measures:



a) The statutory learning plan should also describe extra-curricular and training activities and related assessment.

b) The learning plan must be developed in the most flexible way in order to fit the personal (individual) learning path of the mobile student.

c) Apart from courses directly relevant for the individual study program (those included in the learning agreement), further optional courses should be included in the mobility workload to allow for the acquisition of personality-enhancing and cross-disciplinary competences.

d) A learning agreement, signed by the home and the host institutions as well as the student, serves to guarantee fair and transparent recognition.



4. general preparation: before departure, participants should receive general preparation tailored to their specific needs, covering linguistic, pedagogical, legal, cultural, and financial aspects



Recommended measures:



a) The coordination between all the stakeholders involved is essential. This is especially important when it comes to partnership agreements between the sending and the host institution. This agreement should focus on providing the best possible framework conditions for a successful completion of a study/research/teaching stay abroad.

b) Adequate language skills make for more effective learning, better intercultural communication and a deeper understanding of the host country’s culture. Arrangements should include a pre-departure assessment of language skills, the possibility of attending courses in the language of the host country and/or language learning and linguistic support and advice in the host country. Proper linguistic preparation should be provided by the home institution but should also be initiated by the individual. This is important to speed up acculturation, thus avoiding “ERASMUS-only socialization” and, of course, guaranteeing full comprehension of attended courses and allocated assignments.

c) Using virtual tools (e.g. distance learning, e-learning or blended learning offers, social media, interactive information tools, chat rooms, video-instructions) can support the candidates’ preparation for the mobility stay.









5. logistical support: providing participants with information and assistance concerning  travel arrangements, insurance, portability of government grants and loans, residence or work permits, social security and any other practical aspects



Recommended measures:



a) Strict immigration rules are one of the legal barriers for long-term and short-term mobility in the EHEA. Surmounting this obstacle can only be achieved if the individual member states decide to choose more tolerant, flexible, student-friendly regulations regarding immigration and residency laws.

b) For a student to be independent in the host country, adequate access to the labor market and, at the same time, to social security benefits must be provided.

c) Timely payment of financial grants is essential to avoid financial bottlenecks, which represent another frequent problem students face during their stay abroad.

d) Portable loans and grants should be available to all students in the EHEA.



6. mentoring: the hosting organization should provide mentoring to advise and help participants throughout their stay, also to ensure their integration



Recommended measures:



a) Social and cultural field activities for international students with the involvement of national students and former outgoings should be organized. Many institutions use “International Weeks” for this purpose.

b) A Buddy System should be standard for all incomings to provide organizational help, to further the integration process and to reflect on the mobility experience. This could be a major contribution to easing the acculturation process. Especially former mobility candidates serve as ideal buddies, since they can share their own experiences made abroad. Training and proper preparation for all these activities is essential. 

c) In-tandem learning is a perfect enhancement of the buddy-system and extremely helpful in steering a student through a new and unknown study system.

d) Host institutions could provide virtual platforms or newsletters connecting mobility students with their own staff and students in order to support exchange on local activities or academic culture.

e) The sending institution and the mobile student can stay in touch via blogs, moodle, e-mail, skype, facebook, intercultural diaries or regular reports, especially in case of an internship where technical training aspects are relevant.

f) A (quality) code of conduct for foreign students provides favorable and foreseeable conditions for incomings. A good example is the “German National Code of Conduct on Foreign Students at German Higher Education Institutions”. The code defines quality standards for foreigners studying at German universities and thereby establishes, for the first time, a set of common minimum standards in the fields of information and marketing, admissions, supervision, support and advice, plus follow-up services, on which international students can rely. They should, wherever possible, have the same rights and access to the same services as national students, as well as be offered special services for foreign students.







7. 	reintegration and evaluation: on returning to their country of origin and home institution, participants should receive guidance on how to make use of the competences acquired during their stay and, following a long stay, any necessary help with reintegration. Evaluation of the experience acquired should make it possible to assess whether the aims of the learning plan have been achieved. Returning candidates should be invited to share their experience via feedback and evaluation forms as well as be engaged as promoters for further mobility activities.



Recommended measures:



a) A post-mobility analysis of the experience should be made, in the form of  presentations, seminars or discussions, with a thorough reflection of the experience and the learning outcomes. The acquired skills and competences should be concretely named and enunciated, e.g. “I have become more flexible in stress situations”. 

b) Use of the “homecomings” for “Internationalization at Home” activities.	

c) An e-portfolio or e-newsletter could serve as reference for future outgoings.

d) There should be an evaluation option which would help future participants to find out whether the host was helpful and what could be improved.

e) The evaluation should include measuring the students’ academic and intercultural competences before and after the mobility experience.

f) Results of the candidates’ feedback should be consulted, in accordance with quality assurance standards, when mobility partners, curricula or windows of mobility are re-designed.



8. 	commitments and responsibilities: the responsibilities arising from these quality criteria must be agreed and, in particular, confirmed in writing by all parties (sending and host institutions as well as participants).
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Credit mobility:


Which groups are underrepresented and why?
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Data source

Data from student surveys in 25 countries collected by EUROSTUDENT IV and presented in the EUROSTUDENT database: www.eurostudent.eu

Additional data from 17 countries provided by national research teams for this paper
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Important remark

Students not graduates have been surveyed. 

Hence, we do not present mobility quotas but shares of the total student population who have been temporarily enrolled abroad (more will go abroad before they graduate).

Thus, we have more detailed data on non-participants and obstacles on mobility.
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Percentage of students with study related experience abroad
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Differences among groups of students

Internships play an important (and growing) role in student mobility (esp. German speaking countries, the Netherlands and Croatia)

Students from north-western Europe are more mobile (underrepresentation by geographic origin)

There are big differences by field of study regarding participation in mobility and type of mobility (enrolment vs. internships).
In general, students in Humanities, Art, Social-Sciences/Business/Law are more mobile.
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Differences among groups of students

In most countries

women are more mobile than men

non-traditional students are less mobile

part-time students

lower socio-economic background

delayed transition to HE

mature students
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Student mobility and age

There is a positive age effect caused by study progress, but older students tend to be less mobile. 

In general, the share of mobile students is highest between 25 and 29 years.

However, in some countries younger students are more or equally mobile, in other countries, students above 30 have the highest share of mobile students.

Nevertheless, usually older students have living conditions hindering their mobility (work, family, liabilities, etc.).
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Obstacles to mobility

In most countries, financial issues are the most prominent obstacle.

However, we distinguish six dimensions of obstacles

Language skills

Personal reasons

Financial issues

Studies in home country

Organisational issues in home country (e.g. mobility prg.)

Access to host country/institution

and show the relative difference between countries (and not the share of students mentioning an obstacle)
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Relative difference in assessment of obstacles to enrolment abroad

 

Based on students who have not been enrolled abroad (yet)
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Relative difference of obstacles:
Interpretation

Organisational issues at home and limited access to studies in host country correlate highly in the perception of students

In Scandinavian countries, personal issues are far more and structural issues less often an obstacle

In HR, AT and CH, structural problems within their studies at home are relatively often mentioned

In South- and Eastern Europe financial issues, language skills, organisational and access issues are seen as relatively high barriers
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Further underrepresented groups -
more detailed insights from Austria

Two main underrepresented groups

Students from lower socio-economic background

Older students

These two groups overlap a lot, as students from lower social background tend to start studying later and are therefore on average older

Social differences are smaller for internships abroad
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Mobility by field of study
Austria









         grabher@ihs.ac.at

BFUG mobility, 23.1.2014

‹#›









13



Plans and realisation of mobility
Austria

Destinations hardly differ when students plan a stay abroad, but students from higher social background can realise their plans more often.

Students from higher classes leave Europe more often or go to further away countries, students from lower classes go often to neighbouring countries.

This is even more true with internships, as it seems to be easier to find a paid internship in Germany than elsewhere.

Students from a higher social background tend to spend their study period abroad later in their study career
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Underrepresented groups in mobility
Austria

				Percentage of students with enrolment abroad		Percentage of students with internship abroad

		All students		9%		14%

		Male 		8%		13%

		≥ 30 years		9%		10%

		Low social background		7%		7%

		Delayed transition		6%		13%

		Impairment (before entrance to HE)		6%		13%

		Grown up in rural area		9%		13%

		1st generation migrant		9%		32%

		2nd generation migrant		9%		9%

		Field of study		4%-17%		4%-38%
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E.g. migrant students
Austria

Migrant students (1st generation) tend to use student mobility to go to their parents home country (especially for internships).

They are an example of a group of students that is

underrepresented in higher education, but

overrepresented in mobility.
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Degree mobility:


Imbalanced student mobility in the EHEA
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Data source and Definitions

Data from 2010 UNESCO education statistics on degree mobility

40 of 47 countries reported incoming mobile students 

RU, BA, AL, MK, AD, AL, ME: no data on incoming mobile students

Mobile students: ”students who have crossed a national border and moved to another country with the objective of studying” (UOE 2010 manual)

Outgoing vs. incoming mobile students 

Country of destination vs. country of origin
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Import-export ratio across the EHEA
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Share of outgoing and incoming mobile students across the EHEA
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2 concepts of imbalanced mobility

Absolute imbalance

Net differences in bilateral exchange of students 
(difference in numbers of students  >1.000)



Relative imbalance

Takes the size of the student population in country of destination into account 

Bilateral comparison of shares of mobile students in the respective student population of destination country 
(only if share is > 1%)   
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				Incoming 		Outgoing		 		 		Incoming 		Outgoing		 		 		Incoming 		Outgoing

		UK		25		0		 		GR		1		4		 		LT		0		2

		DE		14		6		 		TR		0		5		 		MD		0		2

		FR		10		3		 		SK		0		4		 		SE		0		2

		IT		6		6		 		CH		3		1		 		FI		0		1

		AT		10		1		 		BE		2		1		 		GE		0		1

		RO		1		7		 		HR		0		3		 		IS		0		1

		PL		2		5		 		CZ		2		1		 		IR		0		1

		HU		4		2		 		NL		1		2		 		KZ		0		1

		ES		3		3		 		NO		0		3		 		LV		0		1

		UA		0		6		 		PT		0		3		 		LU		0		1

		BG		1		4		 		RS		0		3		 		 		 		 

		DK		4		1		 		CY		0		2		 		 		 		 



Number of countries a destination country has absolute imbalanced mobility flows with
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Relative imbalances between countries
(Selection)







		Country of origin		 		Country of Destination		Share of incoming students from a specific country as % of  student population in country of destination		Country of origin		 		Country of Destination		Share of incoming students from a specific country as % of  student population in country of destination

		AT				LI		35%		LI				AT		0.1%

		CH				LI		26%		LI				CH		0.3%

		FR				LU		14%		LU				FR		0.1%

		DE				LI		12%		LI				DE		0.0%

		DE				AT		7%		AT				DE		0.3%

		DE				LU		7%		LU				DE		0.1%

		BE				LU		5%		LU				BE		0.1%

		SK				CZ		5%		CZ				SK		2.0%

		DE				CH		4%		CH				DE		0.1%

		GR				CY		3%		CY				GR		2.1%

		DE				NL		3%		NL				DE		0.0%
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Imbalances between regions







		 		 		Region of origin								

		 				N- Europe		S-Europe 		E- Europe		W-Europe		Non-Europe

		Region of Destination		N-Europe		 		41.720		25.892		32.571		7.162

				S-Europe		-41.720		 		6.903		-49.320		-

				E-Europe		-25.892		-6.903		 		-70.834		-

				W-Europe		-32.571		49.320		70.834		 		22.960

				Non-Europe		-7.162		-		-		-22.960		 



		East				West		1.2%		West				East		0.1%

		West				North		1.1%		North				West		0.2%

		South				North		1.0%		North				South		0.4%



















  In % of total student population in destination region
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Absolute imbalances:

Imbalances between regions 
by GDP per capita 







		 		 		Region of origin								

		 				 <10.000 US$		 <20.000 US$		 <30.000 US$		 <39.000 US$		 >39.000 US$

		Region of Destination		 <10.000 US$		 		-12.348 		-10.281 		-34.417 		-6.747 

				 <20.000 US$		12.348 		 		-1.525 		-64.069 		-18.351 

				 <30.000 US$		10.281 		1.525 		 		-67.764 		-11.695 

				 <39.000 US$		34.417 		64.069 		67.764 		 		-30.889 

				 >39.000 US$		6.747 		18.351 		11.695 		30.889 		 





Also relative imbalanced
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Additional information	







Credit mobility: Obstacles by country and different groups of students

Degree mobility: Flows of students

www.equi.at/student-mobility 





Thank you for your attention !!!
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Expert Group for drafting a proposal for European Approach for Accreditation of Joint Degrees (Achim Hopbach, Mark Frederiks, 
Netherlands; ENQA; Colin Tück, EQAR; Andrejs Rauhvargers, Latvia) 


 


European Approach for Quality Assurance of Joint 
Programmes  


Version 7 29 November 2013 


 


Executive Summary 


Due to the different legislation and heterogeneity of external quality assurance systems within 
the European Higher Education Area (EHEA) the complexities involved in the external quality 
assurance of joint programmes have been one major obstacle for their development, in 
particular in the case of joint degrees. 


