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possible additional working methods to facilitate the proper and full implementation 
of the agreed Bologna principles and action lines
	Comments received by 11 January 2011: Bulgaria; Denmark; Italy; Malta; Norway; Poland; Slovenia; Spain; Sweden; UK/Scotland; Council of Europe (CoE); ESU

	General remarks: 

Denmark: As already stated at the Alden-Biesen meeting, we find the paper very useful and valuable in terms of the future BFUG work. It is a welcome input in challenging the way we have been working so far and the paper sheds light on additional working methods that could further the Bologna consolidation process. There is a danger in letting the BFUG continue to function as it has for the past ten years and that the group loses touch with academia and shuts itself out from new, valuable insights. We find that there is a need to revitalise the mutual information and learning process of the BFUG and on this note, the paper is a good way of starting this process. 

Italy: Methods which proved to be successful in the implementation of the Bologna action lines and in the share of information in the system (both top – down and bottom up):

· request to Rectors for a Bologna contact person in each University, the tasks of the person are to spread within the institutions information, relevant documents and good practices and to give feed – back to the national authorities on obstacles which can not be tackled at the institutional level or on possible good practices to be shared with others;

· strong cooperation between the Ministry and the Bologna Experts Team;

· regular consultation of all stakeholders, including organizations and networks representing disciplines and Deans, to support the proper implementation of the Degree structure and the transparency tools and the follow up of policies such as mobility and employability.

Next step to be taken:

· the request to Rectors to nominate Bologna contact person for students representative, as a new channel to involve students in the construction of the EHEA, and further activities to strengthening the network of Bologna contact person;

· focus on the communication and pr strategies to better inform the HE community and the public opinion on what the EHEA is and will be.

On this last point, we appreciated a lot the new web site presented by the Secretariat in Alden Biesen.

Poland: This document is very interesting for discussion during the meeting in Budapest. We propose try to implement all BFUG additional working methods and theirs effectiveness should be measured in practice.

Spain: We think that in this case we should use the principle of subsidiarity and each country should organize their own working methods applied to the national system. In Spain each University is in charge of it and even in some cases each Faculty or Department. At national level the Ministry organizes seminars with the help of the Bologna experts. Also at regional level many activities are organized.

UK/Scotland: We would consider all of these methods to be useful ways of developing the EHEA. 

Council of Europe (CoE): I think you have managed to outline the main working methods very well and cannot think of anything to add at this stage. It is, however, important that the working methods outlined in the document not be seen as an exhaustive inventory. If the interpretation of the document were to be that if a working method is not mentioned there, it cannot be used as an EHEA working method, we will have a problem. It may be worth underlining this point more strongly. I also think the point about national "BFUGs" is an important one and, more generally, that it is important that we manage to articulate the relationship between the policy development at European level and the policy development and implementation at national and institutional level. As the EHEA will most likely focus less on developing new structures and more on implementing the structures that have already been established, this point will become increasingly important. 

ESU: In terms of priorities, we would be particularly in favour of the following:

1. Setting up national Bologna Follow-Up Groups (BFUGs) in every EHEA country
2. Internships, coaching and job shadowing
3. Revamping the functionality of the Bologna experts
4. The use of study visits 

In addition to these [proposed] measures, we also would like to see a debate on the financial commitments that can be made by each country in support of these measures. We believe that it is important to see if a reform of the financing of some of these activities (such as Bologna experts, for instance), has the possibility to contribute to their enhanced functionality.

We hope that further work on this will go smoothly, and we are very pleased to announce that we are engaging in a new mini-study on student engagement in Bologna process governance at national level, results of which we hope to be able to disseminate by the time of the BFUG in Budapest.

	PROPOSALS FOR ADDITIONAL WORKING METHODS

	1. Study visits

It is obvious that there are serious limits to the information exchange that can occur through Bologna surveys or written reports. As such, we could envisage study visits (from groups to single persons) to observe the progress on Bologna reforms both in areas in which there is a positive development, but also in areas where there are challenges for the implementation, followed by sharing of the information with the BFUG members. The study visits have the advantage of creating immediate networking between experts acting in the Bologna implementation field and thus add to the creation of knowledge networks on this topic. Findings may also be disseminated in the local context.
	Slovenia: In favour, however, it is not clear whether visits will be formalized or “only” allowed. 

