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Participants 

	Chair: Germany
	Peter GREISLER

	Bologna Secretariat
	Magalie Soenen

	Belgium/French Community
	Kevin Guillaume

	Croatia
	Ksenija Rukavina

	Cyprus
	Mr M. Kassinopoulos

	Finland
	Maija Innola

	France
	Mrs. Helene Lagier

	Hungary
	Katalin Kurucz

	Ireland
	Gerry O'Sullivan, Head of European Programmes in the Higher Education Authority

	Italy
	Giovanna Filippini

	the Netherlands
	Lennart Nooij 

	Spain
	Rafael Bonete Perales

	UK/Scotland
	Peter Baldwinson

	EI
	Ms. Karin AMOSSA

	ESU
	Ms. Ligia Deca

	EUA
	Michael Horig

	Eurostat
	Fernando Reis

	EC
	Richard Deiss

	Eurostudent
	Dominic Orr

	DAAD
	Siegbert Wuttig

	BMBF
	Andrea Herdegen

	German representative Council of Europe
	Frank Petrikowski


9:00 - 9:15

Welcome and introduction

The chairman, Peter Greisler, opens the first meeting of the working group and welcomes the participants. Apologies had been received from Georgia, Republic of Macedonia and BusinessEurope. All participants introduce themselves. 
The chairman thanks the people of the data providers for the prepared document. The goal of the meeting is to prepare a result for the working group in Luxembourg the following week, and afterwards for the BFUG. 

9:15 – 12:15

20% target and data issues   
(Input: Paper on data issues from data collectors)
The chairman gives the floor to Fernando Reis, who gives a presentation on the background document of the data providers. Two items are important to keep in mind:
1. We should start from the proposal (=benchmark indicator). What is the purpose? If we create indicators, we have to know what policy makers want information on. Feasibility is important. Why do we want this 20%?

2. Targets should be coordinated. We do not want to multiply the collection of data. 
After the presentation, the diffferent items are discussed by the members of the working group.

8.1.1.
Types of short-term mobility

Concerning the scope of short-term mobility, only credit mobility is proposed to be included in the benchmark indicator. Other short-term mobility needs to be collected from a different type of statistical collection tool, namely a survey on individuals. The alignment of data from such a survey with data from educational institutions is problematic. For this reason other short-term mobility is proposed to be excluded from the benchmark indicator.

Discussion leads to the following questions and reflections:

· We can only measure the graduates in a certain year, e.g. 2020.
· Which scope do we want to count? Do we want to count a longer term mobility with intercultural experience.

· Do we count credits or time period? Do we set a minimum of number of credits? Do we count already if a student wants to go abroad for 1 credit 
· Other kind of mobility: try to collect the information of these individual students but not counted for the benchmark. 

· Institutions have different understanding on how to collect data, but ministries have to convince them to produce good data
· Do we measure the reality or do we measure only what we can measure? 3 credits language course is counted, but 6 weeks language course is not counted if no credits are allocated

Conclusion: on the calculation of the benchmark we agree on taking into account credit mobility starting from one credit. But we would also like to have data on how many students have more than 15, 30 credits. 
8.1.2.
Combining long-term and short-term outbound mobility at graduates level

The big challenge in designing an indicator with these characteristics is the combination of diploma and credit mobility. In order to do so, the framework illustrated in the table below.

Considering the population of graduates in a certain year, the framework has as reference a certain country x. This population is divided in sub-populations. It distinguishes the graduates that have country x as origin (sub-populations a, c and e) from other graduates (sub-populations b, d and f). It then distinguishes those graduating in country x (sub-populations a, b, c and d) from those graduating somewhere else (e and f). These are the relevant dimensions when considering diploma mobility.

In order to combine it with credit mobility, the framework splits those graduating in country x between the ones that have been abroad in an exchange programme that counts as credit in the home institution (c and d) and the ones that haven't done so (a and b).

	
	
	
	Origin

	
	
	
	Country x
	Another country

	Destination

for graduation
	country x
	Did not go to another country for credit
	a
	b

	
	
	went to another country for credit
	c
	d

	
	Another country
	e
	f


Outbound diploma mobility for country x is composed of the graduates in the sub-population e (have country x as origin and have graduated in another country). Outbound credit mobility for country x are those in sub-population c (have country x as origin and graduated in country x, but have been abroad to earn credit). Graduates in sub-population d are already counted as outbound mobile in their country of origin (different from x). Therefore, they should not be counted twice as outgoing student in an indicator that combines diploma mobility with credit mobility.

The outbound mobile graduates of country x (c and e) should be put in relative terms by considering the total number of graduates having country x as origin (a, c and e):
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The indicator defined this way would consist of the percentage of graduates having country x as origin that have graduated abroad or have graduated in country x but spent a period of study abroad.