Over the past years, quality assurance agencies in the EHEA have been working together to 
develop and test different approaches to simplify the external quality assurance of joint 
programmes. In particular in those situations where there is obligatory review or accreditation 
at the level of programmes, a number of  specific – and sometimes contradictory – national 
requirements often inhibit the possibility of conducting single quality assurance processes for 
joint programmes offered in several countries. 


Moreover, despite the commitments of the Bucharest Communiqué, the full recognition of a 
formal outcome let alone of an accreditation decision resulting from a single quality assurance 
procedure in the different countries involved often remains a cumbersome and bureaucratic 
process, which frequently makes the conduct of several fragmented processes – neglecting 
the joint character of the programme – the more practical solution.  


In order to dismantle an important obstacle to the development of joint programmes, the 
expert group proposes to establish an agreed European Approach for the Quality Assurance of 
Joint Programmes, based on the ESG1 and QF-EHEA. The group recommends that ministers 
make appropriate commitments to recognise quality assurance processes/outcomes(?) and in 
particular accreditation decisions on the basis of the agreed European Approach. In doing so, 
ministers  promote single quality assurance processes that genuinely reflect and mirror the 
joint character of programmes in their quality assurance arrangements. 


The expert group proposes that the BFUG recommend that ministers: 


 adopt the European Quality Assurance Approach for Joint Programmes (described in 
part 4 of this document); and 


 commit to fully recognise the outcomes of quality assurance processes that were made 
by an EQAR-registered agency as a result of a procedure in line with the European 
Approach and, in those cases where programme accreditation is required, the 
accreditation decisions. 


                                                 
1  Before adoption the European Approach for Accreditation of Joint Degrees will need to be revised in order to take 
account of the revised ESG. This is likely to be only a question of wording.  
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1. Mandate 


In the Bucharest Communiqué (April 2012), ministers agreed on the following: 


„We will allow EQAR-registered agencies to perform their activities across the EHEA, while 
complying with national requirements. In particular, we will aim to recognise quality 
assurance decisions of EQAR-registered agencies on joint and double degree programmes. 
(…) 


We encourage higher education institutions to further develop joint programmes and 
degrees as part of a wider EHEA approach. We will examine national rules and practices 
relating to joint programmes and degrees as a way to dismantle obstacles to cooperation 
and mobility embedded in national contexts.” 


The Bologna Follow-Up Group (BFUG) consequently included in its work programme 2013-
2017 the task to: 


“Develop a policy proposal for a specific European accreditation approach for Joint 
programmes, which should be applied to all those Joint programmes that are subject to 
compulsory programme accreditation at national level.” 


The BFUG commissioned a small expert group to draft such a policy proposal, and to report 
back to the BFUG Working Groups on “Structural Reforms” and “Mobility and 
Internationalisation”. 


The expert group was composed of: 


 Mark Frederiks (Structural Reforms WG, The Netherlands) 


 Achim Hopbach (Structural Reforms WG, ENQA) 


 Andrejs Rauhvargers (Reporting WG, Latvia) 


 Colin Tück (Structural Reforms WG, EQAR) 


The present recommendation was prepared by the expert group and revised after discussion 
by the BFUG Working Groups on “Structural Reforms” (at its meeting of ***) and “Mobility 
and Internationalisation” (at its meeting of ***). 
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2) Introduction 


Joint programmes are set up to enhance the mobility of students and staff, to facilitate mutual 
learning and cooperation opportunities and to create programmes of excellence. Joint degrees 
express the jointness also in the awarding of the degree.  


While in the EHEA the political will to increase the number of joint programmes and joint 
degrees is evident through various Ministerial Communiqués, the implementation of these 
initiatives is still hampered by serious problems. 


A significant amount of these problems concentrate around issues of recognition and quality 
assurance (QA). These problems are mainly rooted in the different national legislations in the 
EHEA and the existing heterogeneity of QA systems in the countries concerned.2 


A number of projects have been initiated to investigate and tackle problems with setting up, 
quality assuring and recognising joint programmes. An overview of current projects can be 
found in Annex 6 of the BRIDGE Handbook3. Important steps forward regarding the 
recognition of joint degrees have been made through the development of the European Area 
of Recognition (EAR) Manual4, and a report by ENIC-NARICs on fair recognition of joint 
degrees as an outcome of the ECA project “Joint programmes: Quality Assurance and 
Recognition of degrees awarded” (JOQAR)5. 


Definitions 


There is often confusion in the use of terminology regarding joint programmes and degrees. 
To make it clear from the outset what types of programmes are addressed by this 
recommendation a definition of the terms is provided. These definitions are in line with 
Bologna policy documents and are being used, for instance, by the ENIC-NARICs6. 


Joint programme: 


An integrated curriculum coordinated and offered jointly by different higher education 
institutions and leading to double/multiple degrees or a joint degree. 


Joint degree: 


A single document awarded by higher education institutions offering the joint 
programme and nationally acknowledged as the recognised award of the joint 
programme. 


Multiple degree:  


Separate degrees awarded by higher education institutions offering the joint 
programme attesting the successful completion of this programme. (If two degrees are 
awarded by two institutions, this is a 'double degree').  


                                                 
2  ENQA (2012), Quality Assurance of Joint Programmes (ENQA workshop report 19) 
3   Luca Lantero (ed.) (2012), BRIDGE Handbook. Joint programmes and recognition of joint degrees. 
4   http://www.eurorecognition.eu/ 
5   Axel Aerden & Jenneke Lokhoff (2013), Framework for Fair Recognition of Joint Degrees, ECA Occasional Paper, The 
Hague.  For a description and outcomes of the JOQAR project see: http://www.ecaconsortium.net/main/projects/joqar 
6  Axel Aerden & Hanna Reczulska (2012), Guidelines for Good Practice for Awarding Joint Degrees. ECA Occasional Paper, 
The Hague, p. 33-40: 2013.   
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Hence, the common characteristic of joint programmes is that they are offered jointly whilst 
the degree awarding can be different (double/multiple or joint). Joint degrees are therefore a 
specific subset of joint programmes, as it applies only to those joint programmes that lead to 
the award of a joint degree. These distinctions are important because the consequences for 
the external quality assurance, in particular for accreditation and/or approval of the various 
types of joint programmes differ significantly.   


Numbers 


In 2009 the number of joint programmes was estimated by Rauhvargers et al (2009) to be 
around 2,500 in the EHEA7. As a consequence the actual number may now be above 3,000. In 
a survey results report by Obst et al (2011)8 it was found that 84% of responding higher 
education institutions offered joint programmes. Thirty three per cent of the responding 
higher education institutions were involved in awarding joint degrees.  


Many more joint programmes could, however, be provided as joint degrees if national 
legislation, accreditation and recognition practices would become more suitable for awarding 
joint degrees. This recommendation aims to serve as one step in dismantling these existing 
obstacles. 


 


3) Current practices of external quality assurance of joint programmes 


Joint programmes  challenge the existing national quality assurance systems: more than one 
provider develop and offer a joint programme which is studied at more than one institution in 
more than one country with different political and legal frameworks and not least with 
differing quality assurance regimes.  


The European higher education institutions and quality assurance agencies accepted this 
challenge and made a great effort in the last years to analyse the specific issues of quality 
assurance in joint programmes.  


In those cases where all cooperating institutions are subject to obligatory external quality 
assurance at institutional level only (e.g. institutional audit or accreditation), and thus bear 
“self-accrediting” powers for their programmes, joint internal quality assurance arrangements 
for the joint programme can be agreed by the cooperating institutions. In doing so, 
institutions have been using, for instance, the Guidelines for Quality Enhancement in 
European Joint Master Programmes developed by the EUA. 


For those cases where quality assurance or accreditation at programme level are required in 
one or more countries involved, several approaches for joint programmes have been 
established in the past years: national, joint or single processes.  


Several national quality assurance processes 


Several national agencies from the countries of the higher education institutions involved 
quality assure a joint programme in separate processes. Traditionally, each agency reviews 
only the part of the provision offered by the higher education institution(s) in the country that 
                                                 
7
  Andrejs Rauhvargers, Cynthia Deane & Wilfried Pauwels (2009), Bologna Process Stocktaking Report. Report from 


working groups appointed by the Bologna Follow-up Group to the Ministerial Conference in Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve. 
8
  Daniel Obst, Matthias Kuder & Clare Banks  (2011), Joint and Double Degree Programs in the Global Context, 


Institute of International Education.   
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falls under the agency's remit. As a consequence, the assessment of the provision is 
fragmented (between different agencies and countries), which neglects the crucial 
characteristic of the programme, namely that it is offered jointly. Furthermore, several 
agencies and experts review parts of the programme, but the programme as a whole is not 
evaluated externally. For instance, a joint programme has its learning outcomes defined for 
the programme as a whole, but in several, fragmented quality assurance processes there is 
no comprehensive review of the entire programme's curriculum and whether it is fit to 
achieve these outcomes and objectives. In every process, only a small part of the programme 
is reviewed, without taking into account the joint programme in its entirety 
.From a viewpoint of quality (and of the students enrolled) the quality assurance of a joint 
programme should cover the totality of the programme that leads to awarding the degree(s). 
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Joint quality assurance process 


In a joint quality assurance process several agencies work together and agree on a common 
assessment framework, e.g. by taking one agency’s framework and adding additional 
elements of the other agency/-ies, or by agreeing on a new framework which takes the 
requirements of all agencies into account. 


They can jointly install a panel of experts who will commence a site visit at one location 
(although in practice visits at two or more locations also occur) resulting in one panel report 
(although sometimes reporting requirements are so different that two reports are written).  


Whilst joint processes have the advantages that they look at the totality of the programme 
and avoid duplication in national processes, there are also some setbacks. Experience shows 
that, especially when agencies cooperate for the first time, comparing frameworks and 
agreeing on the specifics of the procedure mean quite an investment in time for agencies, 
experts and the institutions involved. Nearly for every programme a new process needs to be 
established on an ad-hoc basis, depending on the institutions and countries involved, as there 
is no standard process. If several locations are visited or multiple reports written, the 
reduction of costs and efforts is limited. 


In addition, problems in the decision-making phase may loom if the agencies attach different 
conclusions to the results of the joint procedure. It is possible that the cooperating agencies 
take different quality assurance decisions which may be detrimental for both the institutions 
and the future cooperation between the agencies. 