For the points 1-4 we already suggested at the last BFUG meeting in Belgium that it would be helpful for secretariat to organize a scheme or matrix of need and offer (f.e. country X says they would like to go on study visit on the topic of ECTS implementation and then interested countries can offer to host the country X).

	2. Peer learning

Peer learning occurs when people in similar circumstances share common or related experiences then reflect on them together over a period of time. Peer learning activities could be enhanced in the context of the Bologna Process as a useful working method and be enriched by further deepening of the shared experience through job-shadowing or coaching (see working method no. 3). Peer learning would perhaps be most useful for those in charge of institutional and national Bologna implementation: policy experts, deans, heads of departments etc.
	

	3. Coaching/ job-shadowing

In their usual understanding the two terms refer to:

Coaching - method of directing, instructing and training a person or group of people, with the aim to achieve some goal or develop specific skills and attitudes
Job shadowing - involves spending a period of time with a seasoned expert, observing everything that he or she does, related to the work that is expected to be accomplished as part of the daily routine of the activity. Involving one individual to act as the observer and one person to function as the demonstrator, this allows the observer to get a handle of what is involved in performing the tasks associated with the work.

One of the most successful methods of gaining new ideas on how to successfully develop Bologna Process reforms is to learn from peers involved in the same process, but in a different national context. As such, coaching or job shadowing could be successfully used and professionals working on Bologna implementation at the national or institutional level could be mobile so as to make use of the extraordinary European potential coming from the diversity of approaches in Bologna implementation.
	ESU: We believe that tools for the improvement of knowledge transfer at national and cross-national level are important to guarantee that practitioners communicate and exchange ideas in a more efficient fashion. They also help form experts in the long term, which is again very helpful for the health of the process as a whole.


	4. Internships
Internships, i.e. supervised practical experience at a work place, for instance at a government office, a rectors’ conference or a university, could also be used for furthering the implementation of the Bologna Process. The interns would preferably cross borders to expand their experience. It is to be expected that students that would be interested in such activities would be involved one way or another in the Bologna Process implementation activities, either through their field of study or through their role in the Bologna Process implementation structures within the university.

	ESU: We believe that tools for the improvement of knowledge transfer at national and cross-national level are important to guarantee that practitioners communicate and exchange ideas in a more efficient fashion. They also help form experts in the long term, which is again very helpful for the health of the process as a whole.


	5. Creating a feedback possibility from the side of academics researching the topic of Bologna implementation

The new Bologna website could provide a platform for the BFUG to receive feedback regarding the Bologna implementation progress. A large number of academics focus their research on Bologna implementation. Their work is useful as a source of inspiration. With the proper dissemination of such a tool among the research community and policy advisors, a useful flow of Bologna implementation analysis information could be directed towards those who need to steer the implementation process further.

In order to allow for a meaningful flow of research information, a selection mechanism of relevant and reliable research papers would be needed. The BFUG might consider useful nominating a selection panel, of 5 experts, that could select the papers sent to the BFUG via the platform provided by the EHEA website.
	Italy: we are very keen on feedback from academics, since we believe that having access to statistics and to scientific information on the EHEA – and not only hearsay or national press – will improve the information flow.
Slovenia: In favour. Maybe this could be a design or scheme for “Bologna Observatory”.

Slovenia: The idea of publishing research results, papers etc is very good. However, we are not sure whether selection mechanisms are appropriate in this sense. First of all if those are the results of researchers and other staff or students from recognized EHEA institutions, it is hard to decline them while we are trying to operate in the “open bologna spirit”. Second of all, if the idea is to spread as many information as possible, then selection is again not appropriate. This should not turn into scientific journal, but into information sharing and we need to respect all the tools we developed within the Bologna Process. If we are confident that we managed to implement the “Bologna” action lines, then there should be no problem in accepting work from our HEIs and other organizations.

