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FOREWORD

The Bologna Process has brought us a long way towards achieving the
goals for European higher education set two decades ago. This third
edition of the Bologna Process Implementation Report provides clear
evidence of change in the higher education landscape. It shows where
progress has been made, but also points to the gaps that need to be
filled if we are to strengthen European higher education cooperation on
the basis of quality and mutual trust.

Higher education has been evolving rapidly to respond to fast changing

demands. Overall in Europe, we are becoming better educated, as more
students have the opportunity to develop the high-level skills and knowledge that our societies require.
Thanks to the Bologna Process and the Erasmus+ programme, students have become more mobile,
and can benefit from study and employment opportunities abroad. Yet we also face challenges in this
changing environment: How do we recognise and reward good teaching as well as good research?
How do we ensure that young people from disadvantaged backgrounds can access and successfully
complete higher education? How do we remove burdensome recognition procedures to ensure that
students and graduates can be mobile? And how do we increase the relevance of higher education
programmes for a labour market that is in a state of permanent transformation? The Bologna Process

provides a space for countries to discuss these challenges, and this dialogue remains critical.

Twenty years ago four countries signed the Sorbonne Declaration, initiating a wave of coordinated
higher education reform through the Bologna Process. Now ministers from 48 European countries will
gather in Paris to take stock of our current situation, and to discuss the path forward. This
geographical evolution illustrates the impact the Bologna Process has had — and it highlights Europe’s
potential to set high standards for modern and relevant educational provision. The Bologna Process
has not only inspired change within European higher education, but also across other world regions.
This is important to recognise, as today, more than ever, Europeans have to embrace an increasingly
complex and inter-connected global reality.

We should of course be proud of our achievements. But we must not be complacent. We need to
redouble our efforts to bring Europe's higher education institutions, researchers and students even
closer together. The technical goals of the Bologna Process — converging degree structures, shared
standards for quality assurance and common recognition practice — were never ends in themselves.
Rather they were the preconditions for ensuring that we understand and trust each other's higher
education provision, enabling us to work together in a more seamless way. This is what our young

people demand, this is what our economies require and this is what our societies need.

The European Commission’s role is to support, but also to drive positive change. And this is why we

have been working on proposals to create a European Education Area by 2025. Our ambition is to
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enable EU Member States to intensify and accelerate their cooperation in areas such as mobility,
multilingualism, innovation and mutual recognition of diplomas, and thus also to provide inspiration to
non-EU countries to follow. Our vision for 2025 is of a Europe in which learning, studying and doing
research will not be hampered by borders and in which people have a strong sense of their identity as

Europeans.

Where the Bologna Process has provided stable foundations, we must now build on them. Yet where
the foundations are still not stable, we must secure them. The Commission's actions will aim both at
working jointly with the EU Member States towards the European Education Area and at strengthening

the Bologna process with all partner countries.

Tibor Navracsics

Commissioner for
Education, Culture, Youth and Sport
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Bologna Process Implementation Report provides a wide-ranging and detailed picture of how the
European Higher Education Area (EHEA) has been moving forward since the Yerevan Conference in
2015. This has not been a period of radical change. Instead, for most countries, the recent years have
focused on consolidating the implementation of reforms.

The Bologna Follow Up Group has identified three key commitments that underpin the EHEA. These
commitments concern the implementation of the three-cycle degree structure, recognition of
qualifications and quality assurance. They can be considered as the foundations of the EHEA.: if these
foundations are not in place, further European higher education cooperation is undermined.

In addition to the implementation of these commitments, the priorities of the Bologna Process as set
out in the Yerevan Communiqué are learning and teaching, social inclusion and employability — all
topics addressed centrally in this report. In Yerevan, ministers also pledged to continue to foster
mobility and internationalisation, and called for attention to the values of the EHEA.

Three-cycle degree structures

Implementation of the Bologna three-cycle degree commitments is improving, with most countries
having made the necessary reforms in line with Bologna guidelines. The main Bologna tools — ECTS,
Diploma Supplement and national qualifications frameworks — are also well implemented in most
countries. Nevertheless, there remains a minority of countries where this is not the case. These
countries still need to implement further reforms to ensure that their degree programmes are coherent
with those in other EHEA countries.

The dominant European model is now a clearly structured three-cycle degree system. However,
although Bologna commitments have mostly been met, there remain significant differences in degree
structures across the EHEA as a whole.

In around half of the EHEA countries, the majority of first-cycle graduates continue to study in a
second-cycle programme while in a quarter of countries it is less than 25 % that move directly into the
second cycle. This may suggest significant differences in labour market recognition of first-cycle
qualifications across the EHEA.

Alongside the three main cycles, around half of all EHEA countries offer short-cycle higher education
programmes. These programmes are usually vocational, offered at ISCED 5 level, and most often
have a workload of 120 ECTS. In around half of the countries with such programmes, learning
achievements can be fully recognised within first-cycle studies in the same field, while in the other half
recognition is less substantial. Comparing short-cycle higher education programmes across the EHEA
is further complicated by the existence in many countries of 'short-cycle tertiary education'
programmes, which are not recognised within the national higher education systems.

Most EHEA countries also offer other programmes outside the three-cycle-degree structure.
'Integrated’ or 'long' programmes of at least five years duration leading directly to a second-cycle
degree exist in most EHEA countries, usually in regulated professional fields. They involve fewer than
5 % of students in some countries, but more than 20 % in others. In around a quarter of EHEA
countries, there are also other programmes outside the main three-cycle degree framework.

There has been good progress since 2015 in the implementation of the Diploma Supplement. Indeed,
most EHEA countries now comply with all the commonly agreed principles. The Diploma Supplement
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is also commonly issued after short-cycle higher education programmes, but is far from being the
norm in the third cycle.

Good progress can also be observed in the implementation of national qualifications frameworks
(NQFs). Most countries have established a national qualifications framework for higher education, self-
certified it to the Framework for Qualifications of the European Higher Education Area (QF-EHEA) and
it is used by national authorities in public policy. In most countries, NQFs for higher education are
integrated into NQFs for lifelong learning, which suggests widespread efforts in using NQFs for
coordinating qualifications across sectors and levels of education.

Although many countries have now completed their NQF, there remain a few where development is
slow or not moving. These countries are missing the opportunity to increase the transparency of their
qualifications system both within and outside the country.

Recognition of qualifications

Formal compliance with most aspects of the Lisbon Recognition Convention (LRC) at national level is
well established across the EHEA, as the content of national legislation and regulations is generally
coherent with the international legal framework. However, work still needs to be done to ensure that
appropriate procedures are established and followed for recognition of qualifications of refugees,
displaced persons and persons in a refugee-like situation as specified in Article VII of the LRC.

Nevertheless recognition problems are reported to be still prevalent. This could be because higher
education institutions, who are usually responsible for recognition decisions for academic purposes,
may not always follow all the required principles of good recognition practice.

With regard to the goal of securing more 'automatic recognition' — understood as system-level
recognition for the purposes of further academic study — considerable effort is still required to agree on
a common understanding of the concept, and to make it a reality.

Quality assurance

Quality assurance continues to be an area of dynamic development in European higher education.
The requirement for higher education institutions to develop and publish quality assurance strategies
and evaluation reports is becoming increasingly established, while external quality assurance is
almost always undertaken by independent agencies working in line with the Standards and Guidelines
for European Quality Assurance (ESG). Indeed the adoption and integration of the ESG in national
practice has been widely addressed and achieved.

Nevertheless, there are still areas where attention is needed. Some countries still need to take action
to ensure that students are fully involved in all quality assurance processes as equal partners. It is
also worth noting that improvement-oriented models of external quality assurance are far less
prevalent in the EHEA than supervisory models. Higher education institutions in many countries are
also restricted to using national quality assurance agencies to fulfil their external quality assurance
obligations, rather than benefitting from the work of other suitable EQAR-registered European
agencies. In addition, the European Approach to the Quality Assurance of Joint Programmes,
although adopted in Yerevan, has hardly been implemented. Indeed it is not yet permitted by national
legislation in many countries, and in particular in those where programme accreditation is required.
These are precisely the countries where the European Approach to the Quality Assurance of Joint
Programmes potentially offers the greatest potential benefit as a more appropriate, effective and
efficient form of quality assurance.
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Learning and teaching

Improving learning and teaching is among the most fundamental objectives of the Bologna Process.
Strategies to achieve this objective are now quite widespread across the EHEA, both at national level
and within higher education institutions. Steering commonly promotes the development of international
opportunities, academic staff development and measures to improve teaching. Digitally enabled
teaching and learning is also increasingly addressed strategically at national and institutional levels.

In most countries ECTS has been integrated as both a credit accumulation and transfer system, with
learning outcomes and student workload increasingly used as the basis for credit allocation. This
provides common foundations for the understanding of European higher education programmes.
However, there is a need to ensure that the 2015 ECTS Users Guide adopted by ministers is the basis
for correct implementation of the system. To this end, around a third of the countries could take action
to encourage quality assurance processes to pay attention to this issue.

Higher education teachers are the key players in enabling students’ learning, and appropriate training
in teaching skills both before being employed and throughout careers is an essential pre-requisite for a
high quality system. Yet, regulations rarely require academics to hold a teaching qualification, and the
development of teaching skills is often left to ad hoc measures.

Opening higher education

Social dimension challenges have accompanied the Bologna Process throughout its existence. Yet,
disadvantaged learners still face access barriers to higher education: students from low and medium-
educated families are strongly under-represented, and are more likely to enter higher education with a
delay; gender imbalances, if improving slightly, still persist and remain marked in some discipline
areas with significant implications for the labour market and society; and life-long learning is not a
reality for learners in many countries.

In addition to barriers to access, disadvantaged students also face difficulties in completing higher
education, dropping out in higher proportions. Despite evidence of these trends over a number of
years, and commitments re-iterated in several ministerial communiqués, only a few countries have
introduced measures in recent years to improve the conditions for under-represented groups to
access and complete higher education.

Employability

Employment of recent graduates has improved as countries recover from the economic crisis.
Nevertheless, graduate unemployment remains a significant problem in some parts of Europe, as not
all countries have recovered to the same extent and at the same speed. There is also a gender aspect
to employment issues, as in some countries women face more difficulties than men in finding
employment after graduation.

Systematic efforts to improve the relationship between higher education and the labour market still
need to be better developed and implemented. Action could include using labour market forecasts,
involving employers in curriculum planning and higher education governance, providing incentives to
include work placements in higher education programmes, improving career guidance services, as
well as encouraging student mobility.
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Internationalisation

The trend for internationalisation is growing across the EHEA. However, mobility flows and the level of
engagement in internationalisation activities vary considerably from country to country. There has
been a significant increase in the use of targets to support and monitor progress in student mobility
with only one quarter of all countries now having no targets for either incoming or outgoing student
mobility.

There continue to be substantial differences between countries with regard to portability of domestic
student financial support. Only around one-third of EHEA countries enable domestic financial support
to be portable for credit and degree mobility. Moreover there is almost no support facilitating the
mobility of students from under-represented groups in the majority of countries. Staff mobility targets
are also reported by almost half of all EHEA countries, but often refer only to a general objective of
increasing the numbers of mobile staff.

Values

The Yerevan Communiqué emphasises shared values as the foundation of a renewed vision of the
European Higher Education Area. Specifically, the ministers highlight academic freedom and
autonomy of higher education institutions, while EHEA values also include student and other
stakeholder participation in the democratic governance and management of higher education.

While concerns have been raised about violations of values in some EHEA countries, it is difficult to
find causal explanations related to the different systems of higher education governance in operation
across the EHEA. There is nevertheless a continuing need to discuss the values that unite higher
education systems, and to be vigilant that robust legal protection is in place — including defining and
limiting the role of governments in the organisation and management of higher education institutions.
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INTRODUCTION

The Bologna Process

The Bologna Declaration was signed in 1999 by ministers responsible for higher education from
29 European countries. However its origins lie a year further back in the Sorbonne Conference and
Declaration of 1998. These events and texts set in motion a European cooperation process that has
radically changed higher education. Reforms have affected countries within and beyond Europe, and
the number of official signatory countries has risen to 48, with Belarus the most recent state to join in
2015.

The chart below outlines the main milestones and commitments of the ministerial conferences within
the Bologna Process up to 2015. It illustrates that several main themes can be followed throughout the
process — mobility of students and staff, a common degree system, the social dimension, lifelong
learning, a European system of credits, quality assurance and the development of Europe as an
attractive knowledge region. Learning and teaching was added as an explicit priority in the Yerevan
Communiqué.

The Yerevan Communiqué sets out a streamlined and updated policy agenda focusing on four key
policy areas: implementation of key commitments; learning and teaching; employability; and social
inclusion. These goals and objectives are all addressed in the report, and the combined analysis
across the seven chapters aims to present a picture of the current reality of the European Higher
Education Area (EHEA).

17 |



The Bologna Process: from Sorbonne to Yerevan, 1998-2015
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Report outline

This report has been prepared for the European Ministerial Conference in Paris, France, on 24-25
May 2018. It provides a snapshot of the state of implementation of the Bologna Process from various
perspectives using data collected mostly in the first half of 2017. It provides both qualitative
information and statistical data, and covers all main aspects of higher education reforms aiming at a
well-functioning EHEA.

The report is a successor to the two Bologna Process Implementation Reports (2012 and 2015) and
has been developed through collaboration between the Bologna Follow-up Group (BFUG) and
Eurostat, Eurostudent and Eurydice. For the first time, it also includes some indicators collected by the
European Students Union (ESU), the European University Association (EUA), and the European
Quality Assurance Register for higher education (EQAR).

The development of the report has been overseen by the Bologna Follow-up Group (BFUG), and
specifically by a working group established to guide all aspects of the reporting process. The group
was co-chaired by Tone Flood Strgm (Norway), Andrejs Rauhvargers (Latvia) and David Crosier
(Eurydice). Close collaboration was also established with all BFUG advisory and working groups.

Qualitative information was gathered through two extensive questionnaires (an Excel questionnaire
and an on-line questionnaire) addressed to BFUG members. These were submitted, after consultation
with all relevant national actors, by the Bologna representatives in all 48 countries between March and
December 2017. For the United Kingdom and Belgium, two responses each were submitted. The
United Kingdom (England, Wales and Northern Ireland) is therefore treated as a separate higher
education system to that of Scotland, while the Flemish and French Communities of Belgium are also
considered as distinct higher education systems. However where statistical data is combined for
Belgium and the United Kingdom in Eurostat's database, it is presented in a combined form in this
report.

The qualitative data is based mainly on official information about legislation, regulations and national
policies, and in some cases country representatives are asked to report on their perception of specific
aspects of higher education reality. The data refers to higher education institutions that are directly or
indirectly administered by a public education authority, which means public and publicly-subsidised
private higher education institutions.

With regard to statistical data, the European Union's Education, Audiovisual and Culture Executive
Agency (EACEA), working through a consortium led by Sogeti, Luxembourg, undertook a specific data
collection in 2017 for the EHEA countries that are not part of regular Eurostat data gathering
exercises.

The report draws upon a number of additional data sources. Eurostudent data is provided by the
Eurostudent VI survey and focuses on the social and economic conditions of student life in Europe.
The reference year for the data is 2016/17, and the report covers 28 of the 48 EHEA countries.

Information from the European University Association's Trends 2018 report is used substantially in
Chapter 2 on learning and teaching. This report provides an institutional perspective on higher
education developments in Europe. The reference year for this survey is 2017, and it involves
303 higher education institutions from 43 of the EHEA systems.

Certain indicators throughout the report are provided by the European Student Union (ESU) member
organisations. This data was collected through an online survey to European student unions in the
second half of 2017, and will also be used in ESU's 2018 edition of Bologna with Student Eyes.
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The European Quality Assurance Register (EQAR) also hosted a short survey on cross border higher
education quality assurance, and the responses to this questionnaire are used for the report's
information on cross border quality assurance.

The reference year 2016/17 is applicable for qualitative data throughout the report, as well as for
Eurostudent indicators. Eurostat statistical indicators generally use 2015 as the most recent reference
year, with other years shown where relevant to provide a picture of trends.

The report is divided into seven thematic chapters, with a structure that aims to maintain coherence
with the previous Bologna Process Implementation Reports, but also to reflect the most recent political
priorities set in Yerevan in 2015. Each chapter has an introduction presenting the relevance of the
topic in the Bologna Process, the commitments made in the Yerevan Communiqué, and the main
findings of the 2015 Bologna Process Implementation Report, where relevant. The chapter then
presents information through comparative indicators whose purpose is to describe the state of
implementation in all countries from various perspectives. The text explains main developments,
highlights issues regarding implementation, and provides examples of practice that may be of general
interest.

The majority of indicators were developed for the 2012 Bologna Process Implementation Report, were
updated in 2015 and have again been updated in this report, sometimes with substantial modification.
A number of new indicators have also been developed, particularly to investigate more recent policy
priorities.

Among the indicators presented in the report are 13 'scorecard indicators' that are designed to track
country progress in implementing Bologna Process policy commitments. These scorecard indicators
were already used in the 2015 edition of the Bologna Process Implementation Report to cover all but
one of the issues assessed, although in some cases there have been significant revisions to the
indicators for this edition. The new scorecard indicator in this report focuses on system level
(automatic) recognition for academic purposes.
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CHAPTER 1:
THE EUROPEAN HIGHER EDUCATION AREA LANDSCAPE

The Yerevan Communiqué

The Yerevan Communiqué presents the diversity of countries in the European Higher Education Area
(EHEA) by recognising that, '47 countries with different political, cultural and academic traditions
cooperate on the basis of open dialogue, shared goals and common commitments' (1).

While acknowledging the differences between countries, the Communiqué also emphasises the
common goals and the basis for common reforms:

Together we are engaged in a process of voluntary convergence and coordinated reform of our higher education
systems. This is based on public responsibility for higher education, academic freedom, institutional autonomy, and
commitment to integrity. It relies on strong public funding, and is implemented through a common degree structure, a
shared understanding of principles and processes for quality assurance and recognition, and a number of common
tools (2).

The 2015 Bologna Process Implementation Report

The 2015 Implementation Report provided information on the framework conditions for higher
education in the different countries of the European Higher Education Area (EHEA). These conditions
vary enormously across the EHEA. In terms of student population, countries differ in the total number
of tertiary education students, enrolment rates of eligible students, and the distribution of students
among different levels of higher education. Countries also differ in changes of these indicators across
time. In nearly one third of countries the student population was lower in 2012 than it was in 2006, but
at the same time the enrolment rate for 18-34 year-olds increased in half of the EHEA countries.

The 2015 Implementation Report identified 60 % of EHEA countries that take into account
demographic projections in their steering documents for higher education. Countries varied
tremendously also in the number of higher education institutions — from over 200 in France, Germany,
Poland and Russia to under ten in Andorra, Iceland, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg and Malta. There is
great divergence also in the economic capacity of countries and in the portion of their resources they
dedicate to higher education. Four EHEA countries (Ireland, Luxembourg, Norway and Switzerland)
are among the ten wealthiest nations based on GDP per capita, while five other countries (Albania,
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine) rank in the bottom half of the table (World
Bank, 2016). Even when the different levels of wealth and prices are taken into account, there are vast
differences in the amount countries spend per student: some countries spend five times more than
others. With such economic diversity, it is clear that the structural conditions for higher education
reform are very different from country to country.

However, the 2015 Implementation Report also provided strong evidence that public spending on
higher education had been placed under considerable strain following the global economic crisis
beginning in 2008.

(')  Yerevan Communiqué, adopted at the EHEA Ministerial Conference in Yerevan, 14-15 May 2015, p. 1.
? Ibid.
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Chapter outline

This first chapter of the report sets the scene in which the higher education systems evolve across the
EHEA. It provides insights into the student population in the EHEA area (Section 1.1), the structure of
higher education systems in terms of institutions and staff (Section 1.2), and on higher education
expenditure throughout the EHEA (Section 1.3). Where applicable, the chapter provides comparisons
with the 2015 Implementation Report and notes continuing trends and new developments. The
chapter ends with an exploration of values and governance in the EHEA. Section 1.4 considers values
and governance, looking specifically at issues related to how academic freedom and institutional
autonomy are understood and fostered.

