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5th Meeting of the BFUG Reporting Working Group
Riga, University of Latvia, 
1st of July 2011, 09.00-15.30 hrs 

Draft minutes
Participants
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	Věra Štastná
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	Kaisu-Maria Piiroinen
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	Peter Greisler
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	Birger Hendriks

	Latvia (Co-Chair)
	Andrejs Rauhvargers

	Luxembourg (Co-Chair)
	Germain Dondelinger 

	Luxembourg
	Claude Schaber

	Norway
	Tone Flood Strøm

	Switzerland
	Martin Teichgräber

	Turkey
	Armağan Erdoğan


	Turkey
	Prof. Metin Toprak 

	UK/Scotland
	Alex Young

	ESU
	Allan Päll

	EUA
	Ralf Drachenberg

	EURASHE
	Stefan Delplace

	European Commission
	Alvaro Bordallo

	EUROSTAT
	Fernando Reis

	EUROSTUDENT
	Dominic Orr

	EURYDICE
	David Crosier

	EURYDICE
	Viera Kerpanova

	BFUG Secretariat
	Ligia Deca

	BFUG Secretariat
	Mario Ruse


Apologies have been received from: Belgium/Flemish Community, France, the Netherlands, Spain, Education International, ENQA.

Welcome and opening 

The host and Co-Chair (Andrejs Rauhvargers, Latvia) opened the meeting, welcomed the participants and made a few practical announcements.

1. Adoption of the agenda 

Document: 

Draft agenda 
The draft agenda was unanimously adopted without changes.
2. Minutes of the meeting on 16th of November 2010 

Document: 

Draft minutes of meeting on 16th of November 2010

The minutes were adopted without comments.
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As a preamble to the following points, at the request of the Latvian Co-Chair, Mario Ruse (BFUG Secretariat) briefed the participants on the centralized situation of the 2011 reporting exercise up to the meeting’s date.  
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On this occasion, Ligia Deca (BFUG Secretariat) announced that the last BFUG Co-Chairs Handover meeting in Warsaw had asked for:

· sending individualized reminders for countries who have not sent some or all of the seven online questionnaires, as there were spam filters that blocked the automatic confirmations and there might be countries that think they had submitted the questionnaire. The reminders should also urge a fast response in order to have a comprehensive overview for the Ministers in 2012;

· discussing within the Reporting Group in Riga on the possibility of exporting the information sent by countries during the reporting exercise in a word/ pdf format for facilitating translations and administrative approvals.

For the first request it was decided that the BFUG Secretariat would individually email each country that had not sent some/ all online questionnaires during the first part of July 2011. It was appreciated that the questionnaires received beyond of 1st of September 2011 risk to not be included in the analytical part. A general reminder phrase would be drafted with the support of Germain Dondelinger (the Luxembourg Co-Chair) to be included in these individual reminders.

Concerning the second request, it was agreed to host the national reports on the EHEA website, while the technical details on how to aggregate the data in the seven online questionnaires filled in by each country would be discussed between the BFUG Secretariat and the data collectors, as the format of the online national reports was not the remit of the Reporting WG.

3. Structure of the implementation report 
Document:

Draft chapter structures for the implementation report

A general debate opened this point. 

As concerns were expressed by Martin Teichgräber (the Swiss representative) on the too large volume of the future report, David Crosier (EURYDICE) mentioned that - without having at this stage elements to approximate how many pages should have the report – their approach would be to keep the report as succinct as possible, while making other information which is deemed relevant publicly available in another way. 
The Chairs underlined that the report should include an executive summary as it is very likely that it would be the main document read by policy makers. Its content is to be carefully analyzed as it would probably influence the Bucharest Ministerial Communiqué.
Chapter 1 (Characteristics of higher education in the EHEA)
In the context of a suggestion from Alex Young (UK/ Scotland) on developing a new indicator that related the number of students per capita of the overall population with the GDP, the Chairs asked participants to try to not reopen discussion on already discussed indicators as it had been agreed to not turn into a huge report.

Switzerland introduced in discussion the necessity of having more clarifications for readers (“how to read this report?”, what data is available and what is covered etc), given mainly the very frequent specialized information concerning the developed indicators. During the related discussion it was agreed to provide the report with a glossary and, whenever necessary, explanatory boxes.

Then, at the German representatives suggestion (Birger Hendriks and Peter Greisler), it was agreed as a general recommendation to try to preserve, when possible, the same definitions and reference points (e.g. the age brackets used for student population) in relation with different indicators. 