The 20% target is defined for the EHEA as a whole. Therefore the benchmark indicator would be defined as:
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This is supposedly the indicator that is the closest to the 20% target as it was defined in the Communiqué. However, the data currently collected at international level does not allow its computation, for two reasons:

· Data on diploma mobility is collected from the country of destination. It means that in order to have information for sub-population e for each country, the number of graduates has to be collected by country of origin. Currently the number of students enrolled is collected by country of origin, but not the number of graduates.

· Number of graduates that have spent some time abroad (credit mobility) is not collected. Being collected it has to distinguish those with country x as origin from the ones that are inbound diploma mobile graduates.

The decision to adopt the benchmark indicator as defined above has to be conditional on the availability of this data at national level.

Discussion leads to the following questions and reflections:

· Big difference between diploma mobility and credit mobility

· Different motivation for mobility depending on the country (too little places in HE in own country?)
· We should not longer count short-term and long-term mobility, but only credit mobility and degree mobility. 
· You should not count credit and degree mobility together. The two are completely different. 
· How do we threat home-country students? Are they counted as mobile students?

· Can you assume the origin is not the nationality but the country where he did his previous study. 

· What is the definition of origin? Where you received your previous degree, residence, nationality, …?

· Do we include the international students in the overall student population? 
· Communiqué says ‘all students graduating in the European HEA’  So, should we leave out b, d and f from the table? 
· If international students study in Europe for a degree, and decide to go on mobility, we should count them as mobile students

· If we include d in the formula, we will count EU-students twice. 
· Origin= the country you move from to study; d=someone who took school in e.g. Ethiopia and went to Spain and then take a mobility to Germany

Conclusion: Fernando Reis should add a clear definition on origin in the document. Peter will give explanation on the discussion in Luxembourg and say that the group wishes to count all students subscribing in EHEA and graduating in the EHEA. 

8.1.3.
Regional scope

The regional scope of destination of the outbound mobility is not clearly defined in the 20% target. Supposedly it should include all destinations. However, that is not possible because there isn't data available for every possible country of destination. In fact, it is an outbound mobility indicator and the data is collected in the country of destination. It means that we are limited for the definition of the regional scope by the countries of destination for which data is available.

Nevertheless, the UOE is a worldwide data collection and data is available for the EU member-states, OECD member-states plus Brazil and Russia. Data will also be collected from the countries participating in the Bologna Process and not providing data for the UOE. Therefore, most of the main destinations of students from Europe should be available.

The proposed regional scope for the benchmark indicator is to consider all the EHEA and other OECD countries which are not part of the EHEA.

Discussion leads to the following questions and reflections:

· We collect data in the destination country concerning degree mobility. So, we will not have data from all countries. 
· Do we count students who go for degree mobility outside the EHEA? This is not meant in the communiqué. We could only count credit mobility outside EHEA. 
· Mobility experience of EU-student outside EU also enhances the EHEA.

Conclusion: 

Benchmark: we collect credit mobility and degree mobility within EHEA
But we also want to have data on degree mobility outside the EHEA. 
Fernando will add a list of countries of which we have data. 

8.1.4.
Level of education (cycle)

The statistics on graduates include all students completing any tertiary programme. These might be 1st cycle programmes, 2nd cycle programmes, 3rd cycle programmes, long programmes leading to a 2nd cycle qualification or even short programmes below 1st cycle qualification. The indicator could be computed for each of the three cycles alone or combining more than one. For example, the indicator could be computed considering any tertiary programmes leading to a qualification up to 2nd cycle.

This point is left open for discussion by the mobility working group.

Discussion leads to the following questions and reflections concerning 3rd cycle:

· In favour of measuring mobility of PhD-students, but difficult to measure. 

· No use of credits in 3rd cycle. 
· What is the quality of the data that we have? Additional indicator or integrate? 
· In Eurostudent PhD-students are not questioned, there is a new programme Eurodoc, but data is not yet available and/or reliable. 

Conclusion: for PhD we only count degree mobility, for 1st and 2nd cycle we count credit and degree mobility. 

Discussion leads to the following questions and reflections concerning short programmes:

· Be careful that you do not count these student twice because sometimes the 2-year programme is integrated in the bachelor programme 
· Depends on the national system if the short cycle is part of the HE or not
· We should count them

Conclusion: we include short (2-year) programmes if they are recognised by the government of the country, but also see the differences in data for these programmes and BA-MA-PhD.
8.1.5.
Study period of reference during which credit mobility takes place

The 20% target defined in the Communiqué refers to a study or training period abroad that should have been taken by graduates, but it does not specify when. Graduates can have had this period abroad during lower levels of education (secondary education) or during higher education studies. The study period of reference can also be during the programme the student is completing.

The most relevant study period of reference seems to be all higher education studies. However, that might not be feasible from the statistical point of view because the education institution might not be aware of periods abroad earning credit for the student in previous programmes. Therefore, the benchmark might need to take into account only credit mobility during the programme the student is completing.