1.1. Student population

There were around 37.7 million tertiary students in the EHEA in the academic year 2014/15 (see
Figure 1.1) (°). The number of students enrolled in tertiary education (ISCED levels 5-8) varies
between 457 in Andorra to more than 7 million in Russia, a country which accounts for 19.7 % of the
tertiary student population in the EHEA. Turkey is the country with the second largest tertiary student
population, with just over 6 million or 16 % of the total. Compared to the 2015 Bologna Process
Implementation Report, the difference between the total number of tertiary education students in
Turkey and Germany — the country with the third biggest student population — has more than doubled.
This is mostly due to the sharp increase in the number of students in Turkey: from 4.35 million in
2011/12 to 6.06 million in 2014/15 (39 % of them enrolled in distance education programmes, mostly
in Open Education Faculties). Meanwhile there has also been a slow increase in student numbers in
Germany — from 2.94 million in 2011/12 to 2.98 million in 2014/15 (see Chapter 2 for discussion of
learning in digital environments in the EHEA). Students in the five countries with the highest number of
tertiary education students (Russia, Turkey, Germany, France and the United Kingdom) amount to
56.3 % of the total. Spain, Italy, Ukraine and Poland have more than 1 500 000 tertiary students each,
while there are fewer than 1 000 000 students per country in 38 EHEA countries analysed.

Most of the tertiary education students (58.8 %) are enrolled in first-cycle programmes (Bachelor's or
equivalent level); 21.7 % are enrolled in second-cycle programmes (Master's or equivalent level); and
16.8 % are enrolled in short-cycle tertiary education. Only 3 % of students are enrolled in third-cycle
programmes (doctoral or equivalent level) (4).

(3) This number is not directly comparable to the 2015 report due to the introduction of the International Standard
Classification of Education 2011 (ISCED 2011; see the Glossary and Methodological Notes for description) and the
different set of countries included in the two reports.

(4) For further discussion of the distribution of students in ISCED 2011 levels, see Chapter 3.



Figure 1.1: Number of students enrolled in tertiary education by ISCED level, 2014/15
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Notes:
Countries are arranged by total number of students in tertiary education. The graph is scaled to 3 million for readability.

The size of the student population varies greatly among the 48 countries of the EHEA and depends on
a number of factors that this report examines in detail in the following chapters. Demographic
conditions (i.e. the size of young age cohorts) of course have a crucial impact on student enrolment.
And it should be borne in mind that demographic changes (e.g. an increase or a decrease of a cohort)
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only gradually affect the higher education system because of the 'continued impact of past cohorts'
(Vincent-Lancrin, 2008). However, institutional factors and economic conditions determine the desire
and ability of young people to enrol in higher education and the time it takes them to complete their
degrees.

Some of these factors are:

e Admissions rules and procedures such as the qualifications required to enter tertiary education
and the selection criteria for admission (see Chapter 5 for discussion of access to higher
education);

e The costs and benefits of acquiring higher education such as tuition fees, employability of
graduates, and alternative opportunities in the labour market (see Chapter 5 for discussion of fees
and support, and Chapter 6 for discussion of employability);

e The length of studies which in turn depends on the structure of the programmes, the ability to
attend part-time, etc. (see Chapter 3 for discussion of programme structures).

Figure 1.2 demonstrates the growth rate of the tertiary student population between some of the recent
reference points of the Bologna Process (i.e. between 2009/10 and 2011/12, and between 2012/13
and 2014/15) as well as when considering this entire time period (5). In the majority of countries in the
EHEA, growth in tertiary education participation is slowing down. In the first period — between 2009/10
and 2011/12 — 25 countries recorded increases in their tertiary student population and 18 countries
recorded decreases. In the second period — between 2012/13 and 2014/15 — 19 countries recorded
increases and 26 countries recorded decreases. Only 15 of the 44 EHEA countries for which data is
available for both periods recorded two consecutive increases. The countries on the top left-hand side
of the graph have experienced an increase in their student population from 2012/13 to 2014/15, and
the countries on the bottom row of the graph have experienced a decrease in the same time period.
The fastest annual growth in enrolment was recorded in Albania, with a 30.1 % increase from 2009/10
to 2011/12. Romania experienced the sharpest annual decline in enrolment in the same time period,
with a 29.4 % decrease.

Compared to the change in tertiary enrolment in the earlier period (2009/10 to 2011/12), nine countries
(Turkey, Germany, Switzerland, Malta, Norway, Belgium, Greece, Serbia and Austria) have
experienced a slower increase in enrolment in the later period (2012/13 to 2014/15), and 11 countries
(Spain, Iceland, Croatia, Finland, the United Kingdom, the Czech Republic, Albania, Portugal,
Liechtenstein, Belarus and Kazakhstan) have shifted from an increase to a decrease in tertiary
enrolment in the second reference period. In five countries (Romania, Lithuania, Armenia, Latvia and
Italy), the decrease in enrolment has slowed down. Only three countries — Cyprus, Georgia and
Ireland — have shifted from a decrease in enrolment in the first reference period to an increase in
enrolment in the second.

Looking at the entire period from 2010 to 2015, the total number of students enrolled in tertiary
education is lower in 2014/15 than in 2009/10 in almost half of the EHEA countries for which data is
available. The decrease was most pronounced in Romania (45.8 %), but in two more countries the
decrease was higher than 30 % (Lithuania and Ukraine) and in seven other countries the decrease
ranges between 20 % and 30 % (Latvia, Armenia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Poland, Hungary and Estonia).
This marks a noteworthy change from the 2015 Bologna Process Implementation Report when only
one country (Georgia) recorded a decrease higher than 30 % and one country (Latvia) reported a
decrease between 20 % and 30 %.

(®) It is important to note that ISCED 2011 (International Standard Classification of Education 2011) was introduced in the
middle of the analysed time period. Some of the changes in student enrolment may be due to the different classification of
students before and after 2011, but this is unlikely to affect the overall trend or direction of change for particular countries.
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On the other hand, the total number of students enrolled in tertiary education is higher in 2014/15 than
in 2009/10 in half of the EHEA countries for which data is available. The sharpest increase was
recorded in Turkey (71.8 %), and Turkey is the only country which experienced an increase higher
than 50 %. Denmark is the only country to report an increase between 30 % and 50 %. Here again,
there is noteworthy change from the 2015 Bologna Process Implementation Report, when there were
four countries reporting increases above 50 % and six countries reporting increases between 30 %
and 50 %.

Figure 1.2: Percentage change in the total number of students enrolled in tertiary education between 2009/10 and
2011/12 and between 2012/13 and 2014/15

% %
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SE FI UK IT BA AD CZ AL PT LV AM MD LI LT SK S RO PL HU EE KZ UA
D 2009/10 to 2011/12 2012/13 to 2014/15
(*): the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
% NL TR CY GE AZ DK IE DE ME CH MT NO (Y LU FR BE

2009/10 to 2011/12 219 234 14 60 23 143 -07 150 62 84 126 60 25 : 23 73

2012/13 to 2014/15 249 219 163 134 88 78 76 71 65 52 5.1 50 47 42 37 33

2009/10 to 2014/15 295 718 1563 208 130 304 106 165 115 184 219 194 29 : 80 133
% EL RS AT ES IS HR BG SE FI UK IT BA AD CZ AL PT

2009/10 to 2011/12 34 22 75 46 58 50 07 04 18 07 -28 : 08 07 301 17

2012/13 to 2014/15 28 09 08 -03 -08 -16 -18 -18 21 23 25 36 69 75 -79 90

2009/10 to 2014/15 55 63 216 45 49 81 28 58 04 60 -78 : -128 96 314 -120
% LV AM MD LI LT SK S| RO PL HU BY EE KZ UA

2009/10 to 2011/12 -138 171 41 220 -131 57 95 -204 66 -21 36 -20 60 -109

2012/13 to 2014/15 91 94 -107 -112 119 -120 -124 -124 -125 -143 -146 -148 -157 -195

2009/10 to 2014/15 237 -288 -160 47 -302 -214 -255 -458 -225 -209 163 -200 -13.0 -32.6

Source: Eurostat, UOE and additional collection for the other EHEA countries.

Notes:

Countries are arranged by the rate of change in total number of students enrolled in tertiary education between 2012/13 and
2014/15.
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As mentioned above, the changes over time in the total number of students enrolled in tertiary
education shown in Figure 1.2 can be a product of both demographic changes and changes in the
economic and institutional conditions that may make entry into tertiary education more/less desirable
and more/less difficult. Therefore, in order to evaluate the capacity of the education system to enrol
students eligible for tertiary education, it is important to analyse the enrolment rate relative to the total
population in that age group.

Figure 1.3 shows the enrolment rate for 18-34 year olds, the typical age for attending higher
education, and how this enrolment rate changes over time. There are a variety of factors that affect
the enrolment rate such as the age at which students complete secondary general education, the
length of tertiary education programmes, and the actual time students spend in tertiary education.

In the majority of EHEA countries, the tertiary education enrolment rate for 18-34 year olds has
stabilised (see Figure 1.3). The median in the EHEA was 15.9 % in 2015, which means that in half of
the countries in the analysis this enrolment rate is above 15.9 %. This is virtually the same as the
median in 2012, 16.2 %. The enrolment rate of 18-34 year olds increased in 2015 compared to 2009
and 2012 in 14 of the 38 EHEA countries for which data is available for all three years. Analysing only
the countries for which data is available for all three reference years, median enrolment in the EHEA
stabilised at 16 % in 2015, after a series of increases (13.5 % in 2006; 14.3 % in 2009; and 16.1 % in
2012). In 13 countries, there is a continued trend of increase in the enrolment rate (Turkey, Denmark,
the Netherlands, Austria, Spain, Norway, Ireland, Croatia, Bulgaria, Serbia, the Czech Republic,
Switzerland and Malta). The sharpest increases were recorded in Georgia (5.8 percentage points in
2015) and Turkey (5.7 percentage points in 2012 and 6.3 percentage points in 2015). In six countries,
there is a continued decreasing trend in the enrolment rate (Lithuania, Latvia, Slovakia, Romania,
Moldova and Azerbaijan).

There is wide variation between the countries with the highest and lowest enrolment rates for 18-34
year olds. Turkey had the highest enrolment rate in 2015, at 25 %, followed by Denmark, the
Netherlands, Greece, Finland and Lithuania, all above the 20 % mark. At the other end of the
spectrum, the enrolment rate in Moldova, Armenia, Liechtenstein, Azerbaijan, Luxembourg and
Andorra is below 10 %. It is important to note that most tertiary students from Liechtenstein (around
95 %) are enrolled abroad mainly in Switzerland and Austria, while around 80 % of students from
Luxembourg are also enrolled in higher education institutions abroad, mainly in Germany, Belgium
and France; these students are therefore not captured in these enrolment rate statistics (6).

Taking the data in Figures 1.2 and 1.3 together, it is clear that in some countries, the increase in total
enrolment is slowing down (e.g. Turkey, Denmark, Germany, Switzerland, Malta, Norway and Serbia)
but there is an increase in the enrolment rate of people 18-34, pointing to an increase in the capacity
of these tertiary education systems to enrol students in this age group. This could be a product of a
number of different factors: a time-lagged effect of changes in cohort size; changes in labour market
conditions that make enrolment in tertiary education preferable to employment (); and/or changes in
the tertiary education institutions that allow for more students to enrol and/or stay longer in tertiary
education (8). In Kazakhstan, Poland, Moldova, Hungary and Estonia, where total enrolment
decreased, the enrolment for people aged 18-34 decreased as well.

(G) See Chapter 7 for further discussion of internationalisation and mobility.
(7) See Chapter 6 for discussion of employability of graduates.

(8) See Chapter 5 for discussion of the policy frameworks some countries have adopted to widen access to their higher
education systems.



Figure 1.3: Enrolment rates in tertiary education for the 18-34 years old (% of the total population aged 18-34),
2008/09, 2011/12 and 2014/15
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% TR DK NL EL FI LT AL AT ES Si BE NO IE IS ME LV
201415 250 223 210 209 207 202 197 189 189 188 184 183 182 18.0 17.6 17.3
2011112 187 199 199 267 217 241 192 173 166 206 184 169 146 18.3 18.0
2008/09 130 170 163 : 217 258 : 148 140 215 172 160 143 15.2 : 19.6

% HR FR DE BG RU PL EE SE BY RS Ccz PT CH IT cY GE
201415 170 168 167 166 162 162 160 159 153 151 150 147 143 141 13.8 13.5
2011112 160 168 168 161 155 183 190 169 149 140 152 153 135 14.5 12.0 7.7
2008/09 138 157 136 145 : 188 184  16.1 : 134 136 136 124 14.0 13.4 72

% UK HU UA SK BA RO MT Kz () MD AM LI AZ LU AD | EHEA
201415 133 127 127 124 124 116 114 114 111 95 94 7.9 5.1 48 24 15.9
2011112 139 150 1641 137 131 139 107 139 102 108 111 100 53 4.6 2.3
2008/09 133 143 185 139 204 9.1 111 120 12 90 55

Source: Eurostat, UOE and additional collection for the other EHEA countries.

Notes:

EHEA refers to the EHEA median.

Countries are sorted by the enrolment rate in academic year 2014/15.
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Demographic changes affecting the number of students have to be taken into consideration when
designing higher education policies and goals. Many countries are concerned about the decreasing
number of young people and how such changes will affect higher education participation and funding.
Figure 1.4 shows that in 2016/17 in around three-quarters of countries, steering documents for higher
education explicitly take into account demographic projections. This is a slight increase compared to
2015. Only 12 countries do not address demographic projections in their steering documents, four
fewer than in 2013/14. Since the 2015 Bologna Process Implementation Report, three systems have
introduced demographic projections in their steering documents (Bulgaria, Portugal and Romania).

Figure 1.4: Demographic projections in steering documents for higher education policy, 2016/17
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1.2. Higher education institutions and staff

Figure 1.5 shows the total number of recognised higher education institutions in EHEA countries. Most
commonly, there are between 11 and 100 higher education institutions (30 systems). Eight systems
have between 101 and 200 higher education institutions, and seven have over 200.

Figure 1.5: Number of higher education institutions in the EHEA, 2016/17
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Data not available

Source: BFUG data collection.

Figure 1.6 demonstrates the percentage change in the number of academic staff between 2000 and
2016. It shows that in most of the countries for which data is available there has been an increase in
the number of academic staff. The most notable increases occurred in Cyprus (204 % increase), Malta
(184 %), and Slovenia (186 %). In five countries — Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland and
Romania — the number of academic staff decreased between 2000 and 2016. The evolution of staff
numbers during the three sub-periods — 2000-2005, 2005-2010, 2010-2016 — shows that most of the
decreases in academic staff occurred in the latter two periods. Seven countries report a decrease in
2005-2010, and 14 countries report a decrease in 2010-2016.

Even though data is not available for all countries and all corresponding years in both indicators,
analysing changes in staff numbers alongside information on changes in the total number of student
enrolment (see Figure 1.2 in this report and Figure 1.3 in the 2015 report) shows that changes in
academic staff numbers do not necessarily follow changes in student enrolment. The staff increases
from 2005 to 2016 in Cyprus and Malta correspond to student enrolment increases in the same time
period. In Romania and Finland, the decrease in faculty numbers between 2010 and 2016
corresponds to a decrease in student enrolment. The sharp increase in staff in Slovenia, however,
occurred alongside a series of consecutive decreases in student enrolment since 2005. Indeed, in
seven of the countries for which data is available (Belgium, Bulgaria, Ireland, Slovenia, Sweden,
Switzerland and the United Kingdom), the changes in staff and student numbers move in opposite
directions for the 2010-2016 period.

29 |



Figure 1.6: Percentage change in the total number of academic staff between 2000 and 2016
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% AT BE BG CH cY Ccz DE EE ES Fi FR HR  HU IE IS IT

2000-2016 : 258 -82 : 2043 -17.5 445 -153 467 -7.9 : : 2.1 : : 19.8
2000-2005 : 133 -143 : 341 214 48 : 354 147 163 : 19.6 : 68 257
2005-2010 : 123 12 16.9 759 315 283 : 71 172 175 794 32 84 182 124
2010-2016 263 12 84 165 289 08 75 : 1.1 -3.2 : 25 118 -26.7 : -15.2
% LT LU LV MT NL NO PL PT RO SE Sl SK () TR UK
2000-2016 0.1 : 312 1839 : 896 133 : 01 143 1857 46 304 : 57.4
2000-2005 34 : 202 396 : : 10.7 : 144 262 796 441 5.3 : 29.6
2005-2010 7.3 : 105 463 15.7 : 78 15 08 -226 552 49 185 284 148
2010-2016 97 230 13 390 268 270 51 107 -134 170 24 42 44 : 58

Source: Eurostat, UOE.

Figure 1.7 distributes academic staff into four age groups: those under 35, between 35 and 49,
between 50 and 64, and 65 and over. It shows a heterogeneous distribution of these age groups in the
countries for which data is available.

In most EHEA countries analysed, the largest share of academic staff is concentrated in the 35-49 age
group. This group represents, depending on the country, between around one third and a half of all
academics. In half of the countries, academic staff under 35 (the youngest age group) account for
17 % of all staff. In Switzerland, Spain, ltaly and Slovenia less than 10 % of staff falls into this age
group. While in Germany, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg and Turkey young academics represent a
substantial proportion of the staff body (between 42 % and 58 %). The 50-64 age group is bigger than
the under 35-year-olds in most countries (23 of 30 countries in the analysis), but smaller than the 35-
49 age group in 25 countries. Yet, the share of the 50-64 year olds is still relatively high (40 % or
more) in Bulgaria, Switzerland, Greece, Spain, Finland, Italy and Slovenia. The share of the oldest
academic staff — those 65 and over — is relatively small overall. In half of the EHEA countries in the
analysis, their share is under four percent. However, in five countries — Bulgaria, Estonia, Italy, Latvia
and Slovakia — the proportion is equal to or exceeds 10 %. If academic staff under or above 50 years
old are compared, in Bulgaria, Greece, Italy and Slovenia more than 50 % of staff is above 50.



Figure 1.7: Academic staff by age groups (%), 2015
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<35 200 154 133 9.1 244 434 334 178 33 8.9 138 120 235 144 4.6
35-49 428 466 330 450 506 313 344 409 447 473 3713 491 432 441 396
50-64 335 374 409 430 210 213 258 298 462 399 463 363 291 331 430
65 and over 32 0.6 12.8 2.8 3.9 34 6.3 1.5 5.7 3.8 26 25 4.2 8.4 12.8

% L LT LU Lv MT NL NO PT RO SE Sl SK (*) TR UK
<35 58.0 187 546 164 211 346 275 119 158 152 3.6 19.1 188 420 159
35-49 31.9 427 305 348 417 323 331 487 527 A6 438 362 441 414 425
50-64 101 320 140 328 320 323 345 358 296 362 420 346 342 148 364

65 and over 0.00 6.6 0.6 15.8 5.2 0.9 7.8 35 1.9 7.0 8.8 10.0 25 1.8 52

Source: Eurostat, UOE.

Figure 1.8 shows the gender distribution among academic staff. In 2016, in half of the EHEA countries
for which data is available, 44.4 % of academic staff identified as female. The countries with the lowest
proportion of female academic staff are Greece (32.7 %), Switzerland (34.3 %), Liechtenstein (35 %),
and Malta (35.4 %). In only five countries, female academic staff accounts for 50 % or more of all
academic staff: Romania (50 %), Finland (51.7 %), Latvia (55.7 %), Lithuania (56.5 %) and the former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (70.7 %).

Looking at the change since 2000, in all but one country (Latvia) there has been an increase in the
share of female academic staff. The countries with the highest relative change are the former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (28.2 percentage points), Malta (12.9 percentage points) and
Slovenia (18 percentage points). In Latvia, the share of female academic staff decreased by
5.5 percentage points between 2000 and 2016. It should be noted, however, that Latvia already has a
relatively high proportion of female staff (62.1 % in 2000 and 55.7 % in 2016).