Single quality assurance procedure 


In a single quality assurance procedure there is only one agency and one assessment 
framework for carrying out the procedure. The framework consists of two building blocks: the 
European shared component (the “core”) and the relevant national components (the “plus”). 


The European shared component covers the essential standards and criteria that need to be 
taken into account in all single quality assurance processes, and is based on the ESG and the 
QF-EHEA. The national components cover additional, particular national requirements. These 
national components include the elements of the assessment criteria and/or the assessment 
procedure that need to be included in a quality assurance procedure in a specific national 
higher education system. One panel is deployed for the assessment of the entire programme 
and this panel will usually only visit one location of the joint programme. 


Nevertheless, the aim is that the results of a single procedure are accepted by all countries 
where the joint programme is provided. Therefore, the panel writes one report which should 
be the basis for the quality assurance decisions of the other agencies.  


Lessons Learnt 


Today one can rely on ample experience with quality assurance of joint programmes. Two 
main lessons learnt are as follows: 


In principle, part II of the ESG is applicable to quality assurance of joint programmes. 
Experience clearly shows that the conduct of quality assurance of joint programmes in itself 
does not constitute the problem many HEIs are facing in particular when it comes to the 
accreditation of joint programmes. ESG are applied widely in the EHEA and national 
specificities in the conduct of quality assurance processes are within acceptable boundaries.    
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What remains the major impediment for both cooperating institutions and agencies are rather 
the national regulations for approval of the different joint programmes and, thus, the 
additional national criteria that need to be applied. This is the clear outcome of the above 
mentioned JOQAR, the most profound project on quality assurance of jointprogrammes.  


Remaining Obstacles 


Various evaluations of quality assurance of joint programmes led to a positive conclusion on 
the use of shared European standards and criteria (based on ESG and QF-EHEA). 


With regard to the additional national criteria it was concluded that these should be removed 
when assessing joint programmes in single quality assurance processes. Agencies and experts 
agreed that these additional national criteria were not suitable for assessing joint programmes 
and are merely hindering the development of such programmes.9 


The following examples can be given of such additional, national requirements that currently 
constitute obstacles in particular in common assessment processes for joint programmes. The 
list is based on the JOQAR project, which covered 9 countries from the EHEA: Belgium 
(Flanders), Czech Republic, France, Germany, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland and 
Portugal. 


 National QA agencies which are not allowed to coordinate an international procedure 
or undertake a site visit abroad (although the coordinating institution that provides the 
joint degree is located in another country) 


 Substantial changes that have occurred since the last accreditation (curriculum, 
subjects, staff, etc.), must be stated and described in the reaccreditation application 
(Czech Republic) 


 The report by theexperts has to be translated in the national language (Lithuania) 


 A specific assessment scale is necessary: 


o This translated document needs to follow the six areas included in the 
Lithuanian framework and each of these six areas shall be assessed on a four-
point scale (Lithuania) 


o The assessment panel needs to come to a general conclusion regarding the 
joint programme. This general conclusion is either unsatisfactory, satisfactory, 
good or excellent and needs to be weighted and substantiated (The 
Netherlands) 


 Specific requirements regarding handicapped students and equal opportunity 
(Germany) 


 Formal requirements regarding ECTS:  


o A Master’s qualification requires 300 ECTS credits including the preceding 
programmes for the first qualification for entry into a profession (Germany) 


o Second cycle studies take at least 90 ECTC (Poland) 


                                                 
9  Thomas Blanc de la Carrere and Mark Frederiks (2013), “Single Accreditation of Joint Programmes: Pilots Evaluation 
Report”, ECA, The Hague. 
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o The number of ECTS credits attributed to the joint master’s programme must 
be in the range from 90 to 120 credits (Portugal) 


o The Master’s dissertation should range from 15 to 30 ECTS credits (Germany), 


the curriculum should include an original dissertation or project, worth at least 
35% of the total number of credit units (e.g. 42 credits in a programme of 120 
credits) (Portugal) – as can easily be seen, these requirements are 
contradictory. 


o A module is generally concluded with one examination and should account for 
at least five ECTS credits (Germany) 


Specific requirements regarding the curriculum (Lithuania): a semester should 
consist of not more than 5 subjects (with a minimum of 3 ECTS per subject). 
This poses a problem if a programme wants to offer e.g. 6 subjects with 5 
ECTS in a semester. 


 Specific requirements regarding staff: 


o The joint programme has its „guarantee“(coordinator) at the Czech partner 
institution. This refers to a professor or an associate professor who is a full-
time employee at the institution and not more than half-time employed at 
some other institution and whose research and publishing activities are closely 
connected to the specific joint programme10 (Czech Republic) 


o The study programme is provided by the staff meeting legal requirements 
(Lithuania) 


o At least 50 per cent of the academic FTEs allotted to the provision (of the 
part(s) that are provided by the Norwegian institution(s)) must be members of 
the institution’s own academic staff. Of these, professors (full or associate) 
must be represented among those who teach the core elements of the 
provision11 (Norway) 


o The minimum core staff consists of at least six teachers which hold the 
academic title of professor or doktor habilitowany and six teachers which hold 
the academic degree of Ph.D (Poland)12 


o The majority of the academic staff must hold a PhD degree (for a joint master’s 
programme offered with a Portuguese university) or be a PhD holder or a 
specialist (for a joint master’s programme offered with a Portuguese 
polytechnic) (Portugal) 


                                                 
10


  Note: If the professor/associate professor is employed at different institutions and the total time is more than 
70hrs/week, then s/he can be counted as a PhD holder, not a habilitated teacher. 
11


  For the different cycles specific demands apply: For first cycle provision, at least 20 per cent of the relevant discipline 
community/-ies must have competence as professors (full or associate); For second cycle provision, at least 10 per cent of the 
relevant discipline community/-ies must be full professors, and an additional 40 per cent associate professors; For third cycle 
provision, PhD or stipend programme for artistic development work, at least 50 per cent of the relevant discipline community/-
ies must be full professors, and the rest associate professors. 
12


  The members of the minimum core staff have to be full-time employees of the higher education institution that offers 
the joint programme, and at least since the beginning of the semester. This institution has to be their primary employment. 
Each member of the minimum core staff has to teach at least 30 (for a professor or doktor habilitowany) or 60 hours of class 
during the academic year and within the programme. 
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 Specific requirements regarding the achievement of learning outcomes13 (Flanders and 
the Netherlands). 


Undoubtedly many more examples from other countries can be given. The list is not 
exhaustive and presents only examples which can easily be complemented by examples from 
other countries in the EHEA. 


Specific national criteria are sometimes in contradiction with other national criteria, as can be 
clearly seen in the case of different national ECTS requirements. Moreover, such very detailed 
criteria – which sometimes only make sense within the national context – are very difficult to 
evaluate for international experts. Although a few countries allow that these specific criteria 
do not have to be applied if these are conflicting with criteria in other countries, this often 
requires a separate administrative procedure and causes uncertainty for the institutions and 
agencies involved. Some of the requirements significantly limit the flexibility that is 
deliberately granted by what has been agreed in the Bologna Process (e.g. QF-EHEA), and are 
thus difficult to justify, especially for joint programmes. 


The problems are even more significant for those HEIs that have to obtain compulsory 
accreditation for joint programmes.  Since accreditation decisions are in most of the cases 
statutory acts and, thus bound to national legal requirements, these decisions need to be 
taken in all countries where the institutions that provide the joint programme are based. 
Although a single accreditation procedure means that these decisions can be taken on the 
basis of one and the same experts’  report, it still requires multiple national administrative 
procedures to apply for accreditation by the institutions involved. There is hence a risk that 
multiple accreditation decisions do not point in the same direction. 


In some countries accreditation decisions are of a binary nature (positive or negative) whilst 
in other countries there are also other possibilities (e.g. conditional accreditation). This means 
that in one country the decision could be conditional, whilst in another country it could be 
either positive or negative, depending on how serious the shortcomings are perceived by that 
national agency. 


In addition, different accreditation periods apply, e.g. in some countries the accreditation is 
valid for 6 years, in other countries accreditation periods may vary from 4 to 10 years. Variety 
in the duration of accreditation makes it more difficult to plan single accreditation processes. 


                                                 
13


  The assessment panel should select, randomly and differentiated by marks achieved, fifteen students from a list of 
graduates for the last two completed academic years. For each student selected, the panel examines the meaningful students’ 
work, including the completed and signed assessment forms. 
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4) Common principles for quality assurance of joint programmes 


In order to facilitate the external quality assurance of joint programmes and, thus, to 
dismantle one major obstacle as requested in the Bucharest Communiqué, the expert group 
proposes in the following sections a joint European approach for quality assurance of joint 
programmes. The approach is envisaged to enable joint programmes offered in the EHEA to 
be quality-assured  in one single and integrated (internal or external, as required by relevant 
legislation) procedure, based on the common principles. 


In general the Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher 
Education Area (ESG) apply to the quality assurance procedure of joint programmes as to all 
other types of programmes. Thus, the  common principles are mainly based on the ESG and 
also on the QF-EHEA. In addition they take into account the distinctive feature of a joint 
programme and specify the ‘standard’ approach accordingly. The procedure and criteria are 
closely based on those developed and tested within the JOQAR project. 


The common principles are applicable in the context of different kinds of external quality 
assurance processes of joint programmes, be it accreditation or any other approach 
depending on the national framework: 


 If all cooperating higher education institutions are subject to external quality 
assurance at institutional level and have “self-accrediting” status, they may use the 
principles in setting up joint internal approval and monitoring processes for 
programmes (according to ESG 1.2).. 


 If the cooperating higher education institutions are subject to external quality 
assurance at programme level (e.g.  programme accreditation is mandatory), the 
principles might be used directly by quality assurance agencies for the design of the 
procedure. 


 For joint programmes that are offered by higher education institutions from both 
within and outside the EHEA, the approach might either be used as a basis for 
agreeing a joint ad-hoc quality assurance arrangement together with institutions, 
agencies and other relevant authorities from the non-EHEA countries involved.  


The European approach should be able to be applied by a quality assurance agency identified 
by the cooperating institutions jointly. In case the external quality assurance procedure 
results in a formal outcome, it should - dependent on the national legal framework - come in 
force or be recognised in all countries where the programme is offered. In line with the 
Bucharest Communiqué, EHEA governments should therefore commit to recognise formal 
outcomes of external quality assurance processes made by EQAR-registered quality assurance 
agencies as a result of a procedure in line with the following proposal and on the basis of the 
criteria proposed below. 


In the case of joint programmes that lead to qualifications aiming to satisfy the minimum 
agreed training conditions in a profession subject to the European Union Directive XXX, the 
joint programme would need to be notified to the European Commission by the competent 
authority of one EU Member State. The cooperating institutions will need to bear this in mind 
when identifying and contacting an agency to conduct the review. 
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A. Standards for Quality Assurance of Joint Programmes in the EHEA 


1. Eligibility 


1.1 Recognition 


The institutions that offer a joint programme are legally should14 be recognised as higher 
education institutions and their respective national legal frameworks should allow them to 
participate in this joint programme and, if applicable, award a joint degree. 


1.2 The joint programme should be offered jointly, involving all cooperating institutions in the 
design and delivery of the programme. 


1.3 Cooperation Agreement 


The terms and conditions of the joint programme should be laid down in a cooperation 
agreement. The agreement should in particular cover the following issues: 


 Denomination of the degree awarded in the programme 
 Coordination and responsibilities of the partners involved regarding management and 


financial organisation (including funding, sharing of costs and income etc.) 
 Admission and selection procedures for students 
 Mobility of students and teachers 
 Examination regulations, student assessment methods, recognition of credits and 


degree awarding procedures in the consortium. 


2. Learning Outcomes  


2.1 Level 


The intended learning outcomes should align with the corresponding level in the Framework 
for Qualifications in the European Higher Education Area (FQ-EHEA). 


