Extract from the International Openness Working Group meeting in Vienna on 18 January 2011, 11.00 – 17.00

Austrian Federal Ministry of Science and Research

5) Information on the progress of the EHEA Information & Promotion Network (IPN), including the meetings of its sub-working groups

(moved in the morning)
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Ligia Deca gave a brief presentation of the IPN status quo.

· the first sub-working group (WG1), focusing on information and promotion activities, with Germany (DAAD) as Chair held the first meeting on December 17 in Bonn, Germany, where the IPN survey and its preliminary results were presented;

· there is almost no interest for the second sub-working group (WG2), focusing on production of promotion materials and further building of EHEA website (in particular on International Openness and study in Europe sections;

· the third sub-working group (WG3), with Austria (OeAD) as Chair, organised an Expert Round Table (ERT) on January 17 in Vienna, Austria, with the next meeting to take place in February 2011, tbc;

Due to the present evolution of the IPN sub-WGs, it was proposed that their activity be reshuffled and the sub-WGs merged. Details are to be provided by Belgium/Flemish Community and Estonia further on. The aim is to clarify the IPN structure and increase participation of IPN members in the work plan activities, to clarify the relationship between the IPN and the IO WG and to schedule the drafting of the IPN report to be ready in Krakow.

Estonia introduced the results of the DAAD meeting, while also underlining the process of identity seeking that the IPN Network has been going through since its inception. The IPN members nominated come from diverse backgrounds, so the EHEA marketing and promotion approach is challenging.

From the DAAD analysis of the IPN survey, which had a good response rate, it is clear that countries are pursuing marketing strategies, but they are mostly pursued by HEIs.

Estonia also noted that Luise Simpson, the marketing expert invited in the OeAD Expert Roundtable (ERT) asked some interesting questions, which need to be answered by decision makers: who do we want to communicate to? and what do we want to communicate?, with a further emphasis on why do we want to communicate?. The input from the International Openness Working Group members could benefit the IPN future work.

Estonia further mentioned that from the EHEA in a Global Setting strategy, adopted by Ministers in the London Ministerial Conference (2007), it seems obvious that we want to communicate outside of the EHEA and mainly to students, staff and researchers (“Europe must also make concerted efforts to increase its international attractiveness to students, teachers and researchers across the world”). She underlined that the 11 March IPN meeting will be crucial to determine what concrete results the IPN can deliver for the Krakow BFUG meeting. Experts with background in marketing and promotion should take part in that meeting.

Belgium/Flemish Community introduced the results of the OeAD ERT, mentioning that texts will be produced based on the analysis of the IPN survey by DAAD and by Louise Simpson to be debated in the 11 March IPN meeting. A new text will then be prepared for the International Openness Working Group meeting on 19 May 2011, in Brussels.

Estonia said that the IPN Steering Committee should receive guidance from the International Openness Working Group members regarding its role in the organisation the roundtable on EHEA promotion and about the focus the IPN network needs to take.

The Chair mentioned there are two separate points of discussion arising. First of all, the role of IPN, which was supposed to define its own work plan based on its adopted Terms of Reference. Secondly, the overlapping tasks of the IO WG and the IPN. Austria, which was the IO WG Chair when the IPN set up was advanced as an idea, was invited to provide more in-depth input on the first matter. 

Austria mentioned that the roundtable was envisaged from the time of the Norwegian Presidency, as a tool for the main actors to come together and decide on the main information and promotion activities to be pursued at the EHEA level. The IPN was expected to be further advanced in its activity than it is at present. At the time, ACA was considered as the most experienced organisation to take the lead for organising the roundtable, together with the European Commission (having the Erasmus Mundus experience) and the IO WG. These parties would try to identify the main activities to design a joint roadmap for the next two years. The roadmap should also include the activities already there from the side of EUA, ESU, ENQA and other consultative members.

Austria further emphasised that the IPN should be an expert network on marketing activities, so that it can bring forward professional ideas for the EHEA promotion. The current situation is not exactly that, but a shift towards people with more experience in the field of marketing and promotion is expected.

The results of the DAAD survey support the hypothesis that hardly any country is engaged in EHEA promotion, a lot is only information provision if considered useful for national promotion. Therefore, a mid-term promotion strategy should be designed, as a complement to the national and HEIs promotion strategies. Since each country has specific targets, it is difficult to have one single campaign for 47 countries and their HEIs, but we should have something realistic and achievable. 

The European Commission (EC) stated that the idea of a joint roadmap is very good, in order to avoid overlapping with the ongoing promotion efforts. The EU already makes a lot of efforts with the Erasmus Mundus activities, which have many defining elements, but maybe require a better promotion.

Moreover, the EC has supported the Bologna Experts network and the HE experts networks for some years. It was recently discussed by the Erasmus Mundus Committee for the network to be extended further, towards a global network of Bologna experts, covering all global EHEA partners. For this purpose, there is already an EC budget approved. This idea could go very well with the ideas of the network. The mandate of the promoters will still have to be decided.