	6. Setting up national Bologna Follow-Up Groups (BFUGs) in every EHEA country

A good practice at the national level has proven to be the set-up of national BFUGs, in which students, academic staff, institutions, employers and QA agencies together with researchers and government representatives are monitoring the Bologna implementation and advising on future policy directions. Such partnerships proved to be beneficial and thus consideration should be given to recommending that similar arrangements are made across the 47 Bologna countries, especially in view of the need for in-depth implementation and broader debate on the Bologna action lines implementation. 
	Spain: We don´t see the need of setting up national Bologna Follow-Up Groups (BFUGs) in every EHEA country
ESU: This is of particular concern to us, as recent signals from our member unions point out that there has been an increased tendency to bypass the consultation of students and to reduce the extent to which stakeholders are consulted with regards to national policies on Bologna. As such, we believe that a renewed push for the formation of functional national BFUGs that include student representatives is vital.

We believe that this measure is very basic yet at the same time very needed and stress the importance of having an inclusive work on Bologna at national level.



	7. National Bologna Experts and the BFUG members

The European Commission supports a network of National Bologna Experts, whose purpose is to disseminate information about the Bologna Process at national and institutional level and to increase the capacity of policy makers and academic communities in implementing the Bologna reforms. In some countries the Bologna Experts are not benefiting on a continuous basis from the input and expertise of the BFUG representatives and the national BFUG. In order to have a coherent approach on the in-depth implementation of the agreed Bologna principles and action lines, the following actions might be considered:

· Linking the national BFUG representatives or the national BFUG itself (if existent) with the national Bologna Experts in order to aid the in-depth implementation of the agreed Bologna principles and action lines;

· The European Commission could be asked to include the BFUG in their information provision to the Bologna Experts;

· Presence of BFUG members to the various meetings/ trainings of the Bologna Experts at European level;

· Joint Bologna Experts/ BFUG members’ national seminars on specific areas of Bologna implementation.

· More active use of the Bologna Experts’ web pages (http://www.bolognaexperts.net/) by BFUG members.
	ESU: Revamping the functionality of the Bologna experts

	8. Thematic sessions during BFUG meetings

Looking at the positive feedback received following the Sarajevo BFUG meeting (2008), the BFUG members could consider useful organizing time slots during BFUG meetings for thematic debates on specific topics in plenary or in parallel discussion groups. Depending on the nature of such thematic debates, the results could feed into the next ministerial communiqué, the work of BFUG working groups and networks, or the national Bologna implementation work.
	Italy: We are very keen on [thematic sessions] to privilege more content discussion during BFUG meeting, especially when new issues or topics arise, as was partially done for the issue of “classification tools and rankings”.

Slovenia: Thematic sessions during or along the BFUG meetings
Very good proposal. If we don’t start practicing this it is possible that the debate at the BFUG will slowly shade out.



	9. Bologna Process website – tool for peer learning
As a tool linked to peer learning, the Bologna Process website could provide updates on good practices regarding all Bologna thematic areas, coming from the BFUG members. The BFUG WG chairs could aid in this sense, by including peer learning activities within the WG activities and collect information about good practice from the members of the WG. 

Furthermore, good practice from outside of the EHEA regarding Bologna thematic areas should continue to be sought, by capturing such information from, for example, international seminars in which BFUG members are participating. For the website pages to remain attractive there is a need for continuous updating and perhaps a wiki style platform would be appropriate, with access codes for the BFUG members.


	Slovenia: We would need a part of the webpage to be designed for partners outside EHEA with targeted info for them.


	BFUG additional working methods

	1. Which working methods are already used in your country?


	Bulgaria: Ministerial conferences to monitor progress and agree on priorities for the next period; Reports taking stock of the Bologna implementation progress; Seminars on Bologna Process topics, aimed at policy development, or dissemination and exchange of experience, whose results fed into the work of the BFUG; National Bologna Experts and the BFUG members; Bologna Process website as a tool for peer learning.

Denmark: In a Danish and Nordic context, peer-leaning activities have already been introduced. During the Danish Presidency for the Nordic Council of Ministers in 2010, peer learning activities and thematic sessions during meetings of the advisory group for Nordic cooperation on higher education have been planned with the clear purpose of revitalising the mutual information and learning process and to further policy developments. At the BFUG meeting in Alden-Biesen, Denmark suggested that a PLA be arranged to advance the synergies between the European Higher Education Area and the European Research Area. And in February 2010, a PLA on the reform of institutional structures in research and higher education took place. The PLA was used to highlight a number of challenges in higher education and the research environment and it was considered a useful method for knowledge exchange and international cooperation. 