Figure 1.8: Female academic staff (%), 2000 and 2016
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Data Figure 1.8

% AT BE BG CH cYy (%74 DE DK EE EL ES FI FR HR HU IS IT

2000 : 374 405 : 370 384 310 : 46.4 : 36.0 453 330 : 385 426 300
2016 421 486 489 343 412 : 382 428 487 327 425 517 380 480 432 : 37.3

% Ll LT LU Lv MT NL NO PL PT RO RS SE Sl SK (*) TR UK
2000 : 50.8 : 61.2 225 : 35.9 : : 39.8 : 383 231 384 425 : 33.1
2016 350 565 378 557 354 452 455 444 444 500 446 443 411 454 707 428 444

(*): the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
Source: Eurostat, UOE.

1.3. Expenditure on higher education

European higher education institutions are funded predominantly from public sources. This section
compares public expenditure on higher education in the EHEA based on Eurostat indicators: public
expenditure as percentage of GDP and as percentage of total public expenditure, yearly changes in
real public expenditure, and total public and private expenditure per student in purchasing power
standard (PPS). Alone, none of the indicators presented below can provide a sufficient basis for
comparing EHEA countries; but taken together they provide a broad overview of similarities and
differences between them. The 2008 global economic crisis had a strong impact on the level of public
funding of education and higher education systems. The data presented in this chapter shows that up
until 2014 higher education systems were still dealing with the reverberations of the crisis.

Annual public expenditure on tertiary education as a percentage of GDP is often used as an indicator
of a country’s public financial effort in supporting its higher education system. It is appropriate for
comparative analysis because it takes into account the relative size of the country’s economy. Annual
public expenditure on tertiary education includes spending from all levels of government and covers
both direct funding for higher education institutions and funding for all other institutions providing
tertiary education-related services. The former includes expenditure that is directly related to
instruction and research such as faculty and staff salaries, research grants, university and institutions’
buildings, teaching materials, laboratory equipment, etc. The latter includes funding for entities that
administer higher education (e.g. ministries or departments of education), that provide ancillary
services (i.e. services provided by educational institutions that are peripheral to the main educational
mission), and entities that perform educational research, curriculum development and educational
policy analysis.

Annual public expenditure on tertiary education also includes public transfers and payments to private
entities such as public subsidies to households (including scholarships and grants, public loans to
students, specific public subsidies in cash or in kind for transport, medical expenses, books and other
materials, etc.). However, annual public expenditure does not include tuition fees that are not covered
by scholarships, grants or loans, and that are directly paid by households.

Figure 1.9 shows annual public expenditure on tertiary education as % of GDP and how much of that
is spent on research and development. In 2014, half of the countries in the EHEA spent more than
1.2 % of GDP on tertiary education. The three countries with the highest spending were Denmark
(2.3 %), Norway (2.2 %) and Finland (2 %). Sweden, Ukraine, Austria, the Netherlands and Turkey
spend more than 1.5 % of GDP on tertiary education. These eight countries spending the most on
tertiary education relative to the size of their economies also have tertiary education enrolment rates
for 18-34 years olds above the median for the EHEA (15.9 %). All except Sweden are among the
twelve countries with the highest enrolment rates in 2014/15 (see Figure 1.3). Annual public
expenditure on tertiary education is the lowest and below 1 % of GDP in Slovakia, Spain, Portugal,
Russia, the Czech Republic, Italy, Hungary, Albania, Bulgaria, Romania, Luxembourg, Kazakhstan,
Georgia and Armenia. Almost all of the countries in this latter group (except Georgia and Luxembourg)
have experienced a decline in tertiary student enrolment from 2012/13 to 2014/15 (see Figure 1.2).
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Figure 1.9: Annual public expenditure on tertiary education as a % of GDP, total with R&D and total without R&D,
2014
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(") 090 093 089 074 063 066 043 : 049 046 063 : 067 067 046

(') Annual public expenditure excluding R&D
Source: Eurostat, UOE and additional collection for the other EHEA countries.

Notes:
EHEA refers to the EHEA median.
Countries are arranged according to total annual public expenditure.

Figure 1.9 also shows how much of a country's annual public expenditure is directed to research and
development. There is wide variation in R&D spending in the EHEA. Such direct R&D expenditure
might be funded through different modes: institutional funding and/or project-based funding and
depends on the overall institutional setting of EHEA countries' research systems. Sweden and Finland
both spend about 0.6 % of GDP on R&D. Bulgaria and Romania spend the lowest among EHEA
countries on R&D, 0.03 % and 0.01 % of GDP respectively. It is important to also consider R&D
spending as a share of total public expenditure on tertiary education as this is where there is the most
variation between countries. Portugal dedicates more than half (53 %) of its tertiary education
spending to R&D. Switzerland, ltaly, the Czech Republic, Sweden, Estonia and Slovakia all spend
above 35 % (but under 50 %) of total tertiary education expenditure on R&D. At the other end of the
spectrum, Bulgaria and Romania spend 4.3 % and 1.5 % respectively on R&D as a share of total
tertiary education spending.

The public financial effort directed to tertiary education can also be expressed as a share of total
public expenditure. Indeed, in periods of public budget rationalisation and constraint, the analysis of
annual public expenditure on tertiary education as a share of the total public expenditure indicates the
relative priority attached to tertiary education compared to other levels of education and to other
functions of public funding (e.g. health care, pensions, infrastructure, police forces, etc.). Figure 1.10
shows that in 2014, half of the EHEA countries for which data is available spent more than 2.6 % of
their total public expenditure on tertiary education. The countries allocating the highest share of public
expenditure to tertiary education were Norway (4.8 %), Denmark (4.2 %) and Switzerland (4 %).
Eight countries spent less than 2 % of total public expenditure on tertiary education in 2014 — the
Czech Republic, Portugal, Bulgaria, Italy, Hungary, Armenia, Luxembourg and Georgia.
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In eight countries, there is a continued trend of increase in the share of public spending on tertiary
education as a percentage of total public expenditure over the three reference years: Estonia, the
Netherlands, Malta, Austria, Iceland, Latvia, the United Kingdom and Poland. These eight countries
are already spending above the EHEA median. In another eight countries there is a continued trend of
decrease: Ireland, Belgium, Spain, France, Romania, Portugal, Bulgaria and Italy. The latter six spend
below the EHEA median, and three of them (Portugal, Bulgaria and ltaly) also spend under 2 % of
total public expenditure. In 2014, there was a sharp decline — more than half — in the share of public
expenditure on tertiary education in Cyprus, even though Cyprus also reports a 16.3 % increase in
total tertiary enrollment and a 13.8 % increase in the tertiary enrolment rate for 18-34 year olds in
2014/15.

As this indicator is a ratio between two indicators, changes over time can be produced by an increase
or decrease in the amount spent on tertiary education, by an increase or decrease in the amount of
total public expenditure, or (and most likely) by increase or decrease in both. A constant ratio through
time indicates that both public expenditure on tertiary education and total public expenditure grew or
diminished at the same rate. It suggests that tertiary education is given the same relative public
financial priority over time.

The ratio increases when public expenditure on tertiary education grows more rapidly (or declines less
rapidly) than total public expenditure. Such a situation indicates that tertiary education is given higher
priority compared to other public expenditure or that it has been less severely hit by budgetary cuts
than other areas of public expenditure. The ratio decreases when public expenditure on tertiary
education grows more slowly (or declines more rapidly) than total public expenditure. In such a case
tertiary education is given lower priority compared to other public expenditure categories.

Two groups of countries are identified when analysing the evolution of the share of public expenditure
directed to tertiary education between 2008, 2011 and 2014. In the first group of countries (nearly half
of the EHEA countries for which data is available), the percentage of total public expenditure devoted
to tertiary education is higher in 2014 than in 2008. In these countries — Switzerland, Lithuania,
Sweden, Estonia, the Netherlands, Malta, Austria, Iceland, Germany, Latvia, the United Kingdom,
Poland and Georgia — annual public expenditure on tertiary education increased faster than the total
public expenditure (or decreased at a slower pace than the total public expenditure). Eight of them
(Estonia, the Netherlands, Malta, Austria, Iceland, Latvia, the United Kingdom and Poland) reported
three consecutive increases in the years between 2008, 2011 and 2014. The sharpest increase in
annual public expenditure on tertiary education as percent of total public expenditure in this period
was observed in the United Kingdom — from 2.7 % in 2008 to 3.8 % in 2011.

In the second group of countries (nearly half of the EHEA countries for which data is available), the
percentage of total public expenditure devoted to tertiary education was lower in 2014 than in 2008. In
these countries — Norway, Ireland, Belgium, Spain, France, Cyprus, Slovenia, Romania, the Czech
Republic, Portugal, Bulgaria, Italy and Hungary — public expenditure on tertiary education increased at
a slower pace than public expenditure (or decreased more rapidly than public expenditure). Six of
them (Ireland, Belgium, Spain, Romania, Portugal and Bulgaria) reported three consecutive decreases
in 2008, 2011 and 2014. The sharpest decline in annual public expenditure on tertiary education as a
percentage of total public expenditure in this period was observed in Cyprus — from 4.56 % in 2011 to
2.2 % in 2014.

In only five countries — Denmark, Slovakia, France, Italy and Armenia — the ratio between public
spending on higher education and total public spending remained roughly unchanged in 2014 relative
to 2008, changing by a maximum 0.1 percentage points in 2014 compared to 2008. In these countries,
public expenditure on higher education grew or decreased more or less at the same pace as total
public expenditure.
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Figure 1.10: Annual public expenditure on tertiary education as a % of total public expenditure, 2008, 2011, 2014
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2014 24 23 22 22 22 2.1 2.0 1.9 1.8 1.7 1.6 1.5 1.2 1.2 1.2

Source: Eurostat, UOE and additional collection for the other EHEA countries.

Notes:
EHEA refers to the EHEA median.

Figure 1.11 shows yearly changes in real public expenditure on tertiary education. Expressing public
expenditure on tertiary education at constant prices allows price inflation to be taken into account over
time. Only two countries in the EHEA (Luxembourg and Denmark) increased public expenditure for
tertiary education at a constant price in all four years between 2011 and 2015. In Luxembourg, the
lowest yearly change in public expenditure for tertiary education at a constant price was 3.8 % over
this period. In Denmark, over the same period, the lowest yearly change at constant prices was 3.1 %,
and the highest yearly change was 10.8 %. Kazakhstan, Armenia and Iceland also report only yearly
increases in the same period, but data is missing for some of the four years for these countries.

In a second set of 16 (9) countries, there were small yearly decreases (under 5 %) in public spending
on tertiary education. The Czech Republic is the only country in this group recording three consecutive
yearly decreases on tertiary education spending at constant prices.

The third set of 19 ('°) countries for which data is available experienced yearly decreases of over 5 %
in public spending on tertiary education. In this group, Slovenia and Albania report three consecutive
years of decreases in tertiary education expenditure at constant prices.

Direct comparison with the 2015 Bologna Process Implementation Report is not possible because a
different set of countries is included in the two reports. However, it should be noted that in the previous
report four countries (Luxembourg, France, Denmark and Germany) had increased public expenditure
on tertiary education as a constant price in the analysed time period, while in the current report there
are only two countries with yearly increases in all four years in the analysed time period (Luxembourg

() Georgia, Serbia, the Netherlands, Belgium, Finland, Czech Republic, Slovakia, Poland, Andorra, Malta, France, Germany,
Hungary, Azerbaijan, Italy and Bulgaria

(™ Lithuania, the United Kingdom, Estonia, Slovenia, Ukraine, Norway, Austria, Latvia, Switzerland, Sweden, Greece,
Belarus, Albania, Spain, Croatia, Portugal, Romania, Ireland and Cyprus
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and Denmark). France and Germany have joined the second set of countries with small yearly
decreases in spending. Slovenia, Norway, Sweden and Spain have shifted from the group with yearly
decreases in spending below 5 % to the group with yearly decreases over 5 %. And only three
countries — the Czech Republic, Poland and Bulgaria — have shifted in the opposite direction from the
group with larger yearly decreases to the group with yearly decreases under 5 %. Bulgaria barely

makes it under the 5 % mark in 2011-2012.

Figure 1.11: Yearly changes in real public expenditure on tertiary education between year 2011 and year 2015

(price index 2010=100)
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2011-2012 -5.0 487 151 145 107 105 96 95 88 68 36 -23 -37 65 -76 -82 -88 -89 95 -122
2012-2013 66 6.6 -234 -71 -23 22 -101 46 -75 -129 18 -126 199 -30 -59 63 20 -12 -124 14
2013-2014 156 -88 45 -51 -58 57 139 -53 -23 56 -58 -20 324 88 09 -133 -31 641 81 -35
2014-2015 -0.7 07 -176 09 94 : 02 31 105 144 04 34 -132 33 101 78 298 -59 318

Source: Eurostat, COFOG and additional collection for the other EHEA countries.

Notes:
Within each group, countries are arranged according to the magnitude of change between 2011 and 2012.

As discussed in section 1.1, the countries in the EHEA vary tremendously in terms of the total number
of tertiary students and the tertiary enrolment rate for 18-34 year olds. Therefore, it is important to take
into account the size of a country's student population in the comparison of expenditure indicators.
Figure 1.12 shows total public and private expenditure on tertiary education per full-time equivalent
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student in PPS. This indicator is different from the previously discussed indicators in three ways. It
covers both public and private spending on tertiary education, and in that sense captures countries'
total financial investment on tertiary education. It takes into account the size of the student population
in a country by showing spending per full-time equivalent student. And it takes into account the
different price levels in each country, and therefore it allows for meaningful comparisons across
countries with very different price levels (see the Glossary and Methodological Notes for an
explanation of how PPS and full-time equivalent student measures are calculated).

In 2014, the median public and private expenditure on tertiary education per full-time equivalent
student in PPS for countries in the EHEA area was 8 900. This means that half of the EHEA countries
spent more than PPS 8 900 per student, and the other half of countries spent less than PPS 8 900 per
student. There are wide disparities between countries in the EHEA: from PPS 34 209 in Luxembourg
to PPS 4180 in Romania. The highest level of expenditure per full-time equivalent student in
Luxembourg is more than eight times higher than the lowest one in Romania.

Figure 1.12: Annual public and private expenditure on public and private tertiary education institutions,
per full-time equivalent student in PPS, 2008, 2011 and 2014

(x 1000) {x 1000)
20 20
18 % _ 18
16 H—— 16

ES EE SI PT IS IT SK HR CZ LT PL LV TR HU RS BG RO DK

[] 2014 [] 2011 2008

LU UK SE NO NL FI DE AT FR BE MT IE cYy ES EE S|

LU UK SE NO NL

2014 34209 18093 17568 15391 14041 13065 12639 12407 12013 12005 11333 10348 9584 9247 8986 8815
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2014 8757 8609 8410 8290 7979 7639 7362 7213 6588 6560 6399 5265 4829 4180 : 8900

2011 7089 6478 7515 6147 6024 6995 6533 6221 5506 6712 : : 3998 3255 15987

2008 7228 8220 7457 5121 7295 6240 4741 4622 4856 : : : 4 821 : 13787

Source: Eurostat, UOE and additional collection for the other EHEA countries.

Notes:
EHEA refers to the EHEA median.

The difference observed in terms of annual expenditure per full-time equivalent student should also be
considered in relation to how spending changes across time. Ten countries show three consecutive
increases in annual expenditure on tertiary education per full-time equivalent student in PPS in 2008,
2011, and 2014. Annual expenditure per full-time equivalent student in Estonia doubled from 2008 and
2014. Such a large increase may be caused by more investment in tertiary education but it may also
be amplified by a decrease or a slower growth in the student population. There is evidence in the data
for both of these explanations. Estonia recorded an increase in annual public expenditure in tertiary
education as percent of total public expenditure, but also a decrease in the number of enrolled tertiary
students (see Figures 1.2 and 1.10). Other big increases in annual public and private expenditure on
tertiary education in the same time period were recorded in Slovakia (62 %), Poland (56 %), Lithuania
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(55 %) and the United Kingdom (52 %). The smallest increases took place in the Netherlands (1 %),
Austria (1 %) and Belgium (2 %). Compared to the years analysed in the 2015 Bologna Process
Implementation Report (i.e. 2005 — 2011), there were fewer significant increases in annual spending in
this reference period (2008 — 2014), but there were also fewer decreases. When comparing 2008 and
2014 only two EHEA countries — Cyprus (7 %) and Spain (11 %) — decreased annual expenditure.

Luxembourg, Switzerland and the Nordic countries spend the most per full-time equivalent student in
absolute terms. At the other end of the spectrum, East European countries spend the least per
student. The difference of spending varies considerably with the three highest spenders reaching
more than 25 000 euros per student and the ten lowest countries spending less than 5 000 euros per
student. Figure 1.12 above provides a more meaningful comparison between countries as the
measure of spending takes into account the difference in price levels across the EHEA.

Figure 1.13: Annual public expenditure on public and private tertiary education institutions,
per full-time equivalent student in euro, 2014
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Notes:
EHEA refers to the EHEA median.

A comparative analysis of the expenditure on tertiary education should also take into account the
wealth of each country. The level of the GDP per capita could be considered as the country’s ability to
pay for the tertiary education of its population. Cross-country comparison of this indicator is easier for
primary and secondary education as enrolment rates across countries show similar levels. Indeed, in
countries where primary and secondary education is nearly universal, this indicator informs about the
amount spent per pupil. For higher education, cross-country comparison is more complex as
enrolment rates vary in greater proportions (see Figure 1.3): countries where the enrolment rate is low
could show higher expenditure per full-time equivalent students than countries with higher enrolment
rates.

A positive relationship between the wealth of a country (expressed as GDP per capita) and the
investment per student (expressed as annual expenditure on public and private tertiary education
institutions per full-time equivalent student) is expected, and clearly identifiable in Europe (see
Figure 1.14). However, this correlation does not imply a direct causal relationship between the two
variables in the short term. Indeed, public expenditure (i.e. the major part of total expenditure on
tertiary education) involves long-terms commitments (e.g. capital expenditure or staff salaries) and
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cannot be adjusted rapidly to unexpected changes in economic conditions; the number of students is
the result of multi-cohorts behaviors and their attitudes towards tertiary education.

In all reference years, there was higher expenditure on tertiary education institutions and higher GDP
per capita in the Nordic countries, and there was lower expenditure on tertiary education institutions
and lower GDP per capita in East European countries. Norway was identified as a clear outlier in the
2015 Bologna Process Implementation Report, and the situation has not changed as demonstrated by
the three graphs below. It spends less per student than expected for its level of GDP per capita; it
spends at the same rate as the other Nordic countries which have lower GDP per capita levels.

It is also important to note the United Kingdom's drastic shift in spending per student in the graph for
2014. Without any substantial increase in GDP per capita between 2011 and 2014 (from PPS 27 500
to PPS 29 900), spending on tertiary education per full-time equivalent student increased from
PPS 10 832.1 to PPS 18 093.1, or a 67 % increase. Since this increase could have occurred in 2012,
2013 and/or 2014, it is impossible to pinpoint the cause with certainty. One likely explanation,
however, is the increase of fees to £ 9 000 per year in 2012.

The table below the first graph shows how much of GDP per capita is spent on each tertiary student.
This can be understood as a measure of public and private investment in higher education. The table
reveals that countries with different levels of wealth and annual expenditure per student make a similar
relative financial effort towards tertiary education. For example, in 2014 Serbia and Croatia spent
about 50 % of their GDP per capita on each tertiary student which is very similar to the share Sweden
spent, while the Nordic countries' GDP per capita and annual expenditure per student are more than
double those of Serbia and Croatia.