2.2 Disciplinary field 


The intended learning outcomes should comprise knowledge, skills, and competencies in the 
respective disciplinary field(s). 


2.3 Achievement 


The programme should be able to demonstrate that the intended learning outcomes are 
achieved. 


2.4 Regulated Professions 


If relevant for the specific joint programme, the minimum agreed training conditions specified 
in the European Union Directive XXX, or relevant common trainings frameworks established 
under the Directive, should be taken into account. 


                                                 
14 The common principles use of the common English usage of “should” which has the connotation of 
prescription and compliance. 
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3. Study Programme [ESG 1.2] 


3.1 Curriculum 


The structure and content of the curriculum should be fit to enable the students to achieve 
the intended learning outcomes. 


3.2 Credits 


The European Credit Transfer System (ECTS) should be applied properly and the distribution 
of Credits is clear. 


3.3 Workload 


A joint bachelor programme should amount to a total student workload of not less than 180 
and not more than 240 ECTS-credits; a joint master programme should amount to a total of 
not less than 60 and not more than 120 ECTS-credits (credit ranges according to the FQ-
EHEA); for joint doctorates there is no credit range specified. 


The workload and the average time to complete the programme should be monitored. 


4. Admission and Recognition  


4.1. Admission and selection 


The admission requirements and selection procedures should be appropriate in light of the 
programme’s level and discipline.  


4.2. Recognition of qualifications and of periods of studies (including recognition of prior 
learning) should be applied in line with the Lisbon Recognition Convention and subsidiary 
documents. 


5. Learning, Teaching and Assessment [ESG 1.3] 


5.1 Learning and teaching 


The pedagogical concept should correspond with the intended learning outcomes. Learning 
and teaching approaches applied should take into account potential cultural differences of the 
students. 


5.2 Assessment of students 


The examination regulations and the assessment of the achieved learning outcomes should 
correspond with the intended learning outcomes. They should be applied consistently among 
partner institutions. 


6. Student Support [ESG 1.5] 


The student support services should contribute to the achievement of the intended learning 
outcomes. They should take into account specific challenges of mobile students. 







13 


  


7. Resources [ESG 1.4] 


7.1 Staff 


The adequate implementation of the study programme should be ensured with regard to the 
staff (quantity, qualifications, professional and international experience). 


7.2 Facilities 


The facilities provided should be sufficient and adequate in view of the intended learning 
outcomes. 


8. Transparency and Documentation [ESG 1.7] 


Relevant information about the programme like admission requirements and procedures, 
course catalogue, examination and assessment procedures etc. should be well documented 
and published by taking into account specific needs of mobile students. 


9. Quality Assurance [ESG part 1] 


The cooperating institutions should apply joint internal quality assurance processes in 
accordance with part one of the Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the 
European Higher Education Area. 


B. Procedure for Quality Assurance of Joint Programmes  in the EHEA 


1. Self-Evaluation Report [ESG 2.4, 3.7] 


The quality assurance procedure should15 be based on a self- evaluation report (SER) jointly 
submitted by the cooperating institutions. The SER should contain comprehensive information 
that demonstrates the compliance of the programme with the criteria for assessment of joint 
programmes. 


In addition the report should contain relevant information about the respective national 
frameworks of the cooperating institutions and the positioning of the programme within the 
national higher education systems. 


The SER should focus explicitly on the distinctive feature of the joint programme as a joint 
endeavour of higher education institutions from more than one national higher education 
system. 


2. Review Panel [ESG 2.4, 3.7] 


The agency should appoint a panel of at least four members that includes a mix of expertise 
in the relevant subject or discipline related field(s), including the labour market/world of work 
in the field, and in quality assurance in higher education. The panel should include members 
with knowledge of the HE systems from each country of the HEIs involved and the 
language(s) of instruction used. At least two nationalities from the consortium providing the 
programme should be represented in the panel. Furthermore, the panel should include at 
least one student.   
                                                 
15 The common principles use of the common English usage of “should” which has the connotation of 
prescription and compliance. 
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The panel members combine their relevant subject or discipline related expertise with 
international expertise and experience in order to be able to take into account the distinctive 
features of a joint degree.   


The agency should ensure the impartiality of the experts and observes fairness towards the 
ap-plying higher education institution. To this end, the institution should have a right to object 
a panel member on well-grounded reasons, but not a right to veto.  


The Agency should brief the experts on the review activity, their specific role, and the 
concrete quality assurance procedure. The briefing should focus particularly on the distinctive 
features of a joint programme.  


3. Site Visit [ESG 2.4, 3.7] 


The site visit should enable the review panel to discuss the joint programme based on the 
self- evaluation report and assess whether the programme complies with the Standards for 
Quality assurance of Joint Programmes in the EHEA. 


The site visit should therefore include discussions with representatives of all cooperating 
institutions and in particular the management of the institutions and the programme, the 
staff, the students, and other relevant stakeholders such as alumni and the professional field. 


Although the site visit should normally be restricted to one location, the provision at all 
locations has to be taken into account. Communication tools like video-conferencing etc. 
might be used as appropriate.  


4. Review Report [ESG 2.5, 3.7] 


The review panel writes a report which contains relevant evidence, analysis and conclusions 
regarding the standards. The report should also contain recommendations for developing the 
programme further. In case the review results in a formal outcome the review panel should 
make a recommendation for the decision. 


The conclusions and recommendations should particular pay attention to the distinctive 
features of the joint programme. 


The institutions should have the opportunity to comment on a draft version of the review 
report and request correction of factual errors. 


5. Formal Outcomes and  Decision [ESG 2.3] 


If required, the Agency takes a decision on the basis of the review report and the 
recommendation, considering the comments by the higher education institutions as 
appropriate. In case the review results in an accreditation decision it declares or denies the 
accreditation (with or without conditions), based on the Standards for Quality assurance of 
Joint Programmes in the EHEA. The formal outcome and the accreditation decision may be 
supplemented by recommendations.  


The Agency should give reasons for its accreditation decision. This applies in particular for 
accreditation decisions limited by conditions or negative decisions and for cases where the 
agency deviates from the review panel’s conclusions. 
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6. Appeals [ESG 3.7] 


The institutions should have the right to appeal against a formal outcome or an accreditation 
decision. The agency therefore should have in place a formalised appeals procedure.  


7. Reporting [ESG 2.5] 


The agency should publish the review report and, if applicable, the formal outcome or the 
accreditation decision on its website. In case the review process was not conducted in English 
at least an English summary of the review report and an English version of the decision 
including its reasons shall be published. 


8. Follow-up [ESG 2.6] 


The agency should agree with the cooperating institutions a follow-up procedure to assess the 
fulfilment of conditions – if applicable – and/or to evaluate the follow-up actions on 
recommendations – if applicable. 


9. Periodicity [ESG 2.7] 


The joint programme should be reviewed periodically every 6 years, which should be specified 
in the published decision. If there is an accreditation decision it should be granted – if the 
decision is positive – for a period of 6 years.16  During the 6-year period, the agency should 
be informed about changes in the consortium offering the joint programme. 


 


  


 


                                                 
16  A period of 6 years is widely applied in EHEA countries.  
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5) Proposal for the Yerevan Communiqué 


The expert group proposes the following text for the Yerevan Communiqué: 


We renew our commitment to dismantle obstacles to international cooperation between 
higher education institutions and the development of joint programmes. 


We adopt the European Approach for Quality Assurance of Joint Programmes as a means to 
facilitate the external quality assurance of joint programmes. We commit to recognise the 
outcomes and quality assurance decisions by EQAR-registered agencies on joint 
programmes that were made in line with the European Approach. 


 


 








Bologna policy forum – draft concept note

1. Introduction

The strategy 2007 EHEA in a global setting and the follow-up 2009 report were grounded in two main assumptions regarding Bologna and the interest of cooperation with other countries and regions: 1) The Bologna process increasingly attracts attention and interest beyond Europe's borders, and 2) Europe becomes a more attractive study/cooperation destination through Bologna. Furthermore, balanced cooperation and policy dialogue with other regions has been underlined as a main aim of the global dimension of the Bologna process.

The Bologna Policy Forum was one of the recommendations in the 2009 report, and it has so far organised three times. However, the participation and the level of engagement, both from European and non-European side, has not responded to expectations. Ahead of the 2015 Bologna Policy Forum, the Mobility and Internationalisation working group under the BFUG suggests some changes to the concept, the aim being to increase the relevance, and by that, the participation in the forum. 



2. Background

The Bologna Policy Forum has so far been arranged back to back with the Bologna Ministerial Conferences. A selected number of non-EHEA countries and organisations from all over the world are invited to participate. 

In 2012, 19 non-EHEA countries participated in the BPF (of 45 countries invited): Algeria, Australia, Brazil, Canada, China, Colombia, Egypt, Iraq, Israel, Japan, New Zealand, Pakistan, Palestinian Authority, Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Thailand, Tunisia, United Arab Emirates, USA. Of these, only a minority of the countries were represented by their Education Ministers. 

3. Main challenges:

· Diverse group of partners (different aims, different relationship with EHEA, different levels of education systems)

· Difficult to get the EHEA ministers to engage/participate in the discussion with the non-EHEA partners (partly solved by having the two forums in parallel in Bucharest, instead of back to back, but not completely)

· [bookmark: _GoBack]Difficult to get non-EHEA countries to take an interest in coming, especially at the level we wish represented in the forum.

The joint statement from Bucharest Policy forum 2012 (http://www.ehea.info/Uploads/%281%29/Bucharest%20BPF%20Statement.pdf ) states that the political commitments should be followed up by regional peer learning and exchanges, and that an increased focus on specific topics is necessary.

One question is if we could make the 2015 policy forum more attractive to non-EHEA and EHEA partners by narrowing the focus (regional and/or topic wise). In order to ensure appropriate geographical coverage, three regions could be targeted, for instance Asia/Pacific, Africa and the Southern Mediterranean region. In some of these, there already is an established policy dialogue at regional level with Europe. In this way, the BPF could build upon already existing dialogues, and be used to deepen them. This should allow a more concrete and results oriented follow-up and enhance coherence and complementarity between the different regional dialogues. 

The topics should be chosen in cooperation with the non-EHEA partners, and again, build upon past and on-going dialogues with these regions and countries. Some possible topics are listed under each region.

A second question is if we should continue to aim for ministerial level, or if we aim for HL/Senior official's level. In this way, we can hopefully have increased participation in the BPF with discussions on an operational level.

4. Proposal for 2015

· The 2015 Policy Forum in Yerevan will, as in Bucharest, be arranged in parallel with the Bologna Ministerial conference. 

· There will be a focus on three specific regional cooperation areas – the Asia/Pacific (building on/in cooperation with ASEM or ASEAN etc), Africa and Southern Mediterranean regions. The aim of these inter-regional discussions will be to establish concrete cooperation on inter-regional level, building on and deepening existing dialogues.

· Topics to be decided for each of the regions (see next section). 

· Joint sessions would still be organised, such as latest update on the Bologna process.

· The inter-regional discussions take place between high level officials, (with the possible support of EHEA and non-EHEA experts in the field.), and developing and discussing a joint statement is not necessary for the BPF.

5. Regional streams 

Stream  1: Southern Mediterranean region

There is a EU-South Med dialogue in 2014, which could pave the ground for the BPF discussion. Topics suggested for discussion at the BPF: 



Bologna topics:

· Implementation and assessment of three cycle system in South Med countries (Maghreb well advanced, Mashrek less interested as more linked to US system)

· Quality Assurance in HEI (closely related to the massification subject see below)

· External QA and creation of inter-dependent QA bodies (still very rare in the region).