Austria asked clarifications regarding the mandate of the Bologna promoters and whether they will address all BPF countries. Also, there is the delicate issue of experts selection, as they usually have to be nominated by the national authorities.  

The EC agreed the mandate of the Bologna experts is still an issue to be addressed, as they will most likely be nominated by governments.

Estonia said that one of the points raised at the IPN Expert Round Table (ERT) was the identification of the target group. The Bologna Process also needs to be communicated better internally. The IPN members tended to agree that the target group of EHEA is outside, if the aim to attract highly skilled future workers. The IPN could benefit from the advice of the IO WG members in regard to the future approach of EHEA promotion, so such a target group is attracted to Europe.

International Association of Universities (IAU) stated that the focus of the ERT was the promotion of the EHEA, beyond the EHEA borders. However, it is not very easy to design a single message for the needs of 47 countries. It is also necessary, but difficult, to tell the Bologna story as to do justice to what was achieved, but not going beyond. The Bologna experts should know what Bologna is, going beyond the Bologna Experts group might increase the risk of Bologna myths being passed on. The role of the IPN is to tell the Bologna story in a correct and concise manner, easily understandable for the general public. There is the need to identify some characteristics of the Bologna experience that would make it unique and help better to promote its achievements. It would be useful if these key messages are identified, but that point has not yet been reached.

Slovenia agreed with the opinion expressed by IAU. Also, Slovenia was already sceptical about the multi-faceted mission of the IPN from the beginning. The Bologna promoters should focus on raising awareness within Bologna, there is no need to invest in a new structure. For the international target group, no appropriate information was provided yet and there is a lack of information materials, also on the EHEA official website. The goal is to achieve these and thus the IPN work would be considered satisfactory. Moreover, according to Slovenia, there are no leaflets explaining notions like quality assurance or mobility in the EHEA. Also, there is not enough information on the national situations, but maybe the Reporting national data could be pulled out of the questionnaires and short descriptions about the national systems could be drafted and published in leaflets. Slovenia concluded that the IPN should be used only to promote EHEA, not individual countries, by means of informing, raising awareness. The future next step is marketing, “selling” Bologna to the international community, but an information basis needs to be built before we can move forward. 

Germany agreed with IAU and Slovenia, emphasizing the need to provide better information about EHEA to the international environment. For example, in the IPN meeting was noted that the EHEA cannot have a ”corporate identity”, so a student will not search for the EHEA Website. Therefore, the national dimension should be taken into consideration. The IPN should promote the European dimension and maybe not invent something new, but try to cooperate with say the “study in Europe” initiative, because if someone wants to come to the EHEA, they will first look at the “study in Europe” website, not the EHEA website, which is aimed for policy experts. The joint roadmap for EHEA promotion can maybe take the course of action in this particular direction. The appropriate instruments must be used in order to provide correct information on the Bologna Process and on each national system. Thus, the idea of Bologna can be made more visible.

Estonia agreed there is a lack of information regarding the Bologna Process, but also noted that no IPN member volunteered to elaborate information and promotion materials. The independent expert underlined that the existing materials are too cryptic and if the Bologna story is to be presented as to convey the message, communication professionals should be hired. 

Austria wanted to have a look at the independent expert presentation delivered in the IPN meeting, so it was displayed for viewing.

Norway pointed out there are various EHEA presentations used at the national level, while the Bologna story is presented on the official website, so there is no need to start all over again in this endeavour.

Estonia agreed there is information available, but wondered it it can be properly understood.

The European Universities Association (EUA) came up with a practical suggestion. Since numerous BFUG members have already developed specific materials on EHEA, these can be collected voluntarily and used for a general common presentation. EUA offered to provide a collection of existing EUA presentations. Moreover, it was suggested not to promote a common story, but multiple experiences, describing the Bologna experience from each country’s point of view.  

ESU noted that the IPN should first decide on the target groups. The political process is already explained on the EHEA Website, but for the specific information addressing the students’ needs, there are some gaps to be filled in. Whether the students come from inside or outside EHEA, they are all interested in the same type of information: ECTS, Bologna cycles, recognition etc. Starting to promote the EHEA without the proper information available could be risky.

EURASHE pointed out there is no “one fit for all” promotion strategy. EURASHE has launched an Erasmus-like initiative with the Caribbean region and a survey on the perception of European studies and cooperation will be conducted. The region was selected for the booming profession higher education. In this endeavour, the EHEA will also be promoted, and among the final project results there will be a white paper on a strategy to improve EU-Caribbean cooperation in European higher education. The E4 has just accepted to be on the advisory board of this project.