It is important to consider also how the ratio of public and private expenditure on tertiary education per
full-time equivalent student and GDP per capita changes over time. Changes in this ratio result from
the combination of two trends and their respective rate of change: the first is total (public and private)
expenditure on tertiary education per full-time student, and the second is GDP per capita. A constant
ratio across the three years indicates that both spending per student and GDP per capita grew or
diminished at the same rate. It suggests that investment in tertiary education is given the same priority
over time. It is important to note that this measure of expenditure includes both public and private
spending, so it is impossible to tell from this particular indicator how public expenditure reacts to
changes in the GDP per capita. As the discussion of the United Kingdom above demonstrates, it is
possible to achieve an increase in the ratio even when public spending decreases if private spending
on tertiary education increases at the same time (see Figures 1.9, 1.10 and 1.11 for discussion of
changes in public expenditure only).

Of the 24 EHEA countries for which data is available for all three reference years, the ratio of public
and private expenditure per full-time equivalent student and GDP per capita decreased in six countries
(Malta, Bulgaria, Spain, Germany, Belgium and Austria). This means that in these countries public and
private investment in higher education declined relative to the country's wealth. In Malta, Bulgaria,
Germany, Belgium and Austria expenditure on tertiary education per student grew slower than GDP
per capita. In Spain, expenditure declined at a faster rate than GDP per capita declined over this time
period.
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Figure 1.14: Annual public and private expenditure on public and private education institutions on tertiary
education, per full-time equivalent student in PPS relative to the GDP per capita in PPS, 2008, 2011 and 2014
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1.4. Values and governance

In the Yerevan Communiqué, Ministers reaffirmed their common conviction that the EHEA 'is based on
public responsibility for higher education, academic freedom, institutional autonomy, and commitment
to integrity' (”). The Communiqué commits Ministers to take action to support and protect values.
More precisely, through the Communiqué, Ministers specify that they will:

support and protect students and staff in exercising their right to academic freedom and ensure their representation as
full partners in the governance of autonomous higher education institutions. We will support higher education institutions
in enhancing their efforts to promote intercultural understanding, critical thinking, political and religious tolerance,
gender equality, and democratic and civic values, in order to strengthen European and global citizenship and lay the
foundations for inclusive societies ('2).

This strong emphasis on shared values is the foundation of a renewed vision of European higher
education, and it comes at an important time. The EHEA is comprised of very diverse countries in

(") Yerevan Communiqué, adopted at the EHEA Ministerial Conference in Yerevan, 14-15 May 2015, p. 1.
(™ Ibid., p. 2.
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almost all aspects — size, socio-economic conditions, history, culture, etc. And yet these very diverse
countries have agreed to work together in the larger interest of constructing an open and inclusive
higher education area on the basis of shared values.

Academic freedom and institutional autonomy: legal protection and other measures

Academic freedom, institutional autonomy and respect for the rule of law in relations between public
authorities, higher education institutions and students are essential to democratic societies, and can
be considered as the fundamental values of the EHEA.

The UNESCO Recommendation concerning the Status of Higher-Education Teaching Personnel,
1997 (UNESCO, 1997a) provides the following definitions of academic freedom and institutional
autonomy:

Academic Freedom:

Higher-education teaching personnel are entitied to the maintaining of academic freedom, that is to say, the right,
without constriction by prescribed doctrine, to freedom of teaching and discussion, freedom in carrying out research and
disseminating and publishing the results thereof, freedom to express freely their opinion about the institution or system
in which they work, freedom from institutional censorship and freedom to participate in professional or representative
academic bodies. All higher-education teaching personnel should have the right to fulfil their functions without
discrimination of any kind and without fear of repression by the state or any other source. Higher-education teaching
personnel can effectively do justice to this principle if the environment in which they operate is conducive, which
requires a democratic atmosphere; hence the challenge for all of developing a democratic society. (Article 27)

Institutional autonomy:

Autonomy is that degree of self-governance necessary for effective decision making by institutions of higher education
regarding their academic work, standards, management and related activities consistent with systems of public
accountability, especially in respect of funding provided by the state, and respect for academic freedom and human
rights. However, the nature of institutional autonomy may differ according to the type of establishment involved.
(Article 13)

Autonomy is the institutional form of academic freedom and a necessary precondition to guarantee the proper fulfilment
of the functions entrusted to higher-education teaching personnel and institutions. (Article 14)

These UNESCO definitions are particularly useful in bringing out the link between the concepts of
academic freedom and institutional autonomy. Academic freedom can be understood as the conviction
that freedom of enquiry is a fundamental principle of the higher education mission, and that academic
staff should have freedom to teach and research ideas and facts (including those that are inconvenient
to external political groups or to authorities). Institutional autonomy, encompassing the autonomy of
teaching and research as well as financial, organisational and staffing autonomy, is a necessary
condition to ensure that academic freedom can operate.

The question remains, however, as to what guarantees can be provided that these shared values are
genuinely supported and protected. This is a difficult topic to explore, and it may be easier to
recognise threats to values than to identify clear safeguards. For example, since the Yerevan
Communiqué was signed, there have been several cases which, at the very least, raise serious
questions about commitment to these values in the respective countries. These cases have all been
reported by the Magna Charta Observatory and Scholars at Risk — two international network
organisations whose mission to promote and enhance academic freedom and institutional autonomy
includes drawing attention to perceived violations. They include:
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1) The decree ("°) of 23 July 2016 by the Turkish government that ordered the closure of
15 higher education institutions after the failed coup attempt in the country ('*);

The Council of the Magna Charta Observatory issued a statement on 25 July 2016 which states that it
'views the treatment of Turkish universities and academics by the Higher Education Council in the
aftermath of the failed coup of July 15th with increasing concern. The latest reports refer to the forced
resignation of 1577 university deans, and to suspensions and travel bans affecting many more
academics and student' (*°).

2) The revoking of the license of the European University in St Petersburg in March 2017 by
Russian authorities ('®);

The European University in St Petersburg (EUSP) is a research university known for graduate
programmes in the social sciences and humanities. In June 2016, Vitaly Milonov, a prominent Member
of Parliament, lodged an official complaint against the university related to the teaching of gender
studies. Russia’s Federal Service for Supervision in Education and Science (Rosobrnadzor), along
with other government agencies, conducted investigations into the university over the summer and fall
of 2016. On 12 December 2016, the school’s licence was suspended, and revoked on 20 March
2017 (). Following unsuccessful appeals, EUSP has applied for a new licence.

3) Hungary's act on higher education of 4 April 2017 ('°)

On 4 April 2017, the Hungarian Parliament adopted a new act amending the Higher Education Act of
2011. The changes added new requirements as regards the name of foreign higher education
institutions, the need for bilateral agreements between Hungary and a non-European Economic Area
(EEA) country of origin of the foreign higher education institution, the need to provide higher education
services also in the country of origin as well as additional requirements for the registration and
authorisation of higher education services in Hungary. Foreign higher education institutions must meet
the new conditions by 1 January 2019.

Upon assessment of the law, the European Commission took the view that it is not compatible with EU
law and launched infringement proceedings against Hungary. The stated rationale of the amendment
was to strengthen quality assurance of foreign providers. However the new requirements appear to
unreasonably restrict the rights of foreign education and to affect a single institution, the Central
European University (CEU).

The task of the following section is to make a first attempt at analysing how values are protected and
supported. Although academic freedom and institutional autonomy are essential, they are neither
absolute nor static concepts. Both need to be considered in the light of evolving societal needs and
developments, contextualised, and broken down into different dimensions.

Legal basis for academic freedom

EHEA country representatives reported on whether or not the concept of academic freedom is
mentioned in national legislation. It is indeed mentioned in the legislation of all but four systems — the
Flemish Community of Belgium, Belarus, Hungary and Malta. However, there is substantial variation in

(13) Kanun Hikmiinde Kararname KHK/667: http://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/eskiler/2016/07/20160723-8.htm;
English translation: https://rm.coe.int/168069661d

https://www.scholarsatrisk.org/2016/07/15-universities-shut-connection-state-emergency/
http://www.magna-charta.org/publications-and-documents/observatory-publications/statement-concerning-universities-in-
turkey

) http://monitoring.academicfreedom.info/reports/2017-03-20-european-university-st-petersburg

(") http://isga.obrnadzor.gov.ru/rlic/details/e349be5359314960a144896bc296aac8/

) No T/14686, amending Act No 204 of 2011 on higher education



http://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/eskiler/2016/07/20160723-8.htm
https://rm.coe.int/168069661d
https://www.scholarsatrisk.org/2016/07/15-universities-shut-connection-state-emergency/
http://www.magna-charta.org/publications-and-documents/observatory-publications/statement-concerning-universities-in-turkey
http://www.magna-charta.org/publications-and-documents/observatory-publications/statement-concerning-universities-in-turkey
http://monitoring.academicfreedom.info/reports/2017-03-20-european-university-st-petersburg
http://isga.obrnadzor.gov.ru/rlic/details/e349be5359314960a144896bc296aac8/

how and to what degree the concept is specified. Most commonly academic freedom is defined in
legislation as the freedom to organise teaching (e.g. choice of pedagogical approach, textbooks),
research (e.g. choice of topic, methodology) and artistic activities, and for higher education institutions
to be self-governing/autonomous.

In some countries, the concept extends more broadly to embrace the notion of access to higher
education and the right to learn (e.g. Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Georgia, Latvia, Russia, Slovakia
and the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia).

Composition of governing bodies

There is substantial variation in how institutions of higher education are governed and in how the
membership of the governing bodies is (s)elected. In one third of the higher education systems in the
EHEA there are different types of governing bodies for different types of public higher education
institutions (e.g. universities, universities of applied sciences, etc.). In almost all systems, the
membership/composition and the decision-making responsibilities of these governing bodies is
regulated in legislation. The exceptions are the United Kingdom (England, Wales, Northern Ireland
and Scotland) where the decision-making responsibilities are set out in the Higher Education Code of
Governance 2014 and the Scottish Code of Good Higher Education Governance, and Russia where
neither the membership/composition nor the decision-making responsibilities are regulated in
legislation but are decided by the higher education institution.

The requirements for the composition of governing bodies vary across countries in the EHEA. In half
of the education systems, there is a requirement for the governing bodies of higher education
institutions to include a government representative. Almost all education systems require student and
staff representatives, and about two thirds of the systems require other representatives (e.g. local
authorities, unions, business/industry, science councils). In two thirds of the education systems, there
is a legislative framework for the organisation of academic structures for teaching and research within
higher education institutions.

Appointment and dismissal of higher education executive heads

There is more uniformity among EHEA countries when it comes to the appointment and dismissal of
higher education institution executive heads (rectors) and staff (e.g. professors). Figure 1.15 shows
the legal authority to appoint and/or dismiss rectors and academic staff. In 18 education systems, the
government (Ministry or Head of State) can both appoint and dismiss rectors: Albania, Armenia,
Azerbaijan, Belarus, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Italy, Kazakhstan, Luxembourg, Latvia, Moldova,
Romania, Russia, Sweden, Slovakia, Turkey, Ukraine and the Holy See.

Figure 1.15: Legal authority to appoint and/or dismiss higher education institution executive heads (rectors) and
some categories of higher education staff (e.g. professors), 2017
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In Germany and Iceland, the government can only appoint rectors, and in Bulgaria the government
can only dismiss rectors.
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It should be noted that in many countries in which the government formally appoints rectors, they are
first elected or selected by the higher education institution's governing body (e.g. this is the case in
Romania and Sweden).

In only three education systems can the government appoint professors: the French Community of
Belgium, the Czech Republic and France. And in only two higher education systems can the
government dismiss professors: the French Community of Belgium and Spain.

Decision-making responsibility for new study programmes

Figure 1.16 shows the social actors most commonly consulted and/or most commonly making
decisions regarding the development of new higher education programmes. In all 50 education
systems, higher education institution internal academic structures are most commonly consulted
regarding the development of new study programmes. This is followed by employers — in 38 systems;
students — in 29; quality assurance agencies in 26; the government in 17; and trade unions in 16.

A similar pattern applies to decision-making on the development of new study programmes. In
45 systems, higher education institution internal academic structures make these decisions (except in
Armenia, the French Community of Belgium, Cyprus, the Czech Republic and Italy). In slightly more
than one-third (19) of the systems governments are also involved in decision-making. Employers are
involved in the decision-making in only five of the systems (Andorra, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Belarus, Montenegro and Poland). Quality assurance agencies are involved in 14 systems. Unions are
involved in four systems, while students are involved in the decision-making in only three systems.

Figure 1.16: Decision making regarding the development of new higher education programmes, 2017
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Consultation on top level action to implement higher education reforms

When planning top-level action to implement higher education reforms — including those committed to
the Bologna process — there is a requirement to consult higher education institutions in only 22 of the
48 EHEA education systems. It must be noted, however, that they are commonly consulted even if
there is no formal requirement. In 17 systems, there is a requirement to consult students on higher
education reform, but again they are commonly consulted even if it is not required. In 14 systems staff,
trade unions are mandatorily consulted. In 12 systems there is a requirement to consult employers,
and in 14 there is a requirement to consult quality assurance agencies.

In more than half (26) of the EHEA education systems, there is no structural organisation overseeing
and coordinating the implementation of commitments made in the Bologna Process. In these
countries, the ministry responsible for higher education has the task of following up Bologna Process
commitments.

In more than half of the EHEA systems, higher education institutions are supported to promote gender
equality, political and religious tolerance, and democratic and civic values by top-level legislation. In
about a quarter of the systems, there is specific higher education legislation supporting institutions in
the promotion of these societal goals and values. And in another quarter of education systems, higher
education systems are left to decide their own actions regarding the promotion of these values. The
most common requirements listed in such legislation regarding the promotion of gender equality,
political and religious tolerance, and democratic and civic values are anti-discrimination measures in
appointment and promotion of staff and equal access to education and learning.

Figure 1.17: Support for higher education institutions to promote gender equality, political and religious tolerance,

and democratic and civic values, 2017
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1.5. Conclusions

The framework conditions for higher education in the different countries of the EHEA vary enormously.
Student populations vary dramatically in size, with 56 % of the 37.7 million students studying in the
five largest countries. Most students (58.8 %) are enrolled in first-cycle programmes (Bachelor's or
equivalent level), while 21.7 % are enrolled in second-cycle programmes (Master's or equivalent
level), and 16.8 % are enrolled in short-cycle tertiary education. Only 3 % of students are enrolled in
third-cycle programmes (doctoral or equivalent level).

Numbers of higher education institutions also mirror the diversity in the student population. Thirty
systems have between 11 and 100 higher education institutions, eight systems have between 101 and
200 institutions, and seven now have over 200. Most countries with available data have also seen an
increase in the number of academic staff, although this does not correlate clearly to changes in the
student population. Some countries also have a sizeable share of academic staff over the age of 50
(in five cases over 50 %), and may now be facing challenges in renewing this population.

European higher education institutions continue to be funded predominantly from public sources.
Nevertheless there are major differences in the economic capacity of countries, and in the share of
their resources that they dedicate to higher education. Analysis of recent trends (2011 — 2015) shows
that most countries have experienced decreases in public expenditure on higher education.

While the conditions for higher education are very different from country to country, the Yerevan
Communiqué emphasises the shared values that underpin the EHEA. Specifically, the ministers
highlight academic freedom and autonomy of higher education institutions, while EHEA values also
include student and other stakeholder participation in the democratic governance and management of
higher education. While concerns have been raised about violations of values in some EHEA
countries, it is difficult to find causal explanations related to the different systems of higher education
governance in operation across the EHEA. There is nevertheless a continuing need to be vigilant that
robust legal protection is in place — including defining and limiting the role of governments in the
organisation and management of higher education institutions.
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CHAPTER 2:
LEARNING AND TEACHING

The Yerevan Communiqué

The 2015 Yerevan Communiqué stresses that 'enhancing the quality and relevance of learning and
teaching is the main mission of the EHEA' (). Regarding learning, ministers acknowledge that study
programmes should enable students to develop the competences that can best satisfy personal
aspirations and societal needs, through effective learning activities. Such student-centred learning
'should be supported by transparent descriptions of learning outcomes and workload, flexible learning
paths and appropriate teaching and assessment methods' (20). Benefits of digital technologies should
also be fully exploited in this context. The Yerevan Communiqué also stresses that it is necessary to
'actively involve students, as full members of the academic community, as well as other stakeholders,
in curriculum design and in quality assurance' (21). In relation to teaching, the Communiqué notes that
"lilt is essential to recognize and support quality teaching, and to provide opportunities for enhancing
academics’ teaching competences' (22). It also highlights a need to 'promote a stronger link between
teaching, learning and research at all study levels, and provide incentives for institutions, teachers and
students to intensify activities that develop creativity, innovation and entrepreneurship’ (*).

The 2015 Bologna Process Implementation Report

The 2015 Bologna Process Implementation Report (European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice, 2015),
did not comprise a chapter dedicated specifically to learning and teaching. However, it provided a
mapping of several policy areas directly related to the 2015 ministerial engagements. For example,
like the previous mappings, the 2015 report examined the implementation of ECTS, learning outcomes
and student-centred learning. It recognised progress in all these areas but still highlighted a need for
additional efforts. The report also looked at policy approaches targeting flexible delivery of higher
education programmes, noticing that in many countries, higher education institutions have a well-
established flexible course provision, offering various types of distance and e-learning studies, in
addition to part-time studies.

Chapter outline

Following the 2015 Yerevan Communiqué, this newly created chapter examines learning and teaching
in higher education in five sections. The first section provides a general frame for the chapter, looking
at the place of learning and teaching in higher education strategies and policies (Section 2.1). The two
sections that follow build on previous Bologna mappings, providing information on the implementation
of credits and learning outcomes (Section 2.2) and flexible study options, in particular part-time studies
(Section 2.3). The fourth newly created section looks at learning in digital environments (Section 2.4),
while the final section, which is also a new element of the Bologna mapping, examines teaching in
new learning environments (Section 2.5).

() Yerevan Communiqué, adopted at the EHEA Ministerial Conference in Yerevan, 14-15 May 2015, p. 2.
() Ibid.
¢ Ibid.
(*) Ibid.
(*) Ibid.
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2.1. National and institutional strategies

The Bologna Process recognises learning and teaching as a key area of higher education reforms. In
this context, the question can be raised as to whether and to what extent national and institutional
strategies cover this field.

Within a survey conducted in 2017 by the European University Association (EUA) (24), higher
education institutions were asked to indicate the presence of a national strategy for higher education
learning and teaching. Among around 300 participating institutions, the vast majority — 78 % — replied
positively, indicating either a strategy dedicated to learning and teaching in higher education or a wider
higher education strategy including learning and teaching among other matters (25).

Figure 2.1 shows that national strategies formulate various expectations towards higher education
institutions. Commonly, top-level authorities ask institutions to develop their own learning and teaching
strategy (60 % of institutions indicating a national strategy reported this expectation) and/or to meet
specific benchmarks for learning and teaching (an expectation reported by 56 % of institutions).
National strategies also often promote the revision of teaching methods and approaches (reported by
47 % of institutions) as well as various teaching enhancement initiatives (46 %). Moreover, they
commonly provide support for both curricular reforms (46 %) and the development of specific learning
and teaching approaches (46 %).

Figure 2.1: Expectations towards higher education institutions specified in national learning and teaching strategies
(% of institutions reporting that there is a national strategy in place), 2017
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Source: EUA.

Notes:

The figure takes into consideration only those respondents (78 % of higher education institutions) that indicated the presence of
a national strategy dedicated to learning and teaching in higher education or a wider higher education strategy including
learning and teaching among other matters.

Taking into consideration the content of national strategies, it is not surprising that most higher
education institutions — 86 % — have developed a learning and teaching strategy or policy.

(") The EUA Trends 2018 survey (for more details, see the Glossary and Methodological Notes).
)

However, it must be noted that there is often no consensus among higher education institutions in the same country on
whether or not there is a national strategy on learning and teaching. Additional interviews conducted by EUA suggest that
this might be due to various interpretations that higher education institutions have of what a national strategy is.