Only countries with student registers can gather the data about the history of the student and know if they already went abroad in a previous programme.

Conclusion: taking into account only credit mobility during the programme the student is completing.
Additional questions on:

* Inward mobility

The original idea was to develop two separate indicators for incoming and outgoing mobility.
The communiqué talks about “graduating in EHEA”. However, if we look at the global picture, the attractiveness of the EHEA is important. The voices around the table are different concerning mixing the data for inward and outward mobility.  

Conclusion: we should try not to mix inward and outward mobility, we should not have a second benchmark for inward mobility. Inward mobility does give an important idea about the attractiveness of education in the EHEA, so we want to measure it. 
*Joint degrees

Conclusion Joint degrees: mobility within these programmes should be counted. It is a growing number and we ask the data collectors to find a way to count these data.
13:15 – 14:45

Work plan 2010-2012

General remarks

We should profit from former work, not repeat it, but use it and/or integrate it. We should include results of former working group on mobility. We ask the members of the group to make proposals. First we will collect all the problems and solutions, then write them down in working paper, subtract the most important things and propose the strategy. We have to focus on what we want to tell as central message to the ministers. The main issues should be proposed to the BFUG. We will discuss every proposal, so we have to limit the number of proposals. 

The chair and secretariat will work hard, supported by the DAAD, but proposals should come out of the group. The strategy will be broader than only related to the benchmark. 

The European Commission will provide a synthesis of the green paper (Siegbert Wuttig). We can also use experts from other groups/networks/…

We will make an overview of what we already have, obstacles/good practices/… 

The working group agrees on investigating on a survey to the BFUG members on mobility obstacles, good practice examples for increasing mobility and for encouraging a balanced flow of mobility. We still have to decide whether we want to do this together with reporting group or as a separate exercise?

DAAD will analyse what is already there and make a first draft of a questionnaire. The draft version will be sent to the members of the working group end of February. Members will have time to react and decide in the April/May and decide if it is necessary to have a questionnaire or not, and if so, with which questions. 
Relation to the stocktaking (and Eurydice) should be investigated. 
=> We will ask all BFUG members to give the information/studies that are available. 

=> We will ask the working group members for a short description of a problem and a solution concerning mobility (end of February/beginning of March). 
Some things are not in our power, so we should not discuss them. We only have to propose things that are possible to change by the ministers. All kinds of ideas are welcome. Afterwards, we will try to group the different items. Answers should be sent to Peter and Andrea. 
The Bologna Secretariat will send out both questions.
Supplementary indicators  (see 8.2 in the document). 

8.2.3 socio-economic background
Conclusion: leave the indicator in the list, but broaden it (not only socio-economic background, also gender, disabilities, migrants, …). Dominic Orr will look at this. 

Private and social returns of mobility 
Conclusion: difficult to gather data, but can be looked at by the data collectors. (Reflex study?). Dominic Orr and Siegbert Wuttig will look at this. 

8.2.4. Balance between inbound and outbound
Conclusion: How do you compare different kinds of mobilities (e.g. 1 student for 10 months, 1 student for 2 weeks)? Data collectors will think about this.

Staff mobility

Is there a correlation between student and staff mobility? Data collectors do not have any data about this. We should start to propose a definition on staff mobility. 
Conclusion: Data collectors will try to collect some data as exercise. If we only take Erasmus data, it is possible to measure staff mobility, but this is only partial data. It is worthwhile to start investigating. 

8.2.5 Regional balance

Both inbound and outbound, but also mobility inside countries should be looked at. 
Conclusion: we will discuss the detailed supplementary indicators in November. If the data collectors need some information earlier, they can contact us and we can change the procedures. Members of the working group can also send comments on the supplementary indicators already now to the data collectors. 

14:45 – 15:45

first ideas on the issue of balanced mobility




Input: draft paper on balanced mobility

We can combine the reactions on the paper together with the input of the BFUG members on the questionnaire. 

Is balance the aim? In a way, yes, but maybe not in all cases. We have to live with imbalance. We start with big imbalances. Sometimes it has nothing to do with preferences, but with obstacles for mobility in some countries. There is an imbalance between east and west, between north and south. One answer to imbalance is being more competitive. The problem is not the quality of the HE, but language problems are an important factor, as wel as communication/marketing. It is also very difficult to interfere in the motivation of students. We are not really able to influence this. Everything also depends on the programme you look at: Erasmus or free mover or worldwide mobility … Also within countries there might be also mobility: Spain, Germany, Belgium, … 
Finally, brain drain and brain circulation are also important issues to look at. 
15:45 – 16:00

any other business

1. Create a European Grant Union (more research related): do we want to discuss the topic in this group? 
2. Eurohorc idea: money follows the researcher => we leave this to other groups

3. The idea of grants for students will be handled in this working group.
Dates working group meetings: 

- 12/05/10: 9.00h-16.00h, Berlin

- 04/11/10: 9.00h-16.00h, Berlin
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