Subjects of broader interest:

· Employability of graduates (a major challenge in South Med countries)

· Related subject: cooperation HEI with enterprises (almost inexistent)

· "Massification" (demographic pressure on higher education systems at least for the 2 next decades)



Stream 2: Africa/Caribbean

Regional organisations to be invited: AUC, AAU, IUCEA, CAMES, SARUA (Africa) in addition to CARIFORUM (Caribbean).

Topics: quality assurance and accreditation – There is already a dialogue on these topics which could be further deepened. 

Stream 3: Asia/Pacific

Focus on ASEM and/or ASEAN, as well as the China-Japan-Korea 'triangle' (initiative 'Campus-Asia')

Topics: Quality assurance – build upon the conference in Brussels last year arranged between BE-Fl and the European Commission, strengthening cooperation in higher education, the link/comparison Bologna/Campus Asia.

6. Way forward

After the discussion in working group on internationalisation and mobility, the approach and the suggested target regions should be approved by the BFUG. After that, we should initiate a dialogue with the regions to work out the specific topics and the agenda for each of them. 
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Guidelines on staff mobility in the European Higher Education Area (EHEA):  


Recommendations on how to enhance high quality staff mobility 


High quality mobility of all groups of staff (academic, administrative, technical) in higher education 


institutions is a key factor when it comes to internationalising higher education systems and 


institutions. High quality mobility of staff is related to knowledge circulation and pursues a variety of 


general aims. Depending on the position and the field of work of a member of staff as well as the 


type of receiving institution, some aims can differ.  


From the perspective of the European Higher Education Area (EHEA), the general aims of academic 


staff mobility are to assure and increase the quality of education and research. Staff mobility fosters 


learning mobility as well as sustainability within exchanges between institutions and has a multiplier 


role for the overall mobility of students and staff. Staff mobility in the EHEA plays a crucial role in the 


exchange of knowledge and ideas, encourages the personal and professional development of staff 


and is a necessary condition for internationalisation at home. It contributes to foreign language 


proficiency, furthers intercultural skills and strengthens employability of students and staff. High 


quality mobility is essential for sustainable international networks and cooperation and makes the 


EHEA more attractive and competitive. A mobility period of academic staff at a higher education 


institution abroad increases the quality of teaching and helps to integrate the global dimension in 


the curricula. When academic staff undertake a mobility period at a research institution, enterprise 


or other organisation abroad, this may facilitate working relations between academia and businesses 


or research institutions and lead to new placement/research opportunities for students.  


The mobility of administrative or technical staff increases and assures the quality of administration, 


management and student services. It provides help to better understand different administrative 


structures and thus to overcome existing barriers for mobile staff.  


The following recommendations serve to promote and encourage staff mobility. They are directed 


towards all member countries of the EHEA, higher education institutions as well as academic, 


administrative and technical staff at higher education institutions.   


1. Definition of staff mobility 


Staff mobility comprises all groups of staff - academic, administrative and technical staff
1
 - that is 


mobile either between higher education institutions or between a higher education institution and 


a research institution, an enterprise or another organisation. Those guidelines refer to high quality 


mobility of staff as physical cross-border mobility. The mobility may take place on a temporary 


basis, i.e. with an intended return to the home institution or for an indefinite period, i.e. including a 


change of employer.  


 


 


 


                                                           
1
 Academic staff are staff mainly engaged in teaching and/or research which is also the purpose of mobility. 


Administrative or technical staff are mainly engaged in administration, governance and/or management or 


carry out technical tasks. The purpose of mobility is linked to those fields of activity.   
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2. Recommendations to overcome mobility obstacles and to achieve a high quality of mobility 


 


2.1 All member countries of the EHEA are called upon to 


 


• Ensure that the national legal framework encourages staff mobility  


o National immigration laws should allow partners or family members of mobile staff to 


obtain visas and to have access to the labour market while accompanying mobile staff.  


o For mobility periods which include a change of employer, mobile staff should have the 


possibility to have their time abroad recognised for pension purposes as if he/she had 


been working at the home institution. 


• Encourage and support staff mobility and appreciation of its value 


o Include staff mobility in the national internationalisation strategies for higher education.  


o Provide funds for institutions and agencies promoting staff mobility, mobility 


programmes and their outcomes as well as positive examples, especially for 


administrative and technical staff.  


o Encourage the use of existing networks in this area and assess if they could be extended 


to other member countries of the EHEA.  


o To ease financial difficulties at the institutions when staff are abroad, staff mobility could 


be included in the agreements on financing of higher education institutions.  


o Provide sufficient funds for mobility of academic, administrative and technical staff, 


including European funding sources, e.g. ERASMUS+.   


o A sufficient offer of places at international schools for children of mobile staff should be 


provided. This is particularly relevant for longer mobility periods.  


• Encourage attractive and transparent working conditions as well as transparency of 


opportunities and of selection procedures for staff at national and international level 


• Improve data collection on staff mobility in order to better assess its quantity and quality 


o Invite Eurostat in cooperation with the relevant national data collectors in the EHEA to 


develop and establish a coherent system of data collection based on the above 


mentioned definition on staff mobility. This also includes defining the technical 


conditions for data collection, e.g. the minimum duration of the mobility period.  


o Encourage higher education institutions to collect data on staff mobility based on these 


indicators.  


2.2 All higher education institutions in the EHEA are called upon to  


Create a supporting environment for staff mobility. Ways in which such a supporting environment 


can be achieved are that the sending and/or receiving institution 


• Provide information on mobility opportunities for staff, taking into account the individual needs 


of staff and the fact that staff mobility is to a high extent life-cycle dependent. Outcomes of staff 


mobility as well as positive examples can be helpful in this context.  


• Ensure a high  quality and a maximum impact of the mobility period 


o Evaluate the mobility period as well as the existing partnerships and monitor them.  


o Define the purpose and aims of staff mobility in cooperation with the receiving 


institution as well as the mobile staff before the mobility period. 


o Encourage managers to ensure that the mobility period has clear objectives.  
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• Ensure framework conditions conducive to staff mobility and create a culture of welcome 


Embed staff mobility in a comprehensive institutional strategy for internationalisation with the 


aim that the institution takes the initiative for mobility, not only the staff. The institutional 


strategy should also allow for individuals to be mobile on their own initiative and ensure a better 


internal communication on staff mobility. Measures of this institutional strategy may be to:  


o Create the necessary financial means and capacity for staff mobility in relation to the 


institution’s profile.  


o Make better use of existing international cooperation in the field of student mobility and 


extend them to staff mobility.  


o Look for flexible solutions to replace mobile staff without negative consequences for the 


students. One possibility could be to introduce windows of mobility for staff to allow 


them to have enough time for mobility. This should be taken into account in the human 


resources planning.  


o Develop a service-oriented approach towards incoming and outgoing staff:  


� Establish adequate and efficient structures and processes to minimise the 


administrative and organisational burden. 


� Provide welcome and support structures and make them known.  


o Establish a language policy and provide courses for foreign languages and intercultural 


competence to ensure the smooth integration of mobile staff at the host institution.  


•  Integrate staff mobility into career management and development 


o Include international activities in human resources development plans.  


o Cooperate with the respective partner institution to ensure that mobility has a positive 


impact on career management.  


o Provide information and offer support on dual career opportunities.  


o In order to increase the personal motivation and the interest of academic, administrative 


and technical staff for a period of mobility, develop incentives such as career 


opportunities, recognition of teaching/working abroad and, if applicable, performance-


based salary components. Positively reflect staff mobility in professional appraisals.  


o Advertise job offers for academic, administrative and technical staff internationally.  


 


2.3 Academic, administrative and technical staff in higher education institutions are called upon to 


 


• Show more openness towards international activities and use the existing opportunities for 


mobility.  


• Act as multipliers to promote the benefits of mobility among fellow staff and students  


o Share experience via workshops, reports in magazines of the higher education institution 


or discipline. 


o Join and actively participate in existing networks.  


o Provide practical information to colleagues.  
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Possible target on incoming mobility of students from outside the European Higher Education Area (EHEA) into the EHEA 

The Mobility Strategy 2020 “Mobility for better learning” sets out the following task: 

“In addition to our quantitative target for the outward mobility of graduates in the EHEA, we now also want to draw attention to mobility into the EHEA such as the number of students enrolled in the EHEA who have obtained their prior qualification outside the EHEA as one possible indicator of its international attractiveness.”

In this paper, the working group on mobility and internationalisation lays down arguments in favour and against a target for incoming mobility into the EHEA. On this basis, the BFuG should decide if such a target is desirable or not to improve the international attractiveness of the EHEA. 

The following notions must be taken into account when discussing the subject: While increasing the international attractiveness of the EHEA is an important and desirable aim, setting a target for incoming mobility may not be an adequate indicator for reaching it. Short-term interests of some countries, i.e. countries with high unemployment rates of academics must be taken into account just as much as the long-term benefits of attracting international students in the global competition for highly qualified people. 

Arguments in favour of such a target are: 

· A target for incoming mobility is a strong policy commitment which indicates that the EHEA is open to the world and that international students are welcome in the EHEA. 

· Due to demographic changes, international students will become even more important in the near future. Europe’s higher education system must be successful in the global competition for the brightest and most skilled prospective students as they will enable us to realise our potential for innovation and to feed and further develop our knowledge societies. Setting a target for incoming mobility may lead to increased efforts in the EHEA to attract more international students from outside the EHEA. 

· Setting a target for incoming mobility into the EHEA allows assessing and evaluating the performance of the EHEA in attracting international students.  

Arguments against such a target are: 

· There are external factors which influence mobility and which cannot be controlled through EHEA policies (e.g. global migration phenomena, demography, greater participation in higher education, growing number of students). So, maintaining the current share of international students from outside the EHEA would already be a success. Furthermore, even if the EHEA would make extra efforts to attract more international students from outside the EHEA, reaching a target for incoming mobility set in 2015 and taking into account current migration phenomena may not be possible.  

· A target for incoming mobility may not be meaningful to prove the attractiveness of the EHEA for international students. The reasons why international students choose one higher education institution to study at are manifold and may depend on aspects such as the tuition fees in specific countries and the economic and social conditions in the home country etc. 

· At the moment, some countries in the EHEA may have less interest in attracting more international students as the unemployment rates in some countries are high. So, the interest in setting such a target may differ from country to country. 

· At the moment, only a few countries receive the majority of international students from outside the EHEA. As a consequence, such a target may only allow assessing how attractive the higher education system of those countries is, not the whole of the EHEA. Therefore, a common target may not be representative. 

· At the moment, the lack of data makes it difficult to decide on a realistic target for incoming mobility. Apart from data on incoming degree mobility which refers only for half of the countries in the EHEA to prior qualification and for the rest to foreign citizenship/nationality, data on incoming credit mobility is almost entirely missing. 

· Setting an additional target may divert attention from targets to which countries previously committed to, e.g. the outward mobility target that in 2020, at least 20% of those graduating in the EHEA should have had a study or training period abroad corresponding to at least 15 ECTS credit points or three months within any of the three cycles (credit mobility) as well as stays in which a degree is obtained abroad (degree mobility).



The working group proposes to the BFuG: 

- To be completed according to the result of the WG discussion - 
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Assurance of Joint Programmes

(2nd revision)
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Mandate

Bucharest Communiqué 2012

“recognise quality assurance decisions of EQAR-registered agencies on joint and double degree programmes.“

“examine national rules and practices relating to joint programmes and degrees as a way to dismantle obstacles [...]“

BFUG work programme 2013-2017

“Develop a policy proposal for a specific European accreditation approach for Joint programmes, which should be applied to all those Joint programmes that are subject to compulsory programme accreditation at national level.”