As Figure 2.2 indicates, institutional strategies most commonly target the development of international
opportunities (reported by 87 % of institutions), academic staff development (86 % of institutions) and
measures to improve teaching (84 % of institutions). Other common topics include curriculum design,
student support services, learning environments and modes of delivery (elements reported by 70-80 %
of institutions). Slightly less common but still widespread areas are lifelong learning, course design
and students' role in learning. However, benchmarks to reach strategies and operational plans for their
implementation are the least frequently cited areas (reported by only around 50 % of institutions),
which may raise some concerns regarding the actual implementation and/or evaluation of institutional
strategies.

Figure 2.2: Elements included in institutional learning and teaching strategies (% of institutions reporting that there
is an institutional strategy in place), 2017
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Notes:

The figure takes into consideration only those respondents (86 % of higher education institutions) that indicated the presence of
an institutional strategy on learning and teaching, including respondents referring to strategies at faculty/department level.

Overall, the EUA Trends 2018 survey suggests that teaching and learning in higher education is now
commonly embedded in both national and institutional higher education policies and strategies.
Keeping this in mind, the sections that follow look at four distinct areas related to learning and
teaching in higher education, namely credits and learning outcomes, modes and forms of study,
learning in digital environments and teaching. Each of these areas is closely linked to the concept of
student-centred learning, defined as 'both a mindset and a culture [...] characterised by innovative
methods of teaching which aim to promote learning in communication with teachers and other learners
and which take students seriously as active participants in their own learning, fostering transferable
skills such as problem-solving, critical thinking and reflective thinking' (ESU 2015, n.p.).
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2.2. Credits and learning outcomes

Effectively supporting students in acquiring knowledge, skills and competences that best meet their
self-development goals and social needs is at the centre of the Bologna Process. The development
and continuous improvement of the structural reform tools — such as the degree structures,
qualifications frameworks (see Chapter 3), credit systems or quality assurance (see Chapter 4) — aim
to enable a better learning experience for students, promoting mobility and improving the quality of
higher education.

The transparent and systematic use of European Credit Transfer and Accumulation System (ECTS)
and its inherent principles in higher education institutions across Europe can make an important
contribution to student centred teaching and learning. Using a combination of the learning outcomes
approach and student workload in programme design and delivery puts the student in the centre of the
teaching and learning process. Such an approach, on the one hand, makes it clearer both to academic
staff and students what they need to achieve, and, on the other hand, it also helps in monitoring and,
eventually, adapting programmes, teaching material and methods to different modes of delivery and
student populations.

In addition, ECTS as a credit transfer and accumulation mechanism has the potential to offer
significant flexibility to learners to plan their own learning paths. For example, it enables combining
learning experiences within an institution, recognising mobility experience between higher education
institutions, valuing prior learning, adapting to the specific pace of studies, or completing only certain
components of programmes.

When in 2015 ministers endorsed the ECTS Users Guide (European Commission, 2015) in Yerevan
as an official EHEA document, they acknowledged that ECTS can only foster student centred learning
and collaboration between higher education institutions if all its elements are fully and correctly
implemented. In order to improve the coherent use of the main elements of ECTS, ministers formally
committed themselves to systematically using the ECTS Users' Guide at policy level and to supporting
higher education institutions in the correct implementation of ECTS. This part of the report will take
stock of the progress made in the implementation of ECTS since 2015.
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2.2.1. Implementation of ECTS - state of play

As shown in Figure 2.3, ECTS is used as a national credit transfer and accumulation system in most
countries in the EHEA. There are eight countries where a national credit system is used for the
accumulation and transfer of credits.

Belarus, Bulgaria, Kazakhstan, Latvia, Sweden and the United Kingdom (Scotland) require the use of
a national credit system and determine specific conversion rules between the national system and
ECTS. In the Czech Republic and the United Kingdom (England, Wales and Northern Ireland), there
are no formal requirements to use any credit systems in higher education. Nevertheless, in all
countries, including those having national systems, ECTS is used in practice by all or most higher
education institutions at least in the context of international mobility. Some countries indicate that
ECTS is not used for accumulation within higher education institutions or for credit transfer between
institutions at national level.

Figure 2.3: Credit system used for the accumulation and transfer of credits, 2016/17
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Figures 2.4 and 2.5 broadly present the proportion of higher education institutions and higher
education programmes which use ECTS for credit accumulation and transfer. 45 systems indicate that
all of their first- and second-cycle higher education programmes use ECTS compared to 36 countries
in 2013/14. Since the 2015 report, progress has been reported in Kazakhstan, the former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia and Russia — countries where all programmes now use ECTS for credit
transfer.

In Cyprus, the Czech Republic, the Holy See and Ireland, neither all programmes nor all institutions
use ECTS. In the Flemish Community of Belgium, pre-Bologna programmes are gradually rewritten in
terms of learning outcomes and ECTS credits are allocated to the revised programmes.

Overall, however, both figures suggest that the use of ECTS for the accumulation and transfer of
credits is gaining ground across Europe.
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Figure 2.4: Share of higher education institutions using ECTS credits for accumulation and transfer, first- and
second-cycle programmes, 2016/17
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Figure 2.5: Share of first- and second-cycle programmes using ECTS credits for accumulation and transfer for all
elements of study programmes, 2016/17
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An important element of ECTS is the learning outcomes approach. Programmes and their components
have to be described in terms of learning outcomes: what students need to know, understand and be
able to do by the end of the learning process. To correctly implement the system, it is essential that all
credits are linked to programme components which are described in learning outcomes. This is
important to maintain trust in ECTS.
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Figure 2.6 depicts the extent to which ECTS credits are linked to learning outcomes in higher
education programmes in the EHEA. Significant progress has been made in this area compared to the
situation in 2013/14. Eleven additional countries (Azerbaijan, Bulgaria, Croatia, Hungary, Kazakhstan,
Liechtenstein, Malta, Montenegro, Portugal, Romania and Ukraine) now describe all programmes and
their components in terms of learning outcomes, while the Czech Republic does so for more than half.
However, in 14 countries, ECTS credits are still not linked to learning outcomes in between 1-49 % of
programmes, and in more than half of the programmes in Cyprus. Albania and Belarus have not
started implementing the learning outcomes approach in their higher education programmes. The
current data collection does not provide sufficient information on the challenges these countries face in
progressing further.

Figure 2.6: Extent to which ECTS credits are linked with learning outcomes in higher education programmes,
2016117
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Source: BFUG data collection.

Programme components to which ECTS credits are allocated may have different weight and may
require different time and work investment from students. For this reason, describing all components
of higher education programmes in terms of learning outcomes and indicating the workload that
students typically invest to achieve the intended learning outcomes provide an important basis for
making programme delivery more student-centred. Fully understanding what knowledge, skills and
competences they need to acquire, students can take more ownership for their own learning and be
even more active partners in the process. Teachers can better plan and adapt teaching material and
learning support to meet the needs of the specific groups with whom they work. Equally, when it
comes to the assessment of student achievement, evaluating the extent to which intended learning
outcomes have been acquired makes evaluations and ultimately the award of credits more
transparent. In addition, linking credits to learning outcomes and workload also facilitates the
monitoring of programmes. For example, constructive dialogue and reflective feedback between
students, teachers and other staff can focus on whether the expected learning outcomes can be
achieved within the given timeframe or whether workload needs to be revised.

For this reason, in 2015 in Yerevan, ministers agreed that the common approach to ECTS is to
allocate credits based on the learning outcomes achieved and the associated student workload.
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Figure 2.7 shows to what extent this agreement is put into practice and presents the most common
approaches taken by countries in allocating ECTS credits. The majority of countries report that ECTS
are allocated on the basis of learning outcomes and associated student workload. In addition to the
countries that already used this approach in 2015, the Czech Republic and Liechtenstein now also
require their higher education institutions to use this combination. This is in line with the Yerevan
commitments.

Figure 2.7: Basis to allocate ECTS credits in the majority of higher education institutions, 2016/17
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The United Kingdom remains the only country that uses only learning outcomes for the allocation of
credits, and does not take into account the required student workload. Albania is the only country
referring to student workload only. Seven countries (Belarus, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Holy See,
Hungary, Montenegro, Slovakia and Spain) allocate credits to programme components based on a
combination of student workload and teacher-student contact hours. These approaches take into
account input — the time factor — but fail to make explicit what should be learnt within the indicated
timeframe. In such systems that do not link ECTS credits to learning outcomes and student workload,
the risk is higher that students may not acquire the same level of learning outcomes as others who
gain the same number of credits, or that they may be overloaded with tasks to obtain these credits.
Systems that do not require learning outcomes to be specified also create a difficulty for the whole
EHEA, as the objective of transferring credits across countries in a transparent and equitable way is
undermined. Indeed, no student should face difficulties in the recognition of his/her learning outcomes
when participating in credit mobility.

Responses from higher education institutions to the EUA Trends 2018 survey suggest that the
learning outcomes approach is having an impact on life in higher education. 76 % of higher education
institutions reported that learning outcomes have been developed for all of their programmes, and a
further 16 % reported that some courses are described in learning outcomes. Figure 2.8 shows the
areas where higher education institutions perceive most strongly that the introduction of the learning
outcomes approach has had an impact.
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Figure 2.8: Impact of the learning outcomes approach in higher education institutions (% of institutions), 2017
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Most institutions report that course contents (91 %) and assessment and examination requirements
(88 %) have been revised to be compatible with the learning outcomes approach. These two direct
impacts are in line with the policy steering that national authorities provide. 83 % of institutions
reported that students are more aware of their learning objectives and 81 % feel that teaching
methods have changed due to the introduction of the learning outcomes approach. The learning
outcomes approach seems to have had less impact on student pass rates and drop-out rates. This
perception is not surprising. On the one hand, there are multiple factors that influence pass and drop-
out rates, and student performance in general, and institutions do not associate it with the learning
outcomes approach. On the other hand, the learning outcomes approach has not yet been used long
enough for institutions to have data on its impact on student performance.

In contrast, a little more than half of the institutions reported that the learning outcomes approach has
not resulted in real change. A deeper analysis of institutional responses may shed light on the reasons
for the lack of impact and how institutions concerned fare on other questions related to the learning
outcomes approach.

2.2.2. Policy guidance for the implementation of the learning outcomes approach

Previous Bologna implementation reports showed that the coherent implementation of the learning
outcomes approach and related credit allocation has not been attained across higher education
institutions even within individual countries, often not even across faculties within individual
institutions. Responses from higher education institutions to the recent EUA Trends 2018 survey also
suggest that while many institutions are becoming more confident about designing curricula based on
learning outcomes and revising student assessment to align to the learning outcomes approach, to
one fifth of the institutions (58 of 263 responding to a specific question) expressing the intended
learning outcomes in curricula still causes problems. In Portugal, more than half of the responding
institutions reported that this is still a challenge. About a third of higher education institutions (84 of
263 responding to the question) find it difficult to revise student assessment to focus on learning
outcomes, i.e. whether students have achieved the intended knowledge, skills and competences,
(more than half of the participating institutions reported this in Austria and Portugal). Finally, 39 % of
institutions report that resources are not sufficient to support staff in implementing learning outcomes
(more than 50 % in Austria, France, Italy, Portugal and Romania).
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In most countries higher education institutions have the competence to develop programmes and
allocate credits. Responsible staff, thus, needs to acquire expertise in this domain. Through their
important role in the governance of higher education systems, national authorities have the capacity to
provide framework conditions that guide and support institutional change to coherently implement the
learning outcomes approach throughout the system. Figure 2.9 depicts to what extent national level
steering exists for this purpose.

Figure 2.9: Steering and/or encouraging use of learning outcomes in national policy for programme development,
2016/17
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There has been little change in the EHEA since 2015 with regard to the steering tools used by national
authorities to encourage higher education institutions to use learning outcomes in programme
development. As Figure 2.9 depicts that most countries use laws or regulations. In 2015, Cyprus also
adopted a law which makes the use of ECTS obligatory for all higher education institutions within a
certain transition period. The use of learning outcomes is often regulated as part of the legislation on
the implementation of the national qualifications framework — making the use of learning outcomes an
explicit condition for the inclusion of qualifications in the framework (Croatia, France, Hungary, Ireland,
Liechtenstein, Malta and Montenegro). Higher education programme accreditation rules (Malta), or
quality assurance standards or guidelines (Portugal, the United Kingdom — Scotland) may also require
the use of learning outcomes in programme descriptions. In Kazakhstan, Russia and Ukraine, national
higher education standards provide orientation for defining learning outcomes for programmes and
their components. In Albania, the only country without policy steering in 2016/17, a working group is
currently working on new legislation which will introduce learning outcomes in the higher education
system.



In student-centred teaching, assessing to what extent students have achieved the intended learning
outcomes provides essential feedback to the students as well as to the teacher. However, the learning
outcomes approach requires new ways of student assessment. In order to trigger change in the area
of assessment, public authorities also have responsibility to encourage student assessment that
increasingly focuses on learning outcomes — measuring to what extent intended knowledge, skills and
competences are acquired — rather than on input or other dimensions. Figure 2.10 shows that together
with the countries that already had steering in 2015, now Hungary and Portugal have adopted
regulations and guidelines, respectively, for this purpose. In four countries (Albania, Slovakia,
Switzerland and Ukraine), no steering is provided and the countries do not signal developments in this
area.

Figure 2.10: Steering and/or encouraging student assessment procedures to focus on learning outcomes, 2016/17
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Source: BFUG data collection.

Besides formal steering on the use of learning outcomes, a few countries report that they have put in
place other support measures or incentives for higher education institutions to foster the correct use of
ECTS for credit accumulation and transfer. Some of the support and monitoring measures mentioned
that could have a multiplier effect are: training to higher education staff (Armenia), guidelines or
recommendations on how to use ECTS in higher education institutions (Armenia, Austria, Belarus and
the Czech Republic), monitoring (Armenia and Bosnia and Herzegovina), project funding or pilot
projects (Germany and Norway) and Bologna experts or policy advisors providing expertise to higher
education institutions (Austria, France and Malta).

Responses to the EUA Trends 2018 survey also demonstrate that large-scale systematic training for
higher education staff is not a frequent phenomenon across the EHEA (see Figure 2.11).
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Figure 2.11: Training for higher education teaching staff in developing learning outcomes (% of institutions), 2017
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Figure 2.11 shows that only in a quarter of the higher education institutions that responded to a
specific question is there systematic training for all teachers and in all programmes on developing
learning outcomes. Austria, Kazakhstan, Russia and Ukraine are the countries where a somewhat
higher share of institutions report systematic trainings. About 39 % of the institutions reported that
teachers can receive assistance or training on developing learning outcomes only if they request it.
Finally, 13 % of the institutions across the EHEA report that no such training is organised.

2.2.3. Monitoring the implementation of ECTS

In addition to legislative frameworks, funding and other incentives, national authorities may use
systematic monitoring to support the implementation of the learning outcomes approach and ECTS.
Monitoring efforts send a signal to stakeholders that national authorities pay specific attention to the
implementation of a policy, gather information on the progress and seek to identify challenges.
National authorities and institutions themselves can use monitoring information for reviewing and
eventually revising their policies.

The ECTS Users' Guide 2015 explicitly suggests that ECTS should be quality assured through
appropriate evaluation processes (e.g. monitoring, internal and external quality reviews and students’
feedback) and continuous quality enhancement. The Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance
in the European Higher Education Area (ESG, 2015) (26) also refer to areas that are related to ECTS.
At national and European levels, external quality assurance systems are best placed to monitor
whether higher education institutions have the necessary procedures and practice in place to ensure
the correct implementation of ECTS.

In order to assess the extent to which ECTS implementation at national level takes into account the
principles presented in the ECTS Users' Guide 2015, two aspects are considered in this report: first,
the basis for external quality assurance to monitor ECTS; and second, the monitoring of ECTS key
principles.

(26) http://www.enga.eu/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/ESG_2015.pdf
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http://www.enqa.eu/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/ESG_2015.pdf

Figure 2.12 shows whether or not there is a requirement to monitor ECTS implementation in external
quality assurance procedures, as well as pointing out the main reference point for external quality
assurance.

Figure 2.12: Basis for external quality assurance to monitor ECTS implementation in higher education, 2016/17
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Source: BFUG data collection.

Over the last three years, 28 of the 50 systems managed to incorporate the ECTS Users' Guide 2015
principles into their quality standards or legislation on external quality assurance as the basis to
monitor ECTS. In another 11 systems, monitoring is based on national legislation, quality standards or
steering documents, but not on the ECTS Users' Guide 2015 principles. This mainly means that these
countries did not yet review their national regulations or steering documents and the ECTS Users'
Guide 2015 is not yet reflected in their external quality assurance framework (27). Finally, in
11 systems, monitoring is not requested by public authorities. In two systems among these (Ireland
and Finland), such monitoring may, however, happen in practice. In these cases, lack of formal basis
for external quality assurance to monitor ECTS may mean, on the one hand, that ECTS is not on the
radar of external quality assurance agencies, or, on the other hand, it may suggest that the system is
not prescriptive about external quality assurance. For example, ECTS is monitored as part of internal
quality assurance in Finland.

(27) In Croatia, the external quality assurance agency applies new standards and criteria from 2018, which build on the 2015
ECTS Users’ Guide.
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Figure 2.13 looks at the monitoring of some key principles of ECTS. Those features considered are of
particular importance for the systemic implementation of ECTS as a credit system for the
accumulation and transfer of credits. The figure shows the extent to which external quality assurance
monitors whether higher education institutions have integrated the following six features of ECTS into
their procedures and practice:

o ECTS credits are awarded on the basis of learning outcomes and student workload;

e ECTS credit allocation is regularly monitored and followed up by appropriate revision if
necessary;

o ECTS is used as a credit system for the accumulation of credits acquired within higher
education institutions;

e ECTS is used as a credit system for the transfer of credits for student learning outcomes
acquired in another institutions within the country;

e ECTS is used as a credit system for the transfer of credits for student learning outcomes
acquired during periods of study abroad;

o Appropriate appeals procedures are in place to deal with problems of credit recognition.

Figure 2.13 is comprised of three parts. The first part focuses on credit allocation and credit
monitoring. As discussed above, these two features — awarding ECTS credits based on learning
outcomes and student workload, and regularly checking if the intended learning outcomes can be
achieved with the foreseen time — are fundamental for the full roll-out of ECTS. The second part of the
figure depicts whether the correct use of ECTS in credit accumulation and credit transfer is monitored.
Finally, the third part presents whether external quality assurance checks the existence of appropriate
appeals procedures for problems in credit recognition.

Figure 2.13: Monitoring key aspects of ECTS implementation by external quality assurance, 2016/17
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Figure 2.13 shows that 16 higher education systems require all the above six features of ECTS
implementation to be monitored. At the same time, 14 systems have no requirement for monitoring
any of these features. However, as indicated before, in five countries among these (Azerbaijan,
Denmark, Finland, Greece and Ireland) all features may still be monitored in practice.

Some other countries report that they monitor some ECTS features in practice although there is no
clear pattern as to which ECTS features they most commonly monitor. The Czech Republic, Estonia,
Liechtenstein, Luxembourg and Poland monitor credit allocation and sometimes credit accumulation

61|



within institutions, but do not require the use of ECTS for credit transfer to be monitored. In contrast,
Albania, Armenia and Austria do not require monitoring of the basis to award credits, but do require
monitoring of credit accumulation and transfer.

One finding, however, is more widespread. 31 countries do not require monitoring of whether there are
procedures that make it possible for students to appeal if they face problems in the recognition of their
acquired credits. A third of these countries report that monitoring appeals procedures would even be
an unusual practice. This is an important lacking element since national authorities will not have
information on whether students have guarantees that ECTS is applied correctly and their credits are
recognised. This may result in missing the opportunity to provide students’ feedback and improve the
system across the country and Europe.

2.2.4. Students’ perspective on the implementation of ECTS

The main goal of ECTS is to promote the transparent recognition of learning outcomes and flexible
pathways during students' learning career in higher education. Thus, students’ experiences and
perceptions about the use of ECTS provide key feedback in assessing the maturity of ECTS in the
EHEA.