We would however like to point out that a PLA within the framework of the European Commission might be too strict a working concept for the BFUG as it operates in a very limited format with approximately ten participating countries. Nevertheless, the overall purpose of a PLA as a voluntary, methodological tool for learning processes and policy making, exchange of experience and the creation of networks can be transferred to the BFUG.  

In relation to the other working methods that are outlined in the document, Denmark has set up a national Bologna Follow-Up Group (more than 10 years ago) and it meets approximately twice a year with the purpose of advising and coordinating future policy directions and as a mutual information mechanism for the members of the group that are both students, researchers, academic staff, institutions and government representatives. In addition, there are several appointed national Bologna Experts in Denmark that are at the disposal of higher education institutions with information and guidance, knowledge and insight into the elements of the Bologna Process. 

Italy: One the other working methods mentioned, we make use already of national seminars and conferences, organized usually in cooperation with the Bologna Experts Team and/or the ENIC/NARIC centre, and of a web site in Italian (www.processodibologna.it) 

Malta: We are glad to say that most of the proposed additional working methods are actually already being implemented in Malta. These include:

1. Peer learning:
A series of seminars and working groups are organised on a regular basis. They tackle a variety of HE related topics in order to disseminate and share information between professionals, particularly those representing or coming from Higher Education Institutions.  For more information please visit: Lifelong Learning Programme as well as NCHE - Section - International Affairs - The Bologna Process.

 
2. Creating a feedback possibility from the side of academics researching the topic of Bologna implementation:
A study regarding the impact of the Bologna Process on Malta and on the national implementation of the Bologna objectives is being carried out at present. The study shall be formalized through a report which shall then be published and also disseminated through the new Bologna website European Higher Education Area website 2010-2020| EHEA as well as through the Maltese National Agency Website (quoted in point 2)

 

3. Setting up national Bologna Follow-Up Groups (BFUGs) in every EHEA country:
The National BFUG comprises participants from all stakeholders involved in Higher Education to guarantee an all-round feedback on the subject matter.

  

4. National Bologna Experts and the BFUG members:
National Bologna experts and BFUG members co-operate and participate actively in Bologna Seminars and Conferences organized both in Malta and at European level. 

 
5. Thematic sessions during BFUG meetings:
All Bologna seminars organized include discussions and panel sessions or working groups. A post-conference report shall be issued for every seminar held, including feedback gathered through the above mentioned exercises. Feedback forms are also handed out to the audience present. This can serve as a stocktaking exercise for selecting topics to be discussed at BFUG meetings. 

 

6. Bologna Process website – tool for peer learning: 
The Bologna seminars to be held in Malta in 2011 will be listed on the Bologna Process website calendar. Details regarding the topics, speakers and outcomes of the seminar shall also feature on the website in order to keep everyone in the loop of what is happening in our country. Relevant information will also be available on the NCHE website: NCHE, the Malta Qualifications Website (MQC): Malta Qualification Council - Home and on the European Union Programmes Agency website: Lifelong Learning Programme. 

Norway: In Norway we have established a national Bologna Group comprised of the relevant stakeholders. The group meets approximately four times a year discussing important developments and documents in the Bologna Process and is also important in order for the various stakeholders to exchange information on the Bologna Process.

In addition, Norway has set up a team of Bologna Experts, supported by the European Commission. The group is organized by our national agency SIU (the Norwegian Centre for International Cooperation in Higher Education), but Ms Toril Johansson or I are usually present as well. The meetings of the National Bologna Group and the meetings of the Bologna Experts are usually organized in conjunction so that the Bologna Experts may also participate in the National Bologna Group. This has proved fruitful. Some Norwegian HEIs are involved in e.g peer learning, coaching, internship etc as well, but unfortunately we have no such information available.

Slovenia: We already use:
method 6 and 7 together; method 5; and sometimes 1 and 2.[see the methods above] 

Sweden: The implementation process of the Bologna process in Sweden is determined by the prevailing Swedish political process. That is, the Government proposals concerning a new degree system were expressed in a Bill, which was presented to the Parliament. The Ministry, in consultation with representatives for the HEIs-sector, revised all qualification descriptors in order to adapt them to the Bologna process. Our HEIs are largely autonomous, and, after the political decision-making, it has been the responsibility of the HEIs to implement the degree ordinance in accordance with the Bologna process.