Mandate (2)

BFUG commissioned a small expert group (Mark Frederiks NL, Achim Hopbach ENQA, Andrejs Rauhvargers LV, Colin Tück EQAR)



Discussion of drafts in Working Groups on Structural Reforms & Mobility and Internationalisation in Oct/Nov 2013 and Dec 2013/Jan 2014













Current Situation

Three main approaches to external QA of joint programmes:

Several (“fragmented”) national reviews

Joint review by several QA agencies

Single review by one QA agency

Frameworks for joint and single reviews have been tested (e.g. JOQAR), but have to combine many national criteria, thus cumbersome and complicated

Fragmented reviews often simple, but do not reflect the “jointness” of the programme

Quality review of Erasmus Mundus Masters Courses (by Commission) is joint, but does not replace national QA













Current Situation (2)

National criteria used in joint/single reviews

Can be contradictory (e.g. # of ECTS Master thesis)

Not always quality-related

Make sense nationally, but are difficult to understand to foreign peers and agencies

Joint degrees more difficult than other joint programmes, in some countries even virtually impossible (Is external QA the only place to enforce national legal provisions?)



Recommendation: one agreed, consistent European framework for external QA of joint programmes













Core Elements

Standards for QA of Joint Programmes

Based on QF-EHEA, ECTS and ESG (part 1 mainly)

Applied for specific nature of joint programmes:

	“jointness”, joint responsibility, joint development and 	joint provision

Procedure for QA of Joint Programmes

Based on ESG (part 2 mainly)

Again, specified for joint programmes:

	panel composition, site visit(s) etc.



(As it stands, both in line with current as well as new ESG.)













Changes:  draft 1 » draft 2

Applicable to all joint programmes

Irrespective of whether joint or multiple degree

All types of quality assurance

Not only accreditation at programme level, but also evaluation, accreditation or audit covered

Language and concepts adjusted where needed

More clear explanation how European approach could be used in different scenarios

Range of specific issues addressed













Thank you for your attention!

www.enqa.eu

achim.hopbach@aq.ac.at
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Quality in Mobility:
Exemplary Cases
Regarding Mobility Obstacles
(and how to deal with them)






Dr. Josef Leidenfrost, MA (Mediation),

Austrian Student Ombudsman, Ministry of Science and Research



4th Meeting of the Bologna Working Group

on Mobility & Internationalization
Vienna, 23 – 24 January, 2014






Academic mobility
(from Wikipedia)

Academic mobility: students (and teachers) in higher education moving to another institution inside or outside their own country to study or teach for a limited time.



Mobile students are divided into two groups:

 free-movers are students that travel (?) entirely on their own initiative, 

programme students use exchange programmes at department, faculty, institution or national level (Erasmus, Nordplus, Fulbright…).



Academic mobility suffers from cultural, socio-economical and academic barriers. The Bologna Process is an attempt to lower these obstacles within the European higher education  area.





Obstacle
(from Wikipedia)



An obstacle … is an object, thing, action or situation that causes an obstruction. There are, therefore, different types of obstacles, which can be physical, economic, biopsychosocial, cultural, political, technological or even military…



(and bureaucratic )













„Bologna“ related Problems (2010)

recognition of credits gained abroad

permeability BA-MA-Ph.D.

ECTS

abrupt switch from pre- to post Bologna curricula (!)

decentralisation of curricula

cursory supervision of dissertations

mobility preparedness reduced by compressed curricula

discontinuation of study programmes

exceeding study periods due to inefficient resource management (!)

delayed admission due to int‘l students‘ university access regulations 





All “good“ things
come in threes

-recognition
-permeability
-admission





Example recognition
(Bologna objectives: increased mobility, transparent and comparable qualifications)



Inadequately certified students’ performance during study abroad /mobility periods can not only lead to formal non-recognition of those students’ performance, but also result in partial or total loss of funding on basis of supposed or actual underperformance. 

 











Example permeability
(Bologna objective: permeability)

As a result of (very) rigid interpretation of enrolment requirements (“relevant diploma or degree programme”), there are problems pertaining to enrolment itself (in part even within the same faculty), as well as to continuation of study at another institution of the same or other type.   







Example admission
(Bologna objective: social dimension)



The requirement that prospective int’l students provide documentary evidence and the burdensome legalisation process make admission of int’l students (“Bologna” now has 49 “member states”!) a severely delayed administrative procedure that can result in one or even several semesters of delay before a student is finally admitted.

 





Quality-enhancing Measures in Different Stages of Mobility (t.b.d.)

choice of cooperation partner

recognition

information and guidance

learning plan

general preparation

logistical support

mentoring

reintegration and evaluation

commitments and responsibilities





Recommendations
(i.e. committments?)

HRK (German Rectors‘ Conference; public universities and universities of applied sciences) http://www.hrk.de/positionen/beschluesse-nach-thema/convention/nationaler-kodex-fuer-das-auslaenderstudium-an-deutschen-hochschulen/



UNIKO (Austrian Rectors‘ Conference; only public universities!) http://www.reko.ac.at/arbeitsbereiche/international/aktuelles/



EAIE (European Association for International Education)

http://www.eaie.org/home/in-the-field/policy-advocacy/international-student-mobility-charter







Problems? Solutions!

problems arise on meso and micro levels

meso: level of institutions

micro: level of individual learning and teaching conditions

solutions needed on meso and micro levels:

HEI administrative units

conflict managers

ombudspeople







HEI administrative units

University of Vienna: „Beschwerde- und Verbesserungsmanagement“ (complaint- and improvement management)

helps with administrative problems as they arise during daily life (approx. 92.000 potential “clients“)

help and assistance for the individual 

“auto“ improvement within structures

suggestions to the rectorate





Conflict management

some institutions offer different conflict management tools



e.g. University of Innsbruck: (paid) in-house mediation for university employees (only, NOT for students, yet)



some other HEIs offer it for all members of respective  communities  







Ombuds“people“

umbud / ombud = proxy, attorney, someone authorized to act for someone else, independent, neutral 

first parliamentary OM in modern politics: SWE 1809; since early 20th century: more European countries & the Americas

today: IOI (International Ombudsman Institute) with 151 members worldwide

first OM in HE: 1965 at Simon Fraser University, B.C.,  CAN

ombudsman, -woman, -people, - persons, ombuds











All good things…

OIAHE: England & Wales, Higher Education Act 2004, www.oiahe.org.uk



ASOM: Austria, Act on Quality Assurance in Higher Education 2012 (HS-QSG), www.hochschulombudsmann.at





ENOHE: informal network of ombudsmen in higher education, set up in 2003, www.enohe.net







OIAHE
(Office of the Independent Adjudicator for Higher Education)







ASOM
(Austrian Student Ombudsman)








HS-QSG 2011,
Section 8, Article 31, Clauses (1)-(3)


§ 31. (1) An office that is not bound by any instructions and provides ombuds services, information, and other services for students at higher education institutions shall be established at the Federal Ministry of Science and Research. Hereinafter students also mean persons interested in beginning a degree programme as well as former students.



(2) The student ombudsman shall provide information and services in the area of higher education on the topics and cases it is concerned with. For this matter, it shall collaborate with the student representatives and shall periodically organise events for the purpose of sharing information with institutions that deal with matters relevant to students.



(3) Each student shall have the right to turn to the student ombudsman for information and advice on matters related to degree programmes, teaching, examinations, services, and administration at higher education institutions. Each such inquiry shall be dealt with by the student ombudsman. The student and the educational institution shall be informed about the results as well as, if applicable, any measures taken.





Clauses (4)-(7)

(4) The student ombudsman shall have the right to request information from the respective bodies and members of the educational institutions concerning the matters brought forward by students. The bodies and members of the educational institutions shall be obliged to provide the student ombudsman with the requested information in the matters it deals with.

(5) The student ombudsman can act as an advisor to the bodies of the educational institution.

(6) The student ombudsman shall be bound to observe confidentiality with regard to all facts and information that come to its attention exclusively as a result of its activities.

(7) The student ombudsman shall annually prepare a report on its activities. The report for the preceding academic year shall be submitted to the competent Federal Minister and the National Council by 15 December of each year at the latest. The report shall be published





ENOHE







ERASMUS+ Austrian Launch 22-1-2014


Lessons Learned from the Last Generation of Int‘l HE Programmes (Klaus Haupt, EACEA, Brussels)



Areas of Improvement

recognition of credits, diplomas and degrees

national legislation to support internationalisation

availability of information on HE systems

commitment of ministries of education as project partners

New Opportunities …2014-20

 Key Action 3: Policy Support






ENOHE Warsaw Conference
15-17 May 2014




“Higher Education Ombudsmen and Empowerment”

The role of Ombudsmen in higher education is to make a difference to the lives of students and other users through informed, independent, impartial, evidence-based interventions. This is an issue of Empowerment of parties and affected interests – students, universities, and ombudsmen themselves. The aim is to harness creatively the possibilities for resolving disputes wherever they arise. …



Three strands:

Empowering Students

Empowering Universities

Empowering Ombudsmen



deadline for paper titles and synopses: 28 February 2014

Please send synopses to Charlotte Wootton at enohe@oiahe.org.uk











Contact

Dr. Josef Leidenfrost, MA

Hochschulombudsmann

Minoritenplatz 5

A-1014 Wien

+43-1-53120-5533

josef.leidenfrost@bmwf.gv.at

www.hochschulombudsmann.at







image1.png

=

:‘ BOLOGNA MINISTERIAL ANNIVERSARY CONFERENCE |
“).’ Hungary Austria 2010 1
%







image2.jpeg







image3.png

Antrag - Anerkennung - Studienerfolgsnachweis

LLP/ERASMUS
Studienprogramm 2012/2013

VOR ANTRITT DES AUSLANDSAUFENTHALTES

1. Aligemeine Daten/Antrag

Matrikelnummer

TVormame(n)

Familenname

e ——

Oaver des ERASMUS Auslandsaufenthalies

von 15.09. m' bis 21.06. zml

Gaststitution (Land, Hochschule Instiut 0.3,

Hexmabnstiution (Hoehschule Institut o2 )

S 2 Sy

ERASMUS g <oorsan 1 dr Hematstton Kooxdnator)

1004 com

Bawm

Tch beantrage geman § 76 UG 2002 die Anerkennung gemaB nacolgender

oy Punki 2]

Unterschiift des/der Studierenden

2. Vorgeschlagenes Studienprogramm fiir das Auslandsstudium’

Laufzenl des ausiandiscnen Programmes _

___ Semester / Trimester’

Bazeinnung cer ausianasehen Progiammiese

Anarkarnung for Lahvverarstatunad Prfang

ntecast Tovragliea

- ECTS Gem38 oster Sudenpian | _ecrs
Finance loaconlism 2 | oM elendonnmie | 2
Paliticol Communcotion | 3 KOO " Bommenlcationaflobill] =
Samola&.ﬂi.immo 2|l . A sdode_2
Mass Commuicaton low | 2 _ xmﬁ:mm\ 2
Dot of Communicotion | 5 | Matign ot e
Re. coh Metiha, » ﬂ'nvam"u‘“‘m J.um“‘““"t{"x,““‘“pmmn; o Hons
Gladie floog —— | 5 | Mgt | &
Researh tlethods twin | S e T
Gradvation frorect 6__ —Ratdrdtnrreadssocinar | 4
Bahoviac) Seipnrec | 3| Medionpagahalegie Cun) | 2

3 AT=MUME

3. Feststellungsbescheid des Studienprogrammieiters/der Studienprogrammleiterin®

(entait wem der Ausiancsaufertha susschiofich dan Arbeiion an eqer Digomarbei bzw DWserauon dini)

Dre Glerchwertigkeit der zu erbringenden Studienleistungen gemats oben angefuhrier Aufstellung wird
gemat § 78 UG 2002 festgestelit

 Rechismitebeichruny Gegen diesen Besched si bintan 2\Wochen a6 Zastesing die Berufung 8n das fur Anekennungsfagtn

<ustandige Organ (Studienorogrammiaderin] maghen







image4.png

Y E
e\cj ] httpy//international.univie.ac.at/en/ombuds-office-for-it O + B & X Google | International Office ... % u {ﬁ * {é}

Datei Bearbeiten Ansicht Favoriten Extras ?