In its survey to the 2018 Bologna Ministerial Conference, the European Students' Union (ESU) asked
its members in EHEA countries whether ECTS was used for credit accumulation and transfer, what
the basis was for the calculation of credit points and whether higher education institutions worked in
accordance with the ECTS Users' Guide 2015.

Figure 2.14 shows that students' unions in 23 of the 36 countries participating in the survey reported
that all higher education institutions use ECTS for credit accumulation and credit transfer between
institutions in their countries and equally for recognising periods of study abroad. In seven additional
countries, ECTS is used for one or two of these purposes in all higher education institutions.

Figure 2.14: Use of ECTS for credit accumulation and transfer by all higher education institutions, first- and second
cycle programmes, students' perspective, 2016/17
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In Armenia, Austria, the Czech Republic, France, Germany and Sweden, students claim that ECTS is
used for credit accumulation in all higher education institutions, and not all (some) institutions use it as
a credit transfer system (within the country and/or for study periods abroad). In Malta and Serbia,
according to students’ perceptions, some institutions use ECTS. In Hungary, students indicate that a
national credit system is used for credit accumulation and credit transfer between institutions within
the country and ECTS is used in the context of study periods abroad. In Belarus, a national credit
system is used for credit accumulation and transfer. Finally, a national credit system and ECTS are
simultaneously in use in Latvia and the United Kingdom.

Students' experience points to more varied approaches to ECTS credit allocation at the level of higher
education institutions. Figure 2.15 depicts what elements are used for the calculation of ECTS points
according to student unions. Student responses from only nine countries (Austria, Belgium, the Czech
Republic, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Lithuania, Norway and the United Kingdom) confirm the approach
shown in Figure 2.7. In Estonia, Finland, Germany, Malta, Romania and Switzerland, students report
that learning outcomes, student workload and teacher-student contact hours are equally taken into
account in the calculation of ECTS credit points.

Figure 2.15: Elements used for the calculation of ECTS points in public higher education institutions, students’
perspective, 2016/17
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In Armenia, Bulgaria, Denmark, France, Italy, Latvia, the Netherlands, Sweden and Ukraine, where
national legislation or recommendations foresee the use of learning outcomes achieved and
associated student workload in credit allocation, students report only about the use of student
workload or teacher-student contact hours. There may be various reasons for the differences between
legislation/recommendations and students' reporting. However, this difference suggests that there is a
need for more coordination and information among stakeholders. This is also confirmed by student
unions’ response to the question on whether they were involved in any activity related to the
implementation of the ECTS Users’ Guide 2015. Only seven (Austria, Cyprus, Germany, Lithuania, the
Netherlands, Switzerland and Norway) of the 36 unions responded positively.
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2.2.5. Stage of implementation of ECTS: summary of the main criteria for the assessment of the
implementation of ECTS by external quality assurance agencies

Scorecard indicator n°1 (Figure 2.16) summarises the main ECTS elements that are required to be
monitored by external quality assurance agencies. All elements discussed under 'Monitoring the
implementation of ECTS' are taken into account: the basis for the implementation of ECTS and
whether monitoring is required to take into account the issues such as credit allocation based on
learning outcomes and student workload, regular monitoring of ECTS credit allocation; the use of
ECTS in credit accumulation and credit transfer between institutions within the country and for periods
of study abroad; and requirements to monitor student appeals procedures.

The Scorecard indicator is not comparable with the Scorecard indicator n°4 (see Figure 2.21) in the
Bologna Process Implementation Report 2015. In 2015, the scorecard indicator on ECTS
implementation built on the information on the share of higher education programmes to which ECTS
credits are allocated and the use of learning outcomes in ECTS. In 2018, the scorecard indicator
focuses, as explained above, on monitoring ECTS implementation. The reason for this change is two-
fold. Firstly the data on the share of institutions implementing ECTS provided by national authorities
was mainly based on perceptions. The second reason is the understanding that in a policy
implementation cycle, national authorities and all other stakeholders can acquire real insights into the
implementation of a policy by monitoring how effectively it is taking place. In higher education, external
quality assurance is best placed to provide macro level information on the level of ECTS
implementation in higher education institutions, while respecting institutional autonomy. It is foreseen
that in higher education systems where external quality assurance is required to monitor ECTS
implementation, national authorities and stakeholders will have access to sufficiently reliable data on
the state of play of ECTS implementation, challenges and good practices in the coming years.

As Figure 2.16 shows the majority of countries requires external quality assurance agencies to monitor
at least one key aspect of the implementation of ECTS. In 16 systems, external quality assurance
uses the ECTS Users' Guide 2015 principles as a basis and monitors all six issues listed below.
Seven systems do not require ECTS implementation to be monitored by external quality assurance,
but it often happens in practice. These systems also include less prescriptive systems where formal
requirements are not made; however, in practice such monitoring may take place. In seven systems,
the ECTS Users’ Guide principles are not required to be used by external quality assurance and are
typically not used in practice. Overall, the scorecard indicator suggests that there is still much to be
done to ensure the full implementation of ECTS.
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Figure 2.16: Scorecard indicator n°1: Monitoring the implementation of the ECTS system by external quality
assurance, 2016/17
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Scorecard categories

The ECTS Users' Guide 2015 principles are required to be used by external quality assurance as a basis to assess the implementation of ECTS
in all higher education institutions.

All the following issues are monitored specifically:

ECTS credits are allocated on the basis of leaming outcomes & student workload;

ECTS credit allocation is regularly monitored and followed up by appropriate revision if necessary;

ECTS is used as a credit system for the accumulation of credits acquired within higher education institutions;

ECTS is used as a credit system for the transfer of credits for student learning outcomes acquired in another institution in the country;
ECTS is used as a credit system for the transfer of credits for periods of study abroad;

o The higher education institution has an appropriate appeals procedure to deal with problems of credit recognition.

O OO0 O0OO0

The ECTS Users' Guide 2015 principles are required to be used by external quality assurance as a basis to assess the implementation of ECTS
in all higher education institutions.

Four or five of the above issues are monitored specifically.

The ECTS Users' Guide 2015 principles are required to be used by external quality assurance agencies as a basis to assess the
implementation of ECTS in all higher education institutions.

One to three of the above issues are monitored specifically.

The ECTS Users' Guide 2015 principles may in some cases be used by external quality assurance as a basis to assess the implementation of
ECTS.

The ECTS Users' Guide 2015 principles are not required to be used by external quality assurance agencies as a basis to assess the
implementation of ECTS in higher education institutions.
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2.3. Modes and forms of study

The pace of study varies from one student to another. This goes hand in hand with the fact that some
students can allocate most of their time to studies, whereas other students have to reconcile several
engagements, including, for instance, their higher education programme and employment. Thus, the
challenge for higher education systems is to adapt to different categories of learners, providing
adequate learning opportunities for as many as possible. One way to achieve this is to provide flexible
forms of study, for example, part-time studies. This theme is examined here through a selection of
qualitative and quantitative indicators.

2.3.1. Provision of flexible study programmes by higher education institutions

Figure 2.17 depicts the provision of part-time programmes (or other alternative study forms) by higher
education institutions. It shows that higher education institutions are generally autonomous in this
area, meaning they can decide whether and to what extent they offer such studies.

Figure 2.17: Provision of part-time programmes or other alternative study forms by higher education institutions,
2016/17
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Source: BFUG data collection.

In more than two-thirds of all EHEA systems (37 systems), most higher education institutions ensure
part-time or alternative forms of study, and in a further eight systems, such provision can be found in
some institutions. The programmes in question are offered under various labels, including part-time
studies, 'evening education' (Turkey), 'external studies' (Slovakia), etc. In three higher education
systems — Azerbaijan, the Flemish Community of Belgium and Portugal — all institutions are required
to provide part-time studies or other alternative forms of study. In Portugal, for instance, legislation
stipulates that higher education institutions must provide part-time studies if the student opts for this
regime.

| 66



2.3.2. Formal student statuses reflecting modes of study

Figure 2.18 shows that in around two-thirds of all EHEA systems (31 systems), different modes of
study are linked to different student statuses.

Figure 2.18: Existence of different formal student statuses related to modes of study, 2016/17
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Most commonly, the alternative student status is a 'part-time' status, which can be defined in many
ways. Indeed, as the 2012 Bologna Process Implementation Report explains (European Commission/
EACEA/Eurydice, Eurostat and Eurostudent 2012, the distinction between different student statuses is
often based on the workload of students, measured either in ECTS credits or hours/weeks. In some
countries, however, the definition does not refer to the workload, but to a limited participation in study
sessions. This means that part-time students should in principle achieve the same number of credits
as full-timers, but they are expected to dedicate more time to self-study activities.

Some higher education systems offer alternative modes of study, but they do not formally recognise
different student statuses. For example, in Slovenia, according to the Higher Education Act, students
can opt for 'full-time' or 'part-time' studies, but the study mode does not translate into distinct student
statuses (i.e. there is only one formally recognised student status). In the Czech Republic, the Higher
Education Act recognises three study modes — 'on-site', 'distance' and 'combined' —, but it does not
refer to different student statuses. Turkey offers 'evening education', but, like the two previous
countries, recognises only one student status (%).

When an alternative student status (e.g. 'part-time') is formally recognised, students holding such a
status may be required to pay higher fees for the same volume of study (i.e. the same number of
credits) than students following traditional study arrangements (see Figure 2.19). This is the case in
half of the systems that recognise several student statuses, namely Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia,
Cyprus, Denmark, Estonia, Hungary, Ireland, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Malta,

(**) However, as the Eurostudent survey shows (see Figure 2.24), a substantial proportion of students in the Czech Republic, Slovenia
and Turkey indicate that they have a part-time or other alternative status. This suggests that the regulatory perspective does not
always overlap with students' perceptions.
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the Netherlands, Poland, Slovakia, Switzerland, Ukraine and the United Kingdom (Scotland). The
remaining systems either do not recognise different student statuses or, if they do, the financial
investment required from different categories of students is calculated proportionally to the volume of
study or credits.

Figure 2.19: Impact of formal student status on financial contributions related to higher education studies, 2016/17
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Notes:

When students holding an alternative status (e.g. part-time students) are required to make higher contributions, it means that
they pay higher fees for the same volume of study than students following typical/traditional study arrangements. When students
holding an alternative status are not required to make higher contributions, it means that they pay the same amount of fees for
the same volume of study as students enrolled in typical/traditional study arrangements.

Countries where alternative study forms go hand in hand with higher financial contributions do not
refer to the same arrangements and/or the same student statuses. For example, in Slovakia, students
following so-called 'external studies' are expected to pay fees, while this expectation does not apply to
full-time students who do not exceed the regular length of study. In Denmark, there are generally no
fees for studying in higher education, except for programmes designed specifically for adults. In
the United Kingdom (Scotland), tuition fees related to first-cycle full-time studies are centrally
regulated, whereas fees related to part-time studies are unregulated and can be set by higher
education institutions themselves. It follows that students may be required to make higher
contributions if studying part-time, but it is not a rule. In Hungary, higher education institutions can
charge fees for part-time studies, and these may correspond to the full cost of training.

As mentioned previously, some higher education systems offer alternative modes of study, but do not
recognise different student statuses (see the analysis related to Figure 2.18). In these systems,
students following flexible study forms may still be required to make higher financial contributions. For
example, in Slovenia, students following full-time studies pay only small fees (registration, and field
work or excursions if required by study programme), whereas part-timers pay fees set by higher
education institutions. In Turkey, daytime students do not pay fees, whereas students in evening
programmes may pay fees. In contrast, in the Czech Republic, fees are not differentiated by study
modes.
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The picture regarding the financial support 'part-time' students receive compared to 'full-time' students
for the same volume of study (i.e. the same number of credits) is also varied (see Figure 2.20). In
12 higher education systems, students with an alternative status are eligible for the same amount of
support as students following traditional study arrangements; in seven systems, they receive lower
support, while in 11 systems, they are not eligible for financial support.

Figure 2.20: Impact of formal student status on eligibility to financial support for students, 2016/17
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Source: BFUG data collection.

Notes:

When students holding an alternative status (e.g. part-time students) are eligible for the same level of support, it means that
they receive the same amount of support for the same volume of study as students enrolled in typical/traditional study
arrangements. When students holding an alternative status are eligible for lower level of support, it means that they receive a
lower amount of support for the same volume of study than students following typical/traditional study arrangements.

When examining the two previous figures in a combined perspective, some clusters of countries with
different relationships between students' financial contributions and the support they receive can be
identified. A first group can be characterised as offering 'equal treatment’, since students with an
alternative status do not have to pay higher fees, and are eligible for the same level of support as
students following traditional study arrangements. This group consists of Azerbaijan, Greece, Italy,
Kazakhstan, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Norway, Portugal, Spain and the United Kingdom (England,
Wales and Northern Ireland). In an opposing group, 'part-timers' are required to make higher
contributions than 'full-time’ students, and they are not eligible for financial support. This group
includes Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Denmark, Estonia, Hungary, the former Yugoslav Republic
of Macedonia, the Netherlands and Switzerland. While this combined perspective should be
interpreted with caution (e.g. it does not consider the actual levels of support in relation to financial
contributions), data suggest that financial attractiveness of alternative modes of study varies across
the EHEA.
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2.3.3. Student participation in part-time studies

Looking at alternative study forms from another perspective, the following indicators examine the
participation of students in part-time studies. The analysis starts with Eurostat data (the UOE data
collection complemented by an additional EHEA data collection), followed by the Eurostudent survey.

Figure 2.21 looks at the median of country percentages for students enrolled as part-timers by age. It
shows that age influences part-time studying, and that older students are much more likely to study
part-time than their younger peers. More specifically, the median of country percentages for part-time
students aged 22 is only 7 %, meaning that in half of the countries for which data is available, 7 % or
less students aged 22 study part-time. In contrast, starting from the late thirties (age range 35-39), the
majority of students are part-timers in half of the EHEA systems. In older age groups (45+), the
median of country percentages for students studying part-time is more than 60 %, i.e. at least two-
thirds of students in half of the countries study part-time.

Figure 2.21: Median of country percentages of students enrolled as part-timers in tertiary education, by age, 2014/15
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|70



Figure 2.22 looks at the percentage of students enrolled as part-timers among students of age groups
20 to 24 and 30 to 34. It illustrates, once again, that the older the students are, the more likely they are
to study part-time. Indeed, the share of part-time students in the older age group is more than twice as
high as in the younger age group in virtually all EHEA systems for which data is available. In Denmark,
Ireland, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg and the Netherlands, the share of part-timers in the older age
group is more than ten times higher than among younger students.

Behind the above general pattern, there are substantial differences between countries when each of
the two age groups is considered separately. The share of part-time students in the age group 30-34
varies from 9 % (Denmark) to 88 % (Russia). Part-time students represent a substantial proportion of
older students (more than 50 %) in around half of all EHEA systems analysed. In four systems —
Russia, Ukraine, Slovakia and Hungary — more than 80 % of students aged 30-34 are part-timers. The
systems with the highest proportion of young part-timers (aged 20-24) are Andorra (45.4 %), Belarus
(44 %), Russia (38.6 %), Ukraine (37.5 %), Sweden (29.5 %), Moldova (29.2 %) and Poland (28.6 %).

Figure 2.22: Students enrolled as part-timers in tertiary education, by country and by age (%), 2014/15
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Source: Eurostat, UOE and additional collection for the other EHEA countries.

Notes:
Countries are arranged by the participation of mature students (30-34 year-olds) in part-time studies.
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Figure 2.23 shows trend data covering all age categories. It indicates that in 2014/15, more than
26.3 % of all students are part-timers in half of the EHEA countries. Between 2008/09 and 2010/11,
the proportion of part-time students declined, but rose again for the academic year 2011/12. Following
the later academic year, it has been declining. A decline is also observed when considering the top as
well as bottom quartile of the distribution of the EHEA countries. Regarding the top quartile, in
2006/07, part-time students accounted for more than 41.7 % in a quarter of the EHEA countries before
falling to 30.6 % in 2014/15.

Figure 2.23: 25, 50 and 75 percentile of countries according to the percentage of students enrolled as part-timers in
tertiary education, by year, 2005-2015
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The Eurostudent survey complements all the previously presented indicators, by looking at the
participation in different forms of study from students' perspective (self-reported data) (*).

As Figure 2.24 shows, in five countries — Austria, Denmark, France, Georgia and Serbia —, all students
qualify themselves as 'full-timers'. At the other end of the scale are ten countries — Croatia, the Czech
Republic, Hungary, Lithuania, Malta, Norway, Poland, Slovakia, Sweden and Turkey — where at least
20 % of students report a student status other than 'full-time’.

A comparison between Figure 2.24 and BFUG data (see Figure 2.18) shows that the self-reported
student status is not always aligned with the information provided by top-level authorities. For
example, in Sweden, despite the fact that top-level authorities report only one formal student status
(see Figure 2.18), almost 30 % of students indicate that they are formally 'part-timers' (see
Figure 2.24). A further six countries — the Czech Republic, Finland, Germany, Iceland, Slovenia and
Turkey — also report only one formal student status (see Figure 2.18), whereas some of their students
— between 3 % and 20 % - indicate alternative statuses (see Figure 2.24). In contrast, Denmark
reports the existence of different student statuses (see Figure 2.18), but all students indicate being
full-timers. One explanation for this could be that the concept of 'formal student status' offers some
space for interpretation: top-level authorities are likely to interpret it based on regulatory frameworks,

(*)  Within the Eurostudent survey, students are asked to indicate their formal student status, which should be assessed on the basis of
their official registration. For more detailed description of 'formal student status', see the Glossary and Methodological Notes
(Section Ill).
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whereas students may evaluate it based on other criteria, including alternative forms of study offered
by their higher education institution (*°).

While not depicted on a specific figure, most students with an alternative status qualify themselves as
'part-timers'. Yet, in Turkey, all students who do not fall under the category 'full-time' (i.e. 20 % of
students) refer to other student statuses. As mentioned previously (see the analysis related to
Figures 2.17 and 2.18), higher education institutions in Turkey do not provide 'part-time' studies, but
they offer 'evening education' programmes leading to formal higher education qualifications. In Norway
and Romania, most students who report an alternative status qualify themselves as 'part-timers', while
a small proportion — 1 % and 2 %, respectively — refer to other statuses.

Figure 2.24: Students qualifying themselves as full-timers (%), 2016/17
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Source: Eurostudent.

The Eurostudent survey also provides details on the meaning of 'full-time' and 'part-time' studies in
terms of study intensity. As Figure 2.25 shows, part-time students can commonly be found among low
intensity students, i.e. students who dedicate less than 20 hours per week to their studies. For
example, in Malta, Sweden and Portugal, among students reporting low study intensity, more than half
are part-timers, whereas the proportion of part-time students in these countries does not exceed 30 %.
Part-time students also form a substantial proportion of the low study intensity group (between 40 %
and 50 %) in Ireland, Poland, Norway, Hungary, Slovakia, Croatia and Finland. In contrast, they
represent less than 20 % of students reporting low study intensity in the Netherlands, Iceland, Estonia,
Romania and Germany. Yet, in the latter group of countries, the proportion of part-timers in the
student population is relatively small.

As might be expected, part-timers are not often found in the high study intensity group, i.e. among
students who dedicate more than 40 hours per week to their studies. In most countries for which data
is available, they represent less than 10 % of all high intensity students. In Lithuania, however, a
relatively high proportion of high intensity students — 25 % — are part-timers. Differences between
countries can partly be explained by the fact that part-time studies have different meanings and follow
different organisational patterns (see the analysis related to Figure 2.18).

(*)  For example, in the Czech Republic, the Higher Education Act refers to three study modes — 'on-site’, 'distance’ and 'combined' —,
but not to different student statuses. It is therefore likely that students qualifying themselves as 'part-timers' refer to 'distance' or
‘combined' studies (see also the analysis related to Figure 2.18).
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Overall, Figure 2.25 indicates that part-time students are often — but not always — low study intensity
students. At the same time, low intensity students can also be found among those who are formally
considered as studying 'full-time’. Thus, the link between official student status and hours devoted to
studying is not always straightforward.