Germain Dondelinger (the Luxembourg Co-Chair) appreciated that the executive summary of the report would be the right place to underline the relevance of various reference points and how they linked to each other because there might be a need to use different measurements units for different chapters. 
The Latvian Co-Chair proposed to postpone this discussion on cross-referencing various chapters for the moment the Group would have a more advanced draft.

Chapter 2 (Degrees and Qualifications)
At Allan Päll’s (ESU) request the last indicator at point 2.1.1 has been reformulated as following: “Share of students intending to continue their first cycle studies (BA) in a second cycle (MA) (source: EUROSTUDENT).”

Chapter 3 (Quality Assurance)
At UK/ Scotland’s request the first indicator at point 3.2.1 has been reformulated as following: “Guidelines and formal requirements for internal QA; involvement of stakeholders.” 

Chapter 4 (Social Dimension): it was agreed to discuss this chapter under point 4 in the agenda.
Chapter 5 (Outcomes and Employability)
As a response to some participants’ suggestions for revising the order of some sub-chapters or to mix them with other sub-chapters, the Luxembourg Co-Chair pointed out that policy makers usually look at the figures, not at the text and that the data collectors/ the Reporting WG should make sure that on the chapter it would only focus on the issue at hand and not re-take the discussions from the other linked chapters.
At ESU’s request concerning the possibility of differentiating the data by gender (for the unemployment rate of tertiary education graduates as in the second and third proposed indicators at point 5.4), EUROSTAT answered that, in general, due to the small existing samples, this possibility does not exist for all countries, but particularly for long term unemployment this was possible. 

Starting from Tone Flood Strøm’s (Norway) observation, it was agreed on the need of a special remark concerning the different typical age for graduation specific for Nordic countries and, in this respect, to compute the present indicator, where possible, with different age brackets.

At Stefan Delplace’s (EURASHE) proposal, it was also agreed to introduce an explanatory note saying that employability and employment are two different things and that employment depends a lot on the economic situation.
Chapter 6 (Lifelong Learning - LLL)
At Switzerland’s remark it was agreed on the difficulty in work with an exact definition on LLL, as varies heavily across EHEA member states, and on adding the ‘European Universities’ Charter on Lifelong Learning’ to the reference documents mentioned in the analysis.

It was agreed to clarify the difference between students and new entrants in the LLL sense, following an observation coming from UK / Scotland with regard to the 6.2 indicator.
Chapter 7 (International mobility of students and staff)
Peter Greisler (Germany, Chair of the Mobility WG) made the following introductory comments:

· the Mobility Group discussions revealed that the mobility of teachers is very important and this should be probably underlined in the draft mobility strategy;
· as we face a lack of data on staff mobility, in the future it would be important to have comprehensive data and a perspective on how this will be achieved;
· as part of this data, a top priority would be the number of foreign teachers, if possible from the entire EHEA or at least from the EU.
EUROSTAT explained that they had tried to compute the percentage of foreign staff in the total number of academic staff (ACA was working on this, but the samples were so small that it was difficult to compute EU wide). An aggregate value for a region might be possible.

The Luxembourg Co-Chair appreciated that a regional aggregate value would be very useful and that we need to embark on measuring at least what we can.

EUROSTAT agreed that they would try to compute in the future a relevant indicator related to foreign academic staff as a percentage of the total staff numbers in the EU (but not by countries) and if possible in a broader scope.
Armağan Erdoğan (Turkey) asked if it would be also possible to add data from the countries where it is available, even if the country is not a part of the EU.
Peter Greisler answered that if the Mobility WG would receive the data, it would be able to consider it in the analysis.

EUROSTAT mentioned that given the already launched data collection for non-EU countries, it would be difficult to add this question. Turkey had been already included in the EUROSTAT data collection. However, EUROSTAT could include data for some big countries outside of the EU.

ESU underlined that if a classification of countries is made according to mobility flows, the data collectors should also try to analyse the reasons for falling in one category or another, while making a link to conclusions in other chapters of the report. 
The Chairs answered that it might be rather difficult to link mobility issues with some other Bologna action lines (e.g. one could not  say for sure that mobility flows were not high due to existence/ inexistence of QFs), since many influential factors on mobility are outside EHEA (e.g. politics, economics etc). As a result cross-referencing here would have its limits.
Dominic Orr (EUROSTUDENT) observed that it was easier to relate short term mobility to several Bologna action lines and that for degree mobility it was difficult to speculate.