Slovenia mentioned that it expected the international organizations to do their part on the information material, due to the large experience in the area. The materials should be elaborated differently for the students and for the teachers, as they are interested in very practical things, rather than policy developments. The materials should not be too specific, but provide the basic information on EHEA, capturing the general message, possibly in a leaflet. For example, the normal person does not want to read the ESG, they want to read a description of the quality assurance system of the EHEA. In regard to the IPN composition, if the network members have not been well selected, the BFUG can be asked to re-nominate more specialised representatives. 

The IAU asked which option the BFUG members would prefer, when presented with two alternatives. At an international higher education fair, would they prefer to see EHEA stand better than several national ones, or would they want a leaflet explaining the EHEA on the national stand? The BFUG should answer these questions before further decisions will be made.

Slovenia said the member countries should want the EHEA stand themselves, as it is the same with the European Union presence at the fairs. This was turned into reality regardless of the initial resistance.

Estonia came back to the most crucial question, what is expected of the IPN to accomplish, stating that unless the purpose is extremely clear, it is very difficult to get the members interested. The IPN can focus on collecting information, but it should be decided what the BFUG wants to be the main aim.

The Academic Cooperation Association (ACA) asked who has the mandate to decide on this point, which is the relationship between the IO WG, the IPN and the Bologna Follow-up Group (BFUG) and who will provide feedback for the round table at the end of the year.

Slovenia replied that this issue is more or less clear: the IPN proposes something to the IO WG, which in return proposes to the BFUG, which then makes the final decision. The main issue is whether the IPN Terms of Reference (ToR) should be revised.

Estonia argued that the issue is not the structure or the style of the work, but the crucial questions are why do it and what to promote. These aspects have to be agreed upon first with the IO WG and then with the BFUG.

Norway, while looking at the IPN ToR, stated promotional information should be about the process and what each country has achieved so far. One cannot provide very specific information and say it is valid for all EHEA member countries. 

Belgium/Flemish Community reminded that nobody volunteered on the sub-WG 2.

The Chair concluded that the IPN needs guidance and asked whether the roundtable is decided in terms of responsibility and focus. 

Austria underlined there is a difference between information and promotion. Since no clear target was yet decided upon, the information activity is needed first and it should be independent from the promotion activity. The information is present on the EHEA website, but it requires knowledge on what to look for, so maybe the IPN could be mandated to look into this matter. Moreover, a message should be sent to the BFUG, so that each country reconsiders the person nominated for the IPN, based on required expertise. The other working groups and networks can support the IPN, by providing specific materials. In order to post information on the official EHEA Website, the Bologna Secretariat should benefit from everybody’s assistance in collecting promotion materials. The most frequently asked questions should be identified, then the missing information should be filled in. This can be achieved by receiving feedback at various higher education fairs. The promotion agencies and EUA/ ESU can help as well. Last, but not least, one page with information about the Bologna promoters would be useful for both the BFUG and the IO WG next meetings. 
The Bologna Secretariat mentioned there is already a specific page on the website with some presentations on EHEA delivered by the BS members at different events. On the website itself, the BFUG wanted to address it to policy makers, but in order to address the students, can the www.ehea.info also be used or is it necessary for the BFUG to decide otherwise? If the IO WG and BFUG views seem to differ, there should be a further discussion at the next BFUG meeting.

Estonia asked once more whether the target group of IPN, which works under the IO WG, is outside Europe. As the affirmative answer came, it was considered a major step ahead.

The Chair stated that if the information is not clear inside the EHEA, then the EHEA cannot be excluded from the target group. Also, the Chair asked if the IO WG should advise the IPN to focus on the information aspect first. Since there will be different targeted groups/audiences, the information addressed to students can represent the starting point.

Estonia said that the IPN should propose what to focus on: “study in Europe” or general information about the EHEA, which could also target the EHEA public. By the next IPN meeting, the BFUG should nominate adequate IPN representatives in order to finalise the IPN work plan. The Bologna Secretariat will issue a call in this regard to the BFUG members.

Austria proposed a one day meeting with ACA, EC, the IPN Steering Committee, the IO WG Chair and the Bologna Secretariat to see what possibilities exist for furthering the IPN plan. Maybe at the next IPN meeting this can be organised instead of a more extended roundtable.

The ToR of the IPN and IO WG remain unchanged.
a presentation of the IPN status quo was given


the IPN structure requires clarification and IPN members, which come from different backgrounds, should maybe be re-nominated and increase  their participation in the work plan activities;


the results of the DAAD survey support the hypothesis that hardly any country is engaged in EHEA promotion, a lot is only information provision if considered useful for national promotion; 


a mid-term promotion strategy should be designed, as a complement to the national and HEIs promotion strategies, although it is difficult to have one single campaign for 47 countries and their HEIs; 


it was agreed upon that the target group of IPN, which works under the IO WG, is outside Europe;


the lack of comprehensive  information materials was pointed out and all EHEA countries and consultative members should be asked to help on this matter;


there should also be more information on the EHEA official Website, with a new section, of “Attended events” to be filled in by EHEA members;


the IPN and IO WG ToR remained unchanged. 