Figure 2.25: Part-time students according to their study intensity (self-reported) as % of students in different study
intensity groups, 2016/17
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2.4. Learning in digital environments

As part of the efforts in enhancing the quality and relevance of learning and teaching in higher
education, ministers of higher education in Yerevan called for exploiting better the potential benefits of
digital technologies.

This commitment responds to various challenges that higher education systems currently face and
embraces new opportunities that new technologies offer. Technology, in particular digital technology,
is evolving fast. Failing to jump on the train may result in graduates whose skills are not fully relevant
in the labour market, less opportunities in research, significant back-lag in innovation within higher
education institutions and in the economy. All generations are now using popular new technologies in
their lives. The user-experience that new technologies provide has proved to have the capacity to
deepen and accelerate learning (European Commission, 2014), for example, adaptive learning
technologies adjust to the learners’ needs and pace; but much depends on how technology is actually
used. Furthermore, higher education is expanding and more people study in different phases of their
adult life, but not everywhere yet in the EHEA. Digital technologies potentially may broaden access to
higher education and to lifelong learning. They give learners the opportunity to participate in education
in a more flexible way — both in time and in space. Finally, digital technologies, for example through
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Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs), open up the possibility of linking informal, non-formal and
formal education.

But to what extent is the integration of new technologies in teaching and learning in higher education
present on national policy agendas in the EHEA? How is their mainstreaming supported by national
policies? Do higher education institutions receive guidance and incentives to install appropriate
technology? In particular, do national authorities help prepare and motivate higher education staff and
teachers to use technology in improving the quality of teaching and learning? To what extent do the
regulatory and funding conditions promote online provision and certification? What steps are made to
increase trust towards online programmes and learning acquired there?

This part of the report aims to explore to what extent digital environments are becoming a reality in
learning and teaching in higher education. The difficulty in getting full grasp on the developments in
this area is that they mainly take place in autonomous higher education institutions. The data
discussed below focuses on national policies, the steering and support effort that national authorities
provide to higher education institutions in making full use of digital technologies.

241 Steering and support to higher education institutions in using digital technologies

For new technologies to be used in an effective, efficient and trustful way in teaching and learning in
higher education, certain framework conditions need to be met. New technologies need resources,
infrastructure and human resources to use them. They equally need to be integrated into curricula,
while learning outcomes acquired through using new tools need to be assessed and trusted at
national level and abroad. Action required for the implementation of these changes needs long-term
strategic planning, changes in the legal environment and financial resource allocation.

Figure 2.26 provides an overview of the situation regarding national strategies and policies on the use
of new technologies in teaching and learning across the EHEA. Most systems (38 of 50) have such a
strategy or policies in place.

Figure 2.26: National strategies on the use of new technologies in teaching and learning in higher education,
2016/17
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Three countries have a strategy on the use of new technologies in teaching and learning specifically
for higher education. Eighteen systems have broader national strategies which include new
technologies in higher education. Three main types of broad strategic approaches can be observed. A
first group of countries — Belarus, the Czech Republic, Hungary and Slovakia — have adopted
strategies for the digitalisation of education addressing the different levels and sectors of the
education system. A second group of countries integrate the use of new technologies in specific
education strategies. For example, Bulgaria refers to new technologies in its higher education
development strategy; Croatia and Portugal in their strategies for education, science and technology;
Estonia, Moldova, Russia and Serbia integrate strategic planning on new technologies in their
strategies for education or for lifelong learning. A third group of systems (Azerbaijan, Greece,
Lithuania, Luxembourg, Serbia, Sweden, Switzerland and the United Kingdom — England, Wales and
Northern Ireland) have adopted digital society strategies which discuss broader strategic
considerations. Seventeen systems report not to have a strategy document, but they do have policy
measures to encourage progress in this field. In this context, Kazakhstan, Russia and Turkey
specifically focus on enabling digitally provided distance education programmes in their national
legislation. About a quarter of the countries (12), however, have neither strategies nor policies in this
area.

A strategic document, action plan and policy measures at national level indicate a (long-term)
commitment from national authorities. They usually outline strategic objectives to be achieved, and
sometimes they set measureable targets. None of the countries participating in this report set
quantitative targets for their strategies. Many of them, however, do identify general objectives and
priority areas for action and also allocate public funding to these.

Figure 2.27 depicts the main areas where policy objectives have been set or major policy interventions
have been carried out by national authorities. The figure also shows whether the top-level injects
additional (new) funding for implementation, whether authorities reallocate or higher education
institutions can redistribute existing financial resources, or if there is no funding planned for this
purpose in the public higher education budget.

From the 38 systems that have strategies or policies on the use of new technologies, all, except
Portugal and Switzerland, identified specific objectives related to the use of these new technologies in
teaching and learning in higher education. The most commonly set objectives are in the area of
providing access to ICT infrastructure. This confirms that availability of broadband access and digital
tools are considered as essential. Infrastructure is the field to which eight systems (Armenia, Belgium
— French Community, Belarus, the Czech Republic, Germany, France, Hungary and Norway) allocate
additional (new) resources in public funding to higher education. Eighteen countries allow the
reallocation of higher educational funding for this purpose. There are also countries which, while
identifying this area as a priority, do not earmark funds for it.

The other two fields which most countries identify as important are developing the skills of higher
education staff to use digitally-based methods in their teaching and improving students' digital skills.
These are essential in a digitally enabled learning environment as well as in the labour market. For
example, in Hungary, the learning outcomes descriptions of all higher education programmes
systematically include digital competences as part of the generic competences that all graduates need
to acquire by the end of their studies. From the 25 countries that prioritise work on skills development
only seven provide 'new' resources for these purposes. The Czech Republic, Finland, France and
Germany and provide additional financial resources both for staff and students’ digital skills
development.
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Figure 2.27: National policies and allocated funding for promoting the use of new technologies in teaching and

learning in higher education, 2016/17
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Recognising the potential of digital learning materials and courses in providing more opportunities also
for students from under-represented groups, some countries report mainstream or targeted measures
reaching out to these students. In Romania, socially disadvantaged students can obtain subsidies to
buy computers. Finland and Norway make digital learning material widely available and Norway
encourages their adaptation for students with special learning needs: for example, software adapted
for the use of dyslectic students. In the Flemish Community of Belgium, blended learning opportunities
are open for working students. In Georgia, a learning management system processes data on on-line
student learning which teaching staff can use to adapt their teaching material and methodologies. In
France and ltaly, digital courses are available for refugees. In France, the 'FUN-MOQOC' platform offers
online language courses for those refugees who wish to enter higher education. In ltaly, the Telematic
University Uninettuno provides a 'University for Refugees', which offers on-line courses for refugees.

While using ICT tools in teaching and learning and skills development are on the policy agenda in the
majority of countries, significantly fewer countries prioritise adapting programmes to digital provision
and related certification processes. Hardly any countries invest in additional resources for these
purposes (see Figure 2.27). Twenty-three countries work on adapting higher education programmes to
digital provision, only 17 and 18, respectively, mention assessment and certification or quality
assurance of these courses as priority. In Andorra, all distance education programmes have been
adapted for digital provision. In Croatia, higher education institutions are financially supported through
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calls for proposals for the development of new, innovative approaches to teaching. In Austria and the
United Kingdom — Scotland, project funding is secured for staff for the development and certification of
open education resources.

The funding mechanisms used for financing this area also vary. In Finland and ltaly, higher education
institutions have access to additional funding for digitally enabled learning and teaching through
performance agreements; in Hungary and Slovenia, higher education institutions can apply for funds
co-financed from the European Social and Investment Funds (ESIF). In the Flemish Community of
Belgium, higher education institutions receive extra funding for a quota of students who combine study
and work, which institutions can invest in developing and providing blended courses or open and
online degree programmes.

Next to targeted financial support, national authorities have other means of encouraging and
mainstreaming the modernisation of teaching and learning at higher education institutions. These
include the review and revision of the legal framework in which higher education institutions work,
provision of training to staff, and exchange of good practices (see Figure 2.28).

Figure 2.28: Incentives/support to the use of new technologies in teaching and learning in higher education (other
than direct public funding), 2016/17
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As Figure 2.28 demonstrates, reflecting the strategic priority for the development of academic staff's
skills in using digitally based teaching and learning methods, most systems (21) support higher
education institutions in mainstreaming the use of new technologies by providing methodological
training in initial teacher education (ITE) and in continuous professional development (CPD) of
academic staff. In France and Germany, for example, there are support centres for higher education
didactics, and in the United Kingdom, CPD providers for higher education staff offer courses on
digitally enabled teaching.

Less than half of the countries (16) have adapted their legal framework and external quality assurance
procedures to facilitate and monitor digital provision. Finally, only very few systems, the Flemish
Community of Belgium, Denmark and Norway, adapted their legal frameworks for recognition of prior

|78



learning (RPL) and the recognition of qualifications to digital courses. None of the countries adapted
its higher education admission system to recognise digital certification.

This data collection suggests that national strategic frameworks across the EHEA currently focus
rather on promoting digitally enabled provision on campus and blended learning. Only few work
towards extending the scope for fully digital provision, digital certification and MOOCs. Importantly,
18 systems among those that have national strategies carry out some sort of monitoring on the
implementation of their strategies. These, mainly annual, monitoring data are likely to provide
interesting information on the evolution of national policies in this area.

2.4.2 Online courses in higher education

Besides presenting an overview of national strategic approaches to the use of new technologies in
teaching and learning in higher education, this report also intends to provide a rough picture of the
digital provision landscape in higher education. Online courses are increasingly part of the higher
education reality and the variety of courses offered is broad. This section distinguishes between three
types of provision. First, the section looks at online components of degree programmes, which are
traditional campus-based programmes and have some components that are delivered online. These
are often called blended programmes. Second, full degree programmes which are fully provided online
are looked at. These may be short, first, second, integrated or third cycle programmes which lead to
qualifications corresponding to these levels. Third, the existence of MOOCs is explored. MOOCs are
courses which allow open entry, are free, and are delivered online usually with peer or automated
support. For the purposes of this report, MOOCs are considered as (usually shorter) online courses
offered by higher education institutions and which do not result in a degree qualification.

Figure 2.29 shows which of the above mentioned three types of courses are offered most commonly
across the EHEA. Online components of degree programmes (blended programmes) are by far the
most widespread provision in European countries (39 systems). In contrast, only 18 systems offer
online degree programmes. Finally, higher education institutions in more than half of the countries (28)
also provide courses as MOOCs. Only 11 systems' institutions offer all three types of course. The
figure needs to be interpreted with caution as while such programmes are part of the higher education
reality of these countries, they are usually offered by not all but only a few higher education
institutions. Exceptions are Andorra, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, the Netherlands, Norway and
the United Kingdom (Scotland), where all higher education institutions have online programme
components in degree programmes. In contrast, in Albania, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia and Malta,
no online course is provided in higher education.
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Figure 2.29: Most commonly offered online courses by higher education institutions, 2016/17

= e AR Full degree programmes

Online components of degree N
programmes

MOOCs

No online courses

SN, |

Data not available

Source: BFUG data collection.

Degree programmes with online components and degree programmes that are fully delivered online
may be offered at any cycle of higher education: in the short cycle, first, second or third cycle,
integrated/long programmes. Figures 2.30 and 2.31 show where traditional degree programmes
incorporating online components (blended courses) and fully online degree programmes can be found,
and at which higher education levels such programmes are offered.

Figure 2.30: Level of degree programmes with online components, most commonly offered, 2016/17
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Figure 2.31: Level of most commonly offered online degree programmes, 2016/17

— A

Short-cycle programmes
First-cycle programmes
Second-cycle programmes

Full degree programmes are not common
in the short, first and second cycle

08 O0O0m

Data not available

Source: BFUG data collection.

Figure 2.30 shows that the majority of higher education systems have degree programmes with some
online components in the first and second cycles. Online components are less widespread at other
levels of higher education. Twelve systems have online components in short-cycle programmes and
17 in doctoral programmes. Programmes outside the Bologna cycles, including integrated/long
programmes, have online components in 15 systems. However, when it comes to entire degree
programmes online (see Figure 2.31) only 16 systems provide such programmes at the first and
second cycles, while four systems offer online short cycle programmes.

Similarly to traditional on-campus programme delivery, it is necessary to monitor the quality of online
courses and ensure trust towards this type of provision among students, those working on credit or
degree recognition, employers and other stakeholders. For this reasons, the ESG (Standards and
Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area, 2015 (*')) provide
recommendations that external and internal quality assurance should equally apply to programme
design, delivery, assessment and certification of traditional and online programmes.

Figure 2.32 shows that most countries that have online courses apply the same quality assurance
procedures for online programmes as for face-to-face programme provision and three have specific
quality arrangements for online courses. Eleven countries have no quality assurance procedures for
online programmes. For these latter countries it may prove challenging to maintain trust in their online
provision. They may also fail in meeting their commitments to implementing all provisions of the ESG
(see Chapter 4 on quality assurance).

(31) http://www.enga.eu/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/ESG_2015.pdf
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Figure 2.32 Quality assurance of online programmes, 2016/17
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The EUA Trends 2018 Survey also examined the latest trends regarding digital learning in higher
education institutions. As depicted in Figure 2.33, the findings of the survey seem to confirm that
digital learning is on the higher education agenda and there has been a move towards the more
strategic use of digital tools and digitally enabled learning and teaching in higher education. More than
three quarters of the responding institutions declared that the general acceptance of digital learning
has improved over the last years, and there is a more strategic use of digital learning. Similarly, digital
tools are increasingly used in regular teaching (e.g. through blended learning), and they are seen as
bringing innovation into the learning and teaching process.

Figure 2.33: Trends in higher education institutions regarding digital learning, last three years, (% of institutions),
2017
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These findings suggest that digital learning is becoming part of campus-based degree programmes,
and maintaining attention to the quality of digitally provided components will require even more
attention in the future. About half of the institutions also report about the launch of more online degree
and non-degree programmes over the last three years. This is, however, a less significant
phenomenon compared to developments related to the modernisation of more traditional provision.
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2.5. Teaching in new learning environments

The 2015 Yerevan Communiqué places teaching at the top of the Bologna Process agenda,
considering the development of teaching relevance and quality as one of the main missions of the
EHEA (32). The communiqué puts emphasis on various aspects related to teaching, promoting, in
particular, pedagogical innovation in student-centred learning environments and opportunities for the
development of academics’ teaching competences.

This section explores teaching in higher education from several perspectives. It starts with the top-
level and institutional perspective, enquiring about qualification requirements for higher education
teachers, opportunities for the development of teaching skills and the role of teaching in career
advancement of academics. The second part addresses teaching from the student perspective,
exploring students' satisfaction with the quality of teaching.

The section is based on several data sources, including the BFUG data collection, the European
University Association (EUA) survey on learning and teaching in higher education (33) and the
Eurostudent survey.

2.5.1. Teaching in higher education: top-level and institutional perspective

As the EUA Trends 2018 survey on learning and teaching in higher education shows, national
strategies for higher education learning and teaching are now quite widespread across the EHEA (see
Section 2.1). The same survey reveals that these strategies commonly address the revision of
teaching methods and approaches (reported by 47 % of institutions indicating a national strategy)
and/or promote teaching enhancement initiatives (46 % of institutions). Besides national strategies,
most higher education institutions have put in place an institutional strategy or policy for learning and
teaching, and these strategies commonly refer to measures to improve teaching (reported by 84 % of
institutions indicating an institutional strategy or policy). The enhancement of teaching therefore
appears as a topic widely embedded in both national and institutional higher education policies and
strategies.

Building on this background, the sections that follow provide details on qualification requirements
towards academics with teaching responsibilities, teaching components in academics' education,
opportunities for the development of teaching skills and the role of teaching in academic careers.

2.5.1.1. Requirements for teaching in higher education

One key question related to teaching in higher education is whether and to what extent academics are
equipped to teach. Indeed, while it is commonly expected that teachers at levels below higher
education possess a degree or a diploma in teaching, the question may be raised as to whether the
same applies to higher education staff with teaching responsibilities. This section provides some
insight into this area.

Starting from the institutional perspective, Figure 2.34, which is based on the EUA Trends 2018
survey, captures requirements for different academic positions. Within the survey, higher education
institutions were asked to indicate formal or most common requirements for holding positions with
teaching responsibilities.

) Yerevan Communiqué, adopted at the EHEA Ministerial Conference in Yerevan, 14-15 May 2015, p. 2.

)
(**) The EUA Trends 2018 survey.
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Figure 2.34: Formal or most common requirements for holding higher education positions with teaching
responsibilities (% of institutions), 2017
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As the figure shows, the doctorate or a post-doctoral degree is commonly required for professors
(indicated by almost 90 % of responding institutions), associate professors and lecturers (around 70 %
of institutions), and researchers (around 60 % of institutions). In the case of experts, practitioners and
other teaching support staff, the doctorate or a post-doctoral degree is less frequently required, but an
academic degree other than the PhD is often needed.

There are also other formal or common requirements. For example, proven teaching experience
and/or regular evaluation of teaching performance are commonly requested in the case of professors,
lecturers and associate professors (around 50 % of institutions reported these requirements), but less
often required for other teaching staff. Academics may also be requested to participate in teaching
enhancement courses, although this is less common compared to the above requirements.

Although not depicted on a specific figure, the EUA Trends 2018 survey points to substantial
differences between countries in requirements for distinct academic positions. For example, all
responding institutions in Greece, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Russia, Switzerland and Ukraine report
the doctorate or a post-doctoral degree as a formal or most common requirement for professorial
positions, whereas their share is significantly lower in the Netherlands, Austria and the Czech
Republic (43 %, 63 % and 67 %, respectively) (34). Proven teaching experience is commonly required
for professors in Ukraine (all responding institutions reported this requirement), Russia (92 % of
institutions) and Austria (75 %), and less frequently requested in Romania (13 %), Italy (23 %), Turkey
(27 %) and Ireland (29 %). Regular evaluation of teaching performance is a requirement for professors
in all responding institutions in Ukraine, 80 % of institutions in Kazakhstan and 77 % in Russia. In
contrast, in the Czech Republic, France, Ireland, Italy and Sweden, the same requirement is reported
by less than 15 % of institutions. Participation in teaching enhancement courses as a requirement for
professors is relatively common in Kazakhstan, Romania, Russia, Ukraine and the United Kingdom
(reported by at least half of all surveyed institutions), but quite uncommon in France, Italy, Poland
Portugal and Turkey (less than 10 % of institutions).

Since the doctorate or a post-doctoral degree is commonly expected for various categories of staff
with teaching responsibilities — in particular professors, associate professors and lecturers (see the
previous figure) — one key question is whether and to what extent programmes leading to these
qualifications include teaching components, i.e. courses in teaching or teaching practice. Figure 2.35

(34) These findings are partly consistent with a recent Eurydice report on academic staff (European Commission/EACEA/
Eurydice, 2017a) showing that in Austria, the Czech Republic and the Netherlands, the doctorate is not legally required for
professors (ibid., pp. 112, 128-129). However, while not legally required, it is still commonly expected for professorial
positions (ibid., pp. 32-34).
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addresses this question by looking at whether top-level regulations require doctoral programmes to
include such components.

Figure 2.35: Top-level requirements for third-cycle (doctoral) programmes to include teaching components, 2016/17
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Notes:
Teaching components in third-cycle programmes refer to courses in teaching or teaching practice.

As the figure indicates, only in a minority of EHEA systems (11 systems out of 49 for which data is
available) do regulations specify that doctoral programmes have to include teaching components.
Most of these systems are situated in the eastern part of the EHEA.