4. Draft Chapter on Social dimension 

Documents:

Presentation of draft chapter by data collectors

David Crosier (EURYDICE) presented the approach adopted in drafting this chapter while underlining that this was the first draft and the data collectors were waiting for comments including opinions whether this was in line with the Group members’ expectations.
The Luxembourg Co-Chair appreciated it as a good chapter that replies to the main questions and could maybe be a bit shorter, by mentioning some matters once and not several times through the text.

Birger Hendriks (Germany) praised the very good and logical approach. If some good practice examples may be included, it would be worth sharing the relevant experience across the EHEA.

Given the difficulties in reading the comparative data, the Swiss representative argued for having a Bologna reference median line, as done in the past. This would facilitate an analysis focused on countries under the line and avoiding to have a lot of information about the same countries (e.g. DE, UK/ Scotland and UK in general).

The Latvian Co-Chair agreed on avoiding the impression of using the same country examples by, for example, adding “and others” to the list of countries mentioned.

UK/ Scotland observed that there are several figures/ paragraphs in the chapter that only characterized the EU27 and recommended to always start with the situation in the EHEA and then explain the reasons of using the EU as a proxy, when needed.
Switzerland proposed the addition of a conclusion at the end of each sub-chapter. 
Summarizing the discussions for the Social Dimension draft Chapter, the Chairs concluded on:

· Avoiding repetitions;

· Making sure that information from Chapter 1 is not repeated here;

· Adding the Bologna median line whenever possible;

· Adding Case studies, where appropriate;

· Concentrating on/ starting with the EHEA in the drafting of various parts of the analysis, even if EU27 is used as a proxy;
· Looking into how exemplification can be diversified;

· Inserting chapters’ conclusions for the next meeting and not have conclusions for each sub-chapter.

5. Scorecard indicators

Documents:

Presentation on indicators proposed for scorecard

The Latvian Co-Chair underlined that the intention was to preserve the old indicators as much as possible, but due to the more information included in the new data collection exercise, some stocktaking indicators might differ. Then he briefly introduced to all participants these new indicators by highlighting the changes occurred, where appropriate.
Main comments on indicators:

Indicator 2 

At Peter Greisler’s request the Latvian Co-Chair agreed on introducing a footnote explaining what access means in this context.

Indicator 4 

Peter Greisler (Germany) expressed his doubts about including some of the elements in the indicator, as they might not be part of the European Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance (ESG) and would thus not reflect the commitment made by ministers. 

ESU expressed doubts about how applying the ESG for the entire national QA system can be measured, as the ESG are used only for assessing national quality assurance agencies (QAAs) and higher education institutions (HEIs). Also, they wonder about how ‘successfully’ would be quantified in this case. 
The Latvian Co-Chair mentioned that in the data collection questionnaire, “successful” had been definitely used and thus countries already gave a reply implying an assessment. He also conclude that the wording can be changed by replacing “QA system” with “QA agency” for this indicator.

UK/ Scotland proposed to replace the first bullet with “Teaching and learning”, instead of just “teaching”. This was agreed by the Chairs.
The Co-Chair (Germain Dondelinger) underlined that if the political decisions did not bring any new elements to the ESG, the Group cannot add elements which are not included in the ESG to the stocktaking exercise.

David Crosier (EURYDICE) said that if the Group would go back to the former indicator in stocktaking, it would not use what it had been already collected in the questionnaires and if the Group just wanted to construct a theoretical indicator, the data collectors might not have the data to support it.

EURASHE affirmed that if the ESG would be revised, it would be interesting to see the new elements which were already mentioned by countries in the reporting questionnaires.

The Luxembourg Co-Chair said that the ministers would not decide on the indicators proposed by the Reporting Group, but that they do decide the referential, so politically speaking it is difficult to just upgrade the definition of QA implementation.

The Latvian Co-Chair underlined that if the Group would decide to not take this indicator, we might have to drop it altogether, as there was no data for the former indicator. He added that the elements that were included in the indicator might be founded in the part of the ESG referring to internal QA.

Ralf Drachenberg (EUA) commented that having no scorecard indicators on mobility and social dimension was illogical, since the political priorities had changed and the Group was not focusing on only the same issues as 10 years ago.

The Latvian Co-Chair reminded that there had been a statement by the BFUG for not changing the previous indicators, so it would be difficult to just add new ones.

The Luxembourg Co-Chair concluded that for 2015 we might need to warn the BFUG to add new indicators for 2015. A material will be proposed in this sense to the BFUG members for discussion at the Cracow BFUG meeting in October.
ESU appreciated that it the Group should clarify the role of ENQA and EQAR. He also affirmed that the indicator should stand as it is currently built.