»

»
7 (| Caribbean & Latin Americ.. /| http--www.portalat-Cont.. ] Kostenlose Hotmail & Web Slice Gallery v | Geschaftsfalle Geschaftsfa.. ('] Caribbean & Latin Americ... [ v [=] 0 v Seite~ Sicherheitv Extras~ (@~

International Office

You are here:> University of Vienna > International Office A #

Home

Ombuds Office for International Exchange Students

The University of Vienna has established an Ombuds office which can be contacted by
international exchange students (i.e. students who study at the University of Vienna
within the framework of an exchange program such as ERASMUS or the Non-EU
Student Exchange Program) who experience problems in connection with their studies.

Faculty & Staff Mobility

Guest Scientists

Graduate Students Dr. Lottelis Moser
DLE International Office

Ouigging SeEis Please direct your complaint in the form of an e-mail to Dr. Lottelis Moser. Head and coordination of the

i Ombuds Offi
MmeEmliig Siritaris Please state your problem briefly; if employees of the University of Vienna are mbuds Ottice

Summer and Winter Schools  involved, please give their names.
Ombuds Office for

International Exchange

Students

International Report

Sitemap | Imprint | Webteam Printable version
University of Vienna | Universitatsring 1 | 1010 Vienna | T +43-1-4277-0







image5.png

ESTIEE X
@@ ) hitp://www.oiahe.org.uk/ P-ROX \ & Office of the Indepe... X u S

Datei Bearbeiten Ansicht Favoriten Extras 7

» »

94 | Caribbean & Latin Americ... /2] http—www.portalat-Cont.. & Kostenlose Hotmail &) Web Slice Gallery v i Geschaftsfalle Geschaftsfa.. (| Caribbean & Latin Americ...

[ v [=] 0 v Seite~ Sicherheitv Extras~ (@~

|

This website uses cookies so that we can provide you with the best user experience. Find out more. Hide this Message

independen Text Only Version | A- A A+ | Accessibility | gk Welsh Translation | Listen to this Website
adjudicator

“for students in higher education’

Search

Home Annual Report
Himiils The OIA is an independent body set 20/] 2
up to review student complaints.
ilabinglalCompainiioil SO Free to students, the OIA deals with
individual complaints against Higher
ChrancelCoodl acticetand Education Institutions in England a
EVENHS. o Wales.

Decisions and Publications

View the Report

News and Media
Please see the quick links below. These will take you to the information that is most relevant to you.

Contact Us D =
= Universities and Welcome Message
Students Students’ unions from the Independent
Adjudicator and Chief
Using the Scheme Using the Scheme Executive
Can the OIA look at my Completion of Procedures
complaint? Letter

Latest News

52

21.01.2014







image6.png

~ ESSEl_ X
N
S e/,“\j) & nttp://wwnwhochschulombudsmann.at/ P-BOX \/e Hochschulombuds. u A kL

Datei Bearbeiten Ansicht Favoriten Extras 7

» = >
& (V| Caribbean & Latin Americ.. /| http--www.portalat-Cont.. (] Kostenlose Hotmail & Web Slice Gallery v 4| Geschaftsfalle Geschaftsfa.. (¥| Caribbean & Latin Americ.. % v B v = #® v Seitev Sicherheitv Extrasv (@~

HOME UBERUNS VERANSTALTUNGEN PUBLIKATIONEN PARTNERSCHAFTEN KONTAKT ENGLISH

[‘“ Ombudsstelle
)

fur Studierende

Hotline:
Montag bis Freitag von 9.00 bis 16.00 Uhr,
Osterreichweit gebiihrenfrei.

=

Probleme und Fragen rund ums Studium?
Die neue Ombudsstelle fiir Studierende steht mit Rat und Tat

http://www.hochschulombudsmann.at/partnerschaften/ Selte'







image7.png

ESTIEE X
a@ @ htp://www.enohe.net/enohe-2014/ P-BOX \e ENOHE 2014 | ENO.. X H {niog &

Datei Bearbeiten Ansicht Favoriten Extras 7

»

jotmail &] Web Slice Gallery v ] Geschaftsfalle Geschaftsfa... (| Caribbean & Latin Americ... % v B v (=5 @ v Seitev Sicherheit~ Extras~ @~

Caribbean & Latin America - IOI Regions - IOl
jwww theioi.org/ioi-regions/caribbean-latin-america

|

B +49) (01189 599 813
Email: hello@enohe.net
European Network of

Ombudsmen in
Higher Education

ENOHE 2014

W Follow

Upcoming events Tweets
-]\ ( ENOHE 17 Jan
@enohetweets

'We are now asking for papers for ENOHE 2014.
You can find out details on the call for papers on
our website enohe.net/call-for-paper...

Expand

OIA 17 Jan
@oiahe

ENOHE 2014 first call for papers “Higher

B STO P P R E S S T Education Ombudsmen and Empowerment”. You
can find this on our website

oiahe.org.uk/guidance-good-...

ENOHE 2014 Annual Conference Tweetto @enchetueets
elo [m[wrd]

nl >

1501
21012014

3R









Quality in Mobility:
Exemplary Cases
Regarding Mobility Obstacles
(and how to deal with them)






_1454597461.doc
WG M&I
                                                                                                                           15 January 2014




Draft guidelines on description of Study Programmes in the EHEA: Recommendations on a common structure at national level 


Introduction


The Mobility Strategy 2020 for the EHEA: Mobility for a Better Learning
 encourages to the national HE systems to improve information about study programmes as a mean to increase mobility by facilitating short response times for international applicants and setting up or improving national websites providing information on study programmes and student support structures. In this context the BFUG is requested to explore the potential of using common standards for the description of study programmes at national level.


At institutional level
 the ECTS Course Catalogue within the ECTS User’s Guide includes a check list that is widely used by HEI, providing a suitable and consolidated framework for programmes description in the EHEA. The EUA Master Study made suggestions on the description of Master Courses. At national level there is still a lack of such a standardized approach that could facilitate aggregated information to international students outside the EHEA.

These guidelines are addressed to national agencies in its various forms: quality, promotion of national HE systems, managing agencies of EU educative programmes, etc., that provide information on national study programmes.


Purpose and Structure of the Guidelines  


The EHEA is an attractive destination for international students, mainly due to the common structure of study programmes and the quality assurance systems in place
. However there is an increasing competition at global level for recruitment of best international students and some surveys at national and European level show new areas and criteria in the international students’ choices that have to be attended at both institutional and national level.

There is considerable good practice at national and institutional level in the description of study programmes to improve international recruitment
. In addition there are study portals providing basic country specific information and links to national portals
.


This guidance relies on these practices. It has been developed with the purpose to provide an EHEA-wide set of shared and common principles and standards in order to improve the description of study programmes in the EHEA at national level in compliance with point 8 of the Mobility Strategy 2020 for the EHEA: Mobility for a Better Learning.

The guidance is not intended to be prescriptive but just a common reference for national internationalization agencies, reviewing good practices at national level and supporting its voluntary implementation by interested national agencies with full respect to specific national context situations allowing for flexibility in its consideration.


The guideline follows a student oriented approach, facilitating useful information to potential international students mainly outside but also inside the EHEA from the very first contact with the EHEA and national HE systems through admission and enrolment processes, learning and finally into further study and work opportunities. It gives recommendations and basic principles with links to additional sources of information.

Though considering the diversity of the student body, the guideline is intended for all international students mainly non-EHEA students but it can be also useful for EHEA students wanting to study in another EHEA country.


The following structure is proposed:

General principles on studying in the EHEA


Providing general principles and information on studying in the EHEA  

Pre – enrolment information


First contact point for interested international students. Advice on how the national agencies should promote, market and recruit international students. 

Admission 


Recommendations on information on admission and pre-arrival procedures at national level for international students

Enrolment 


Principles on information provided to international students on the enrolment process and student support, mentoring and guidance services.

Learning and teaching systems


Recommendations on the description of the learning and teaching methods, programmes of study and learning outcomes

Graduation and further studies

Advice on the provision of information on graduation procedures and progression to further studies in any EHEA country

Work opportunities


Principles on how to provide information on employability and work opportunities in different employment sectors public and private

� Mobility strategy 2020 for the European Higher Education Area. Mobility for Better Learning



� ECTS User’s Guide. 2009. EUA Master Study. 2009.



� Education at a Glance 2013. OECD 



� See for instance: International students studying in the UK/Studying in Germany/Study in France, etc.



� Study in Europe. �HYPERLINK "http://ec.europa.eu/education/study-in-europe/"�http://ec.europa.eu/education/study-in-europe/�; Study Portals: � HYPERLINK "http://www.studyportals.eu/" �http://www.studyportals.eu/�














Guiding principles on the portability of grants, loans and scholarships



Portability of public grants, loans and scholarships constitutes an important means to promoting student mobility. Bearing in mind that national student support systems contribute to equity of access to Higher Education for all students, receiving sufficient financial support is also one of the essential prerequisites for mobility. Such mobility should pursue educational goals such as enhancing the competences, knowledge and skills of the student. Portability ensures that all groups of the student body may be able to participate in mobility and thereby contributes to our joint efforts towards reaching the mobility targets agreed upon in the European Higher Education Area. We also aim at a fair sharing of financial burden between countries with fully portable student support and countries which do not or not yet offer portability.



Portability as a concept encompasses a number of different aspects. It requires a national financial student support system which allows for the financial support to be taken abroad while it is insignificant whether the support carries the same name, whether it is given under exactly the same conditions or even whether the amount is exactly the same. It includes grants, loans and scholarships. While grants and scholarships are non-repayable public aids for students, loans – as a rule – must be repaid. Still, loan schemes may differ in terms of repayment plans and subsidies given for a part of the loan. In general, financial support is often given according to merit or need or even to every student in the country. Portability usually encompasses the costs for living expenses and health insurance, but in some cases also covers tuition fees. The concept of portability includes additional support which is granted to mobile students to cover their additional costs in conjunction with their mobility: mobility support, i.e. travel expenses, language classes, extra costs for health insurance abroad. In addition, in some countries financial support is granted to parents of students, such as family allowances or tax relief is granted. 



The following guiding principles are addressed to governments of the EHEA countries. They use the term financial support which shall encompass grants, loans and scholarships.



I. Mobility may not be to the detriment of a student as regards entitlement to a national financial support.

Already in 2003 in Berlin, it was agreed that “with a view to promoting student mobility, Ministers will take the necessary steps to enable the portability of national loans and grants.’ In order to truly promote mobility it is indispensable that the student will not face financial disadvantages.



II. Financial support granted in a member country of the EHEA and covering living-expenses shall, in principle, be portable world-wide.

1. Financial support shall be portable irrespective of reciprocity between the sending and host country.

2. Financial support shall be portable irrespective of whether it is based on need or merit or granted to every student who is or would be eligible.

3. Financial support shall be portable irrespective of whether the student will spend a part of his or her studies abroad (credit mobility) or a degree is obtained abroad (degree mobility).

4. When putting portable support schemes into place, governments may see the need to define conditions in order to ensure the quality of the study programm as well as its benefit to the student. Such conditions may even be desirable in the light of the goals and basic principles of the EHEA, such as quality assurance and transparency of achieved learning outcomes. They shall include that

a. the study programme is offered by a public HEI or by a HEI recognised by the government of the host country

b. the study programme attended in the host country is quality assured in accordance with the European Standards and Guidelines or equivalent standards for quality assurance

c. recognition of the study period is guaranteed in line with the Lisbon recognition convention, where applicable by a learning agreement.