The requirement to include teaching components in doctoral programmes is often formulated in a
flexible way, providing a high degree of autonomy to higher education institutions. For example, in
Bulgaria, Georgia, Kazakhstan and Russia, regulations require doctoral programmes to include
teaching components, but it is up to programme providers to specify their exact volume. A comparable
situation can be observed in Denmark, where doctoral programmes have to include a course in
university teaching, but the exact number of teaching hours is set individually, within the overall
programme workload of 840 hours. In the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, regulations refer to
several competence areas to be included in doctoral programmes, one of them being 'lectures and
other communication activities'. Regulations in Estonia are even more generic, defining teaching skills
among the expected outcomes of doctoral programmes, but providing no details on teaching
components to be incorporated into doctoral curricula.

In contrast to previous examples, there are also regulatory frameworks defining quite precisely the
volume of teaching components to be included in doctoral programmes. In Poland, for instance,
doctoral-degree programmes provided by universities (i.e. the vast majority of doctoral
programmes (35)) should include a module of at least five ECTS credits targeting the development of
teaching skills and they should also comprise an internship (practical training) corresponding to no
less than 10 hours and no more than 90 hours per year.

(35) Programmes provided by institutes of the Polish Academy of Sciences and research institutes are not concerned.
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Teaching components — when indicated in regulations — sometimes apply only to specific doctoral
programmes and/or to some categories of doctoral candidates. This is the case in Slovakia, where the
requirement to teach applies only to full-time doctoral programmes and candidates, the extent of
teaching being limited to an average of four hours per week. In Luxembourg, doctoral candidates
employed at the university (i.e. around 80 % of all doctoral candidates) have a contractual obligation to
carry out one to four teaching units per week. In Ukraine, the requirement applies to the degree 'doctor
of philosophy', which includes courses in teaching corresponding to 30-60 ECTS and a mandatory
teaching practice.

Even when not required by regulations, teaching components may still be commonly included in
doctoral programmes. This is the case in Hungary and Latvia, both reporting that most doctoral
programmes include teaching practice. The Netherlands indicates that all higher education institutions
offer a range of courses and training programmes for higher education teachers, including introductory
courses that can be followed by doctoral candidates. Still, around one-quarter of EHEA countries
specify that doctoral programmes generally do not include teaching components.

The rather limited extent to which regulations require teaching components to be included in doctoral
programmes can be partly explained by the fact that the doctorate opens employment opportunities
that are wider than academia. In other words, only some doctoral degree holders stay in academia
and, among those in academia, only some teach. Thus, it is important to look specifically at academic
staff, enquiring about the extent to which those with teaching responsibilities are qualified to teach.

The BFUG data collection indicates that top-level regulations rarely require academics with teaching
responsibilities to hold a teaching qualification, i.e. a degree, diploma or a certificate that validates a
programme targeting the development of teaching skills.

The rare regulations requiring a teaching qualification generally do not concern all staff with teaching
responsibilities. For example, in segmented higher education systems (i.e. systems with several
higher education sectors), the requirement to hold a teaching qualification commonly applies only to
one higher education sector, usually the professional higher education sector. This is the case in the
French Community of Belgium, where academics teaching in professional higher education institutions
have to hold a second-cycle degree qualification (master) and a certificate of capacity for teaching in
higher education (certificat d’aptitude approprié a [I'enseignement supérieur — CAPAES). A
comparable situation can be observed in Switzerland, where academics teaching in universities of
applied sciences and universities of teacher education are required to possess a 'teaching diploma’,
i.e. a diploma obtained from a university of teacher education, a diploma in adult education or a
qualification in higher education pedagogy. In the Netherlands, universities of applied sciences have
made it obligatory for all staff with teaching responsibilities of more than 0.4 FTE (full-time equivalent)
to obtain a basic qualification in teaching (Basis Didactische Bekwaamheid — BDB). Another approach
is observed in Denmark, where regulations differentiate between permanent and temporary positions.
At universities, all permanent teaching staff must complete a course in university pedagogy.

When top-level regulations do not require teaching qualifications, holding such a qualification may still
be a common practice for academics. For example, in Finland, most academics with teaching
responsibilities possess a teaching qualification, although there are no regulations requiring it. In
the Netherlands, the university sector agreed, in 2008, on the content and features of the University
Teaching Qualification (UTQ). As a result, all universities have included these features in their own
qualifications, and certified teachers are now recognised as qualified teachers in academic education
by all participating institutions.

Practice reported by some other top-level authorities refers to 'training in teaching' rather than
'teaching qualifications'. In Ireland, for instance, professional development of certain academic staff
categories (e.g. teaching fellows) generally includes the attainment of additional training in teaching.

| 86



In Romania, higher education institutions commonly require psycho-pedagogical training at entry to
the academic career.

While academics in most countries do not have to possess a teaching qualification or undergo training
in teaching, they are often requested by law to demonstrate teaching skills, especially when higher
academic ranks or permanent positions are concerned. For example, in Estonia, regulations specify
that academics who wish to fulfil a position of professor, associate professor (docent) or lecturer,
should possess teaching skills and experience. A comparable situation can be observed in
Kazakhstan, where the regulatory framework requires university professors to possess a higher
education title in the profile of the subjects taught as well as research and teaching experience. In
Germany, it is a pre-condition to have teaching experience to be hired by higher education institutions
as an academic with teaching responsibilities. In Norway, all academics with teaching responsibilities
are required to prove their teaching competence, following procedures defined by each higher
education institution. In the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, teaching skills of academics are
assessed by a peer review panel within the process of appointment to academic positions, and by the
Higher Education Accreditation and Evaluation Board within the process of accreditation or evaluation.

2.5.1.2. Opportunities for the development of teaching skills

Data presented in the previous section suggest that teaching development in academia essentially
consists of 'learning on the job'. Consequently, it is important to examine in more detail the extent and
nature of the provision allowing academics to continuously develop their teaching skills.

Based on the EUA Trends 2018 survey, Figure 2.36 shows that higher education institutions
commonly offer optional courses targeting the enhancement of teaching skills (77 % of responding
institutions reported the presence of such provision) (36). Optional courses are followed by research
activities in learning and teaching, and various initiatives to promote good teaching (both 66 % of
institutions). Other types of activities promoting or developing teaching skills — e.g. compulsory
teaching courses, peer feedback or team teaching — are less common, but they are still provided by a
substantial share of higher education institutions (between 37 % and 51 %).

Figure 2.36: Measures to promote and develop teaching skills of academics (% of institutions), 2017
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Source: EUA.

(36) The survey, however, does not capture the extent of the existing provision, i.e. whether all interested academics can
easily participate in such courses.
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When focusing on compulsory courses to enhance teaching skills — which are provided by 37 % of
responding institutions (see Figure 2.36) —, some differences between countries can be observed. The
share of higher education institutions reporting the existence of such courses is clearly above the
average in Kazakhstan (93 % of responding institutions), Sweden (88 %), the United Kingdom (78 %),
the Netherlands (67 %) and Russia (62 %). In contrast, compulsory courses to enhance teaching skills
seem to be quite uncommon in Portugal (no responding institution reported this type of provision),
Turkey (9 %), Italy (11 %), France (13 %), Spain (15 %) and Greece (17 %).

The EUA Trends 2018 survey also shows that compulsory courses to enhance teaching skills are not
necessarily obligatory for all teaching staff. Most commonly, this type of provision is foreseen for newly
hired staff (50 % of institution reporting compulsory courses indicated this staff category), followed by
young teachers and early stage researchers (35 %). Still, 32 % of institutions providing compulsory
courses reported that all teaching staff is expected to take part.

According to the above survey, compulsory courses in teaching cover a range of topics, some being
more common than others. Often, these courses cover pedagogy and didactics (77 % of institutions
reporting compulsory courses indicated these areas), student-centred learning (67 % of institutions),
development of learning outcomes (62 %), teaching in an ICT environment and assessment of
intended learning outcomes (both 60 %). Less common content areas include the integration of
citizenship or entrepreneurship skills into teaching, or the development of social engagement
initiatives as part of the curriculum (20-30 %).

2.5.1.3. Assessment of teaching performance and role of teaching in academic
careers

Higher education institutions may use various approaches to assess and/or enhance the quality of
teaching. According to the EUA Trends 2018 survey, student feedback surveys represent the most
common means of teaching assessment. Indeed, as Figure 2.37 shows, these surveys are in place
(throughout the institution) in almost 90 % of responding institutions.

Figure 2.37: Means of assessment/enhancement of teaching in place throughout the institution (% of institutions),
2017
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Other assessment approaches are noticeably less common. For example, self-evaluations are in
place in 44 % of institutions and peer assessment in around 30 % of institutions. A relatively high
share of responding institutions (around 50 %) report approaches related to teaching enhancement
(rather than teaching assessment), such as interventions in case of constantly poor teaching
performance or performance discussions between faculty management and academics.

While not presented on a specific figure, there are differences between countries in the use of
teaching assessment methods. For example, all responding institutions in Austria, Ireland,
Kazakhstan, the Netherlands, Romania, Sweden, Switzerland and the United Kingdom reported the
use of student feedback surveys throughout the institution, compared to only around 60-70 % in
France, Russia, Turkey and Ukraine. Another assessment approach — self-evaluation — is common in
Kazakhstan (in place throughout the institution in 93 % of responding institutions) as well as in
the Netherlands, Romania, Russia, Ukraine and the United Kingdom (around 60-70 % of institutions),
but less common in Austria, Ireland and Sweden (around 25-30 % of institutions). Peer assessment is
relatively common in Kazakhstan, the Netherlands, Portugal, Romania, Ukraine and the United
Kingdom (50 % or more responding institutions use it throughout the institution), but rather uncommon
in Germany and ltaly (around 10 % of institutions).

The EUA Trends 2018 survey also suggests that teaching performance evaluations play a non-
negligible role in the promotion and career development of teaching staff. Indeed, among around 300
responding institutions, almost 90 % reported that these evaluations play either an important role or an
important role to some extent. However, behind the average figure lie variations between countries. In
Austria, Kazakhstan, Romania, Russia, Switzerland, Ukraine and the United Kingdom, all responding
institutions indicated that teaching performance evaluations play an important role (at least to some
extent) in the promotion and career development of teaching staff. In contrast, in France, only around
half of all respondents reported an important role to some extent, whereas another half indicated that
these evaluations do not play any substantial role in the promotion and career development of
teaching staff. France was followed by Ireland, Italy and Turkey, where between 25 % and 30 % of
responding institutions indicated no substantial role.

The EUA survey findings can be complemented by outcomes of the BFUG data collection that asked
top-level authorities to ponder the role of research and teaching in career progression of academics.
While answers provided have to be seen as estimates, they point to a rather clear pattern: around
three-quarters of respondents (34 higher education systems) indicated that research is in general a
stronger component than teaching in career progression of academics; around a quarter (12 systems)
stated that teaching and research are equally important; and only one respondent reported that
teaching is in general a stronger component than research (37). This finding combined with the
previously analysed EUA data suggests that while teaching performance plays a non-negligible role in
academic careers, research is still the key career component in most higher education systems.

2.5.2. Teaching from students' perspective

One aspect to consider when analysing teaching quality is the students' point of view. Are students
satisfied with their teachers? Are they inspired by them? Questions such as these are included in the
Eurostudent survey providing data for around half of all EHEA countries.

The survey shows that the satisfaction of students with the quality of teaching is overall quite high (see
Figure 2.38). Indeed, in virtually all the countries analysed, more than half of all students are satisfied
or very satisfied with the quality of teaching in their current study programme. The highest level of
satisfaction — 70 % of students or above — is recorded in Finland, Georgia, the Czech Republic,

(37) Respondents from further three systems stated that they had no access to information on these aspects.
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Hungary, Ireland, Iceland, Sweden and Denmark. In contrast, in Romania, only 39 % of students are
satisfied or very satisfied with teaching quality.

Figure 2.38: Students' satisfied with quality of teaching in their current study programme (%), 2016/17
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Source: Eurostudent.

Notes:

Students rated their satisfaction on a five-point scale ranging from 'very satisfied' to 'not at all satisfied'. The figure shows the
two highest levels of satisfaction that were aggregated.

In almost two-thirds of the countries for which Eurostudent data is available, at least half of all students
agree or strongly agree with the statement that their teachers inspire them (see Figure 2.39). The
highest proportion of students considering their teachers as 'inspiring' — 60 % or above — is observed
in Georgia, Iceland and Finland. In contrast, Croatia and Serbia record the lowest share of students
agreeing with the statement that their teachers inspire them (33 % and 40 %, respectively).

Figure 2.39: Students agreeing with the statement that their teachers inspire them (%), 2016/17
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Source: Eurostudent.

Notes:

Students rated their agreement on a five-point scale ranging from 'strongly agree' to 'do not agree at all'. The figure shows the
two highest levels of agreement that were aggregated.
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When considering different elements presented in sections 2.5.1 and 2.5.2 in a combined perspective,
some concordant — and rather positive — findings emerge. Teaching in higher education appears as an
area of policy interest in both national and institutional strategies, courses for academics targeting the
enhancement of teaching skills seem to be quite widespread and students' satisfaction with the quality
of teaching is overall quite high. At the same time, requirements for teaching in higher education are
still less clearly defined compared to other educational levels, and research performance of academics
remains the key career component in most higher education systems.

2.6. Conclusions

Improving the quality and relevance of teaching and learning in higher education has always been at
the centre of the Bologna Process. This dimension was further strengthened in the Yerevan
Communiqué, which calls for better visibility of this policy area. This chapter examined learning and
teaching in higher education in five interlinked parts, covering, respectively, national and institutional
strategies on promoting learning and teaching, the implementation of ECTS and the learning
outcomes approach, flexible modes of study, learning in digital environments and, finally, teaching in
new learning environments.

National strategies for higher education learning and teaching are now quite widespread across the
EHEA, and they formulate various expectations towards higher education institutions. Commonly, top-
level authorities ask institutions to develop their own learning and teaching strategy and/or to meet
specific benchmarks for learning and teaching. National strategies also often promote the revision of
teaching methods and approaches, as well as various teaching enhancement initiatives. Alongside
national strategies, most higher education institutions have put in place an institutional strategy or
policy for teaching and learning. This type of steering commonly promotes the development of
international opportunities, academic staff development and measures to improve teaching. Overall,
the enhancement of learning and teaching in higher education appears as a priority topic.

ECTS is one of the tools that is also having an impact on the modernisation of teaching and learning in
the EHEA. There has been important progress in linking ECTS credits to learning outcomes; however,
in a third of countries still not all first-and second-cycle programmes are described using this
approach. Learning outcomes and associated student workload together are becoming the basis for
credit allocation across the EHEA, except in ten countries. This difference in credit allocation
approaches can have a negative impact on credit transfer of mobile students. New information
compared to previous reports, and shown in Scorecard indicator n 1, is that in a third of the EHEA
countries, external quality assurance is required to monitor six key principles of ECTS. In contrast,
national authorities in another third of the countries do not provide policy steering for external quality
assurance in this area.

The flexibility of higher education studies can be enhanced by the provision of alternative modes of
study, e.g. 'part-time' studies. The majority of EHEA countries report that most of their higher
education institutions ensure part-time or alternative forms of study. In around two-thirds of the
countries, different modes of study go hand in hand with different student statuses (e.g. 'full-time'/'part-
time'). Yet, studying with a formal status other than 'full-time' often requires higher private financial
investment.

The provision of part-time (or other alterative) forms of study is particularly important for mature
students. In virtually all EHEA countries, the share of part-timers among older students (aged 30-34) is
more than twice as high as in a younger age group (aged 20-24) and, in some countries, it is more
than ten times higher.
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Since part-timers commonly combine studies with other engagements, they are often found among
low intensity students, i.e. students who dedicate less than 20 hours per week to their studies.
However, low intensity students can also be found among those who are formally considered as
studying 'full-time'. Thus, the link between official student status and hours devoted to studying is not
always straightforward.

Digitally enabled teaching and learning is increasingly addressed strategically at national and
institutional levels. Most countries have strategies or policies in this area, with the main priority often
on using digital technology in enhancing teaching and learning in on-campus programmes and,
although to a lesser degree, on developing blended programmes. While online degree programmes (in
particular in the first and the second cycles) and Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) are now
part of the higher education courses landscape, they are less widespread. Importantly, the majority of
countries invest in providing access to technology and equipping staff and students with digital skills.
Nevertheless, framework conditions, encompassing for example, the legal framework, quality
assurance and the certification of digital learning, are adapted to digital provision in around a third of
the countries.

Higher education teachers are the key players in enabling students’ learning. However, while some
academic staff categories — in particular professors, associate professors, lecturers and researchers —
are commonly required to hold the doctorate or a post-doctoral degree, programmes leading to these
qualifications do not necessarily include courses in teaching or teaching practice. Moreover,
regulations generally do not require academics with teaching responsibilities to hold a teaching
qualification, i.e. a degree, diploma or a certificate that validates a programme targeting the
development of teaching skills. This suggests that the development of teaching skills in academia
essentially consists of 'learning on the job'.

Higher education institutions commonly offer optional courses targeting the enhancement of teaching
skills. Optional courses are followed in frequency by research activities in learning and teaching, and
various initiatives to promote good teaching. Other types of activities promoting or developing teaching
skills — e.g. compulsory teaching courses, peer feedback or team teaching — are less common, but
they are still provided by a substantial share of higher education institutions.

Teaching performance of academics — which is most commonly assessed through student feedback
surveys — seems to play a non-negligible role in promotion and career development. However, when
asked to ponder the role of research and teaching in career progression of academics, around three-
quarters of EHEA countries indicated that research is in general a stronger component than teaching.

The reported satisfaction of students with the quality of teaching is overall quite high. In virtually all the
countries for which data is available, more than half of all students are satisfied or very satisfied with
the quality of teaching in their current study programme. Moreover, in almost two-thirds of countries
with data, at least half of all students agree or strongly agree with the statement that their teachers
inspire them.

When considering different elements related to teaching in a combined perspective, some rather
positive findings emerge. Teaching in higher education appears as an area of policy interest in both
national and institutional strategies, courses for academics targeting the enhancement of teaching
skills seem to be quite widespread and students' satisfaction with the quality of teaching is overall
quite high. However, requirements for teaching in higher education are still less clearly defined
compared to other educational levels and research performance of academics remains the key career
component in most higher education systems.
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CHAPTER 3:
DEGREES AND QUALIFICATIONS

The Yerevan Communiqué

In the 2015 Yerevan Communiqué, ministers responsible for higher education reaffirmed their
collective ambition to implement the agreed structural reforms. They noted that 'implementation of the
structural reforms is uneven and the tools are sometimes used incorrectly or in bureaucratic and
superficial ways' (38). Alongside the three-cycle degree structure, the ministers confirmed their
willingness to include short-cycle qualifications in the overarching framework of qualifications for the
European Higher Education Area (QF-EHEA). The objective is to facilitate the recognition of short-
cycle qualifications not only in higher education systems where such qualifications exist, but also in
those that do not comprise them (39). The ministers have also agreed to 'review national qualifications
frameworks, with a view to ensuring that learning paths within the framework provide adequately for
the recognition of prior learning' (*°).

The 2015 Bologna Process Implementation Report

The 2015 Bologna Process Implementation Report (European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice, 2015)
provided an overview of progress made towards the implementation of a common degree structure
since 2012. In relation to the first cycle, the report confirmed that most countries combine programmes
of 180 ECTS and 240 ECTS. In the second cycle, the most common model is 120 ECTS — two-thirds
of programmes following this workload. However, when taking into consideration all credit models that
coexist in the EHEA, the report concluded that the total workload of the first and second cycles
combined may vary by up to 120 ECTS, which can potentially cause recognition problems.

Regarding short-cycle qualifications, the report identified substantial differences across the EHEA,
noticing that short-cycle qualifications can be part of higher education, part of post-secondary
vocational education or even part of secondary education. Moreover, when continuing in the first
cycle, short-cycle graduates gain different numbers of credits: from full credit, down to zero credits.
Based on these observations, the report called for improved readability and international comparability
of short-cycle qualifications.

In relation to the Bologna tools, the report recognised substantial developments as well as remaining
challenges. For example, the Diploma Supplement — now a widely used instrument — is not always
issued according to the agreed principles, i.e. to every graduate, automatically, in a widely spoken
European language and