From our National reports, you may find the representatives of 'the National group of the Bologna process'. This group is an informal group with representatives from the HEI-sector. For example, the Ministry and the National group have a mutual and trusting exchange of information concerning the Bologna process.

UK/Scotland: More specifically, the methods we make most use of in Scotland are also ones we think work well and we would recommend to others, namely Study visits, National Bologna groups and close working with Bologna Experts.



	2. From the proposed working method options, which ones would be of interest in your national/ organisational context?
	Bulgaria: Peer learning; Study visits; Creating a feedback possibility from the side of academics researching the topic of Bologna implementation, etc.

Denmark: With the support of the Nordic Council of Ministers, Denmark has expressed its willingness to fund and host a peer learning activity/seminar in June 2011, open to all BFUG members, with the intent to spur discussion and peer learning on how to foster stronger higher education that cater to the skill and competence needs of an innovation based knowledge economy.

Malta: The working methods which are prone to receiving financial support from our country are:
1. Peer Learning
2. setting up national bologna Follow-Up Groups (BFUGs) in every EHEA country
3. Bologna Process website-tool for peer learning
Norway: This is a difficult topic, and we are not certain what is meant here. Is the idea that the Bologna countries should contribute financially towards supporting the suggested methods with a lump sum, or to finance projects between our own country and one/two or more countries? We believe study visits are important instruments for peer learning and the sharing of good practice, but we are not entirely sure about the nature of the expected financial contribution. The HEIs in Norway are financed through block grants and consequently the Norwegian HEIS are normally expected to finance their participation in various projects.
Spain: We think that the BFUG could propose some seminars if needed
Slovenia: If specific method would be used by our country we could finance it accordingly.

Sweden: From our point of view, the Bologna process has to be seen as a bottom up process and the implementation of the Bologna process is something that now happens at the national level. In the case of Sweden, as mentioned above, the HEIs are highly autonomous, and the Ministry can not, and should not, interfere in which tools and working methods they are using to implement the Bologna process. Further, there is no budget to cover the costs of these working methods at European level. Consequently, we don't consider it suitably to establish specific working methods.

	3. Which of the working methods would be more likely to receive financial support from your country?
	Bulgaria: Above mentioned working methods are suitable to receive financial support. Still it depends on the current situation.
Denmark: With the support of the Nordic Council of Ministers, Denmark has expressed its willingness to fund and host a peer learning activity/seminar in June 2011, open to all BFUG members, with the intent to spur discussion and peer learning on how to foster stronger higher education that cater to the skill and competence needs of an innovation based knowledge economy.

Italy: Unfortunately, given the absence of new resources, we have to make the best use of what can be done with the existing ones, meaning BFUG and WGs meetings, Bologna Experts Team, electronic tools, work at the national level. Nevertheless, we are willing to see if these opportunities might be of any interest for HEIs and if targeted funding could be find, taking into account the present financial situation.
Malta: The working methods which are prone to receiving financial support from our country are:

1. Peer Learning

2. setting up national bologna Follow-Up Groups (BFUGs) in every EHEA country

3. Bologna Process website-tool for peer learning

Norway: This is a difficult topic, and we are not certain what is meant here. Is the idea that the Bologna countries should contribute financially towards supporting the suggested methods with a lump sum, or to finance projects between our own country and one/two or more countries? We believe study visits are important instruments for peer learning and the sharing of good practice, but we are not entirely sure about the nature of the expected financial contribution. The HEIs in Norway are financed through block grants and consequently the Norwegian HEIS are normally expected to finance their participation in various projects.

Spain: We cannot give any financial support and we do not think the BFUG should take care of it due to the limited resources (almost none) it has

Sweeden: In this specific case, we, as mentioned above, don't consider it appropriate to establish certain working methods.

However, we regard the new web site as a very useful tool to gather and provide information. For instance, a web portal with links to reports (academic and research reports, student organisation reports, reports from research institutes, reports from HEIs concerning their experiences, Government reports etc.) on the implementation of the Bologna process, could be very useful for countries and HEIs working with the implementation process. It's very important that this portal would be easily accessible and open for everybody.
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