5. The portability of financial support is closely linked to the overall funding of national Higher Education systems. The legitimacy of a political decision in favour of a particular national funding system must be respected. Hence, countries may – in order to secure the sustainability and the functioning of their system – see the need to limit the financial support and may define requirements to establish a sufficient link between the student and the country granting the portable support. Such requirements should, where EU law is applicable, be in line with EU law, in particular with Art. 24 para. 2 of Directive 2004/38/EC (free movement Directive) and the ECJ jurisprudence.

6. Governments and Higher Education Institutions provide appropriate information on the portability of financial support as well as on the conditions to be fulfilled.



III. Financial support granted in the home country and covering tuition fees may be portable bearing in mind that the primary responsibility for funding of study programmes rests with the host country.

Granting of financial support for tuition fees is in fact a means of funding the Higher Education institutions in the respective country. Hence, tuition fees are closely linked to the national funding system for Higher education. However, if the host country offers financial support to its students regarding tuition fees it shall apply the same criteria to incoming students from other EHEA countries. 



IV. Additional mobility support may complement portable financial support covering living-expenses.

Mobility may cause additional costs, such as travel expenses, support for higher living costs in the host country, additional health insurance costs and costs for languages classes, which would not be incurred if the student was not mobile. Consequently they are in general not included in the financial support given to students staying in the country. However, a support given for additional costs is of great importance as it truly enables mobility and a participation in mobility for those who depend on financial support. Their mobility is rendered possible through the coverage of additional costs and therefore desirable. 



V. (NESSIE input expected)… Within the EHEA, financial support should not be granted twice for the same cause. Portable grants shall, in principle, be deducted from a financial support available in the host country.

The following questions should be covered by NESSIE:

a. What should happen when a student receives or is entitled to a portable support from the home state and support in the host state and a support by a third state (such as the state where the parents work within the EU)?

b. What should happen when a student receives or is entitled to a portable need-based support and a merit-based grant in the host country? 

c. What should happen when a student receives or is entitled to a loan from the home state and a grant or scholarship from the host state or vice versa?

d. What should happen when a student is entitled to a portable support and actually receives a support in the host country or vice versa?

e. What should happen when a student has lost entitlement to a portable support (e.g. due to length of study or wrongdoing) but would be entitled to a support offered by a host country?

f. What should happen when a student receives or is entitled to an ERASMUS support and a national support?

g. How can the EC master guarantee facility be taken into account?

h. How could double funding be avoided through the exchange of data? Would it be feasible to require the assent to data exchange from the applicant for a support? 



VI. Financial support to parents of students, such as family allowances or tax relief shall, in principle, be granted irrespective of whether the student undertakes studies in the home country or abroad.

If an EHEA country offers a financial support to parents of students in the country there shall be no disadvantage if the student undertakes his or her studies abroad. This does not hinder the home country to define other requirements which would apply also to purely domestic cases, such as a requirement to be living in the parents’ household.
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The Higher Education Compass in brief

		The Higher Education Compass was founded 1994 as part of a project to construct a European database of study information called ORTELIUS

		The Higher Education Compass was completed with support from the German Federal Ministry of Education and Research because the EU-Project had expired

		Since 1998 the database has been online 

		Until 2004 the data input was done by the German Rectors’ Conference HRK

		Since 2004 the higher education institutions (HEI) feed the data into the database themselves; the HRK provides and develops the database structure



Today the Higher Education Compass provides information about HEI, degree programmes, doctoral studies and international partnerships in German and English (a Spanish version exists but has not been activated yet). Two more functions are available in German only, a “Study Place Exchange” (2010) and a “Study Interest Test” (2014).

In 2013 the Higher Education Compass registered about 2.5 million visits and approximately 23 million page impressions.
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The Higher Education Compass in brief

		Exclusively state and state-accredited universities and other HEI in Germany are listed (all HEI, not only HRK members)

		Information is provided directly by HEI themselves, updated daily

		General information about German HEI 

		Extensive information on degree programmes

		Contact information for student advisory services and other important offices at HEI

		Information about doctoral studies

		Partnerships between German and international HEI 
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Category “degree programmes”

The category “degree programmes” provides

		Content that is useful for prospective students, arranged in the order of the orientation process (edited by the HRK)

		A general search function for visitors looking for a preliminary overview of programmes and institutions

		An advanced search function for those who already have a more precise idea of what they are looking for.
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Search function 

The General search considers the name of the study programmes, subjects and areas of specialisation.



The Advanced search is based on

Study type and field of study

Geographical criteria

Programme characteristics

Institutional characteristics

Subject Group, Subject Field and Field of Study

Default parameter for both is “First cycle”
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Search results – Hit list

Key for modes of study 
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Search results – Details

Lorem ipsum
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The information on degree programmes includes:

Field of study, degree and other general programme characteristics

Admission prerequisites

Admission restrictions

Tuition fees

Enrolment, registration and application deadlines

Contact for the programme or the student advisory service

Subject(s) and area(s) of specialisation



Search results – Details



HRK Hochschulrektorenkonferenz

*

*









06. September 2013



HRK Hochschulrektorenkonferenz

Mandatory and voluntary database fields

Mandatory

Field of study

Degree

Teaching degree y/n

Standard period of study

Mode(s) of study

Primary language of instruction

Mode of admission

Admission semester

Admission requirement (only second cycle)

Subject(s)

Voluntary

Target group (only second cycle)

Accredited (from Accreditation Council)

Kind of Master (only second cycle)

Further language(s)

Location (main / branch campus)

Admission requirement (only first cycle)

Tuition fee

Field(s) / area(s) of specialisation

International double degree possible

Contact for the programme

Contact for general student advisory service
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Comments to the recommendations on draft guidelines

EU-Member State

General principles and information on studies

Description of the higher education sector

Information on graduation and how to obtain a doctoral degree

If applicable: information on work opportunities

European Union

General principles and information on studies for each Member State 

Information on first contact points for prospective national students for each Member State

Information on national admission and the enrolment procedure

Information on all degree programmes of the EU-Member States for which the common standards for the description of study programmes are used
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Thank you very much 

for your attention!
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Possible Database  Structure for a EU-Project

European database of study programmes

EU-Member State 1

(national agency)

Data input

Editorial content



EU-Member State 2

(national agency)

Data input

Editorial content

EU-Member State 3

(national agency)

Data input

Editorial content 

Database structure

common data

editorial content

European web page for studying in Europe

Possibility of own 

web page 

Possibility of own 

web page

Possibility of own 

web page
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Database structure of the Higher Education Compass

Relational database (postgresql)

Graphical user interface (GUI) for data input and actualisation

HEI login to the backend of the Compass via internet

Database content is displayed on the content management system typo3
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4 Type and field of study

number of results:

9.512 Programme of study offered

Study Type: @ First cycle € Second cycle € Both
Search field of study: @
4 Geographic criteria
Location:
Postal code: within:
Federal state: Baden- Warttemberg
Bavaria
Beriin
Brandenburg =l

4 _Programme characteristics

Deselection or multiple selection with pressed CTRL possible

Degree:

interational double degree possible:

Teaching degree for..

Modes of study:
(elucidation)

Primary language of instruction:
Mode of admission:

Admission semester:
Accredited:

kind of Master:

Baccalaureate / Bachelor f’
Church degree

Department examination

Diplom =l

Deselection or multiple selection with pressed CTRL possible

o

No selection

distance studies
dual system

full time
interational course

L]

L«

7 AND-Search
Deselection or muiltple selection with pressed CTRL possible

No selection |
No selection |
No selection |
=

No selection |




number of results: 9.512 Programme of study offered

Search field of study: @

This search considers the name of
the study opportunities, subjects and
areas of specialisation.





You have searched on www.hochschulkompass.de after the following criteria:

Study Type: Both Modes of study: distance studies; dual system; interational course; part time; including practical semester

53 refine search || Q start new search

= show |[ s mark |[ & print

— )

Field of study. B

Adult Eduction

‘Adult Education/Continuing Education

Advanced Management

Advancad Materisls

Advanced Materisls and Processes

Advanced Materisls Sciznce

Advancad Materisls Sciznce
Advanced Materisls Sciznce and Enginesring
(amase)

Advancad Nursing Practice

Advancad Nursing Practice

Gotopage: 2 |+

Degree

Mastar

Mastar

Master of Arts

Master

Mastar of Sciance
(Elite course)

Mastar

Mastar of Sciance

Mastar of Sciance

Bachelor

Bachalor of
Sciznce

‘

“ "HHBBEBB"B"I

Institution >

Evangelische Hochschule
Narnberg

Univarsitat Bamberg

BFH - Private Hochachule
Gattingen

Univarsitat Ulm

Univarsitat Eflangan-
Narnberg

Univarsitat Augsburg

TU Manchen (TUM)

Univarsitat des Saarlandss

Madical Schaal Barlin -
Hochschuls fur Gesundhait
und Madizin (MSE)

MSH Medical Schoal
Hamburg

“

Location

Narnberg

Bamberg

Gattingen .
Stade

uim

Edangen

Augsburg

Garching ,
Manchen

Saarbrocken

Berlin

Hamburg

"

«

«
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Second cycle

Second cycle

Second cycle

Second cycle

Second cycle

Second cycle

Second cycle

Second cycle

First cyele

First cyele
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BECcooDmE @

Teaching degree (for Bachelor
only via Master possible)

distance studies
dual system

full time
interational course

part time




part-time degree programmes for
professionals

while in employment

with integrated professional
training

with integrated work experience




~ Biology

Biology , Bachelor
saarland University

Degree

Degree

Standard period of study

Modes of study.
(elucidation) 7

Primary language of instruction

Location (main / branches campus)

Annotation of the Higher Education
Institution

4 Admission / tuition fee

UNIVERSITAT

DES.

SAARLANDES,
Bachelor

Bachelor of Science

6 Semester

international course, part time, ful time

German

Homburg, Saarbriicken
German-French double degree in an integrated binational Bachelor's degree course in Biology.
possible, 3 semesters including the experimental Bachelor thesis are completed at the partner
institution Université Louis Pasteur de Strasbourg, more information at: http://zhmb.uni-
saarland.de/studium/studiengaenge.php

Mode of admission

Admission semester

local admisssion restriction

winter semester

more information regarding admission requirements 7




4 Dates and deadiines

Dates and deadiines for the whole Institution for Summer Semester 2014:
Lecture period 14.4.2014-25.7.2014

Application deadiine for programmes  15.1.2014

with admission restriction

Term of application on programmes  6.3.2014-31.3.2014

without admission restriction

Registration deadiine for first- 6.3.2014-31.3.2014
year-students for fields of study
without admission restriction

Application deadiine for foreigners ~ 15.1.2014
from EU-Members States

Application deadiine for foreigners ~ 15.1.2014
from non-EU-Members States

Registration deadiine for 13.1.2014-28.2.2014

re-registration

Registration deadiine for students 15.1.2014

form other Higher Education

Institutions

Deadiines of selection processes Registration for sports aptitude test: by 31 May 2013 (for the winter semester)
and qualification test

“ subject(s) / area(s) of specialisation

Subject Biology

Field(s) / area(s) of concentration  Cell Biology, Developmental Biology, Genetics, Human and Molecular Biology, Microbiology,
Physiology, Structural Biology, Virology

4 Intemationality

International double diploma 2
possible
Institution, country Université de Louis Pasteur de Strasbourg, France

Degree Licence en Sciences




4 Contact / contact person

Contact / contact person for this program:
E-Mail b.diehi(at)mx.uni-saarland.de 1

Intemnet page Internet page 7

General student advisory servic

Contact description Zentrale Studienberatung
Street Address Campus, 66123 Saarbriicken

Postal/Mail Address Post Office Box, POB 151150, 66041 Saarbracken
Telephone 0681 302-3513

Fax 0681 302-4526

E-Mail studienberatung(at)uni-saarland.de 7

Intemnet Page Internet page 7