Norway proposed to separate issues which were in the ESG from those that were not.

Věra Štastná (Czech Republic) mentioned that the ministers had decided that HEIs missions should be differentiated, so extending the QA focus from teaching to other issues as well was logical and that this message chould be sent with this data collection exercise.

Birger Hendriks (Germany) proposed to just take out “research” from the indicator and keep it as it stood.

The Chairs concluded that the indicator would be sent for BFUG approval or dismissal, while warning about possibly going beyond the ministerial mandate given through the ESG.

Indicator 6 would be modified slightly, by rephrasing the second bullet point as following: “agencies are full members of ENQA”.
Indicator 7

The Chairs concluded that all references including the word “some” would be verified with the old indicator and will possibly be made more explicit.

The Latvian Co-Chair announced that between the present 7th and 8th indicators there had been in 2009 a scorecard indicator on the implementation of the Lisbon Recognition Convention (LRC), which was deleted, due to the ratification of the LRC by all EHEA members. This decision to delete this indicator needs to be ratified by the BFUG.

Starting from the Czech Republic proposal concerning the strong need for improvements in the field of recognition, during a complex discussion that followed, the issue of whether to develop or not new stocktaking indicators was debated. At its end, the Luxembourg Co-Chair concluded that for 2015 the Bologna Process would need to come up with something more effective in the field of recognition and a proposal in this respect should be presented in the BFUG. 
6. Mobility benchmark 

Peter Greisler as Chair of the Mobility Group, presented the status of the Mobility WG activities.

In this respect he mentioned that:

· the Mobility WG had discussed the long version of the draft Working paper of the Mobility Strategy 2020 for EHEA and that another discussion would  take place during the meeting on 24th of August 2011. The updated version would be sent to the BFUG;
· the present long version would be soon available and the BFUG Secretariat would circulated it to all Reporting Group’s members and to all other Chairs of the BFUG WGs / Networks;
· the next step would be to draft a shorter version that, after being debated during the same meeting on 24th of August by the Mobility WG, would be circulated to the BFUG and would possibly be endorsed by the EHEA Ministers. 
Peter Greisler continued by adding few comments relevant for data collection as following:

· through this draft the Mobility WG would propose to add a benchmark on incoming student mobility to the existing EHEA benchmark. The benchmark could be phrased as “by 2020, 5% of all students matriculated in the EHEA should have obtained their prior qualification elsewhere”;
· the Mobility WG would provide a list of information that the data collectors should provide in the future, additional to what was collected for the benchmark.
With regard to the issue of balanced mobility, Peter Greisler briefly described the difficulties the Group had faced and announced the conclusion reached for a recommendation to the Bucharest communiqué, namely: “We strive for open education systems and better balanced mobility in the EHEA.” 
The speaker underlined that the demand for more balanced mobility is focused at degree mobility and it had to be combined with the approach of avoiding the “closed” systems (systems that do not send or receive mobile students). The Group had also recalled the need to record and analyse the mobility streams systematically, regularly and in accordance with comparable principles. It was argued that this is especially important for degree mobility. These provisions are meant to provide an improved frame for ministers’ decision in the future.
The Luxembourg Co-Chair appreciated the information provided, while underlining that the Mobility Group has to give a special attention to the issue of brain drain. 
David Crosier (EURYDICE) observed that the percentage of incoming students should be rather compared to the global total share of mobile students, not to the total number of EHEA graduates, as otherwise there would be no control over reaching the proposed benchmark due to the possible changes in the global numbers of mobile students.

EUROSTAT briefed the participants on recent developments concerning the EU mobility benchmark. The main points touched upon were:

· the technical proposal made by the European Commission was very much in line with the Bologna Process’ approach (i.e. the same benchmark of 20 % for HE mobility);

· the small difference is that the Commission proposal was considering all destination for mobile students to graduate in (not just the EHEA as with the ‘Bologna’ benchmark);

· the EU mobility definition has many similarities with ERASMUS definition of mobility (three months minimum duration for academic mobility and two months minimum duration for mobility placements);

· the next step would be a discussion in the Council, which has the authority to adopt an EU benchmark on mobility;
· there was a dialogue between the specialized structures of the Commission and of the Bologna Process in the attempt of keeping the same line for mobility benchmarks, definitions and indicators for higher education;

· given the reluctance of the national statistical offices for collecting data on credit mobility, EUROSTAT is considering to use of the LLP national agencies for collecting data on mobility by expanding the current scope of these institutions. This long term and difficult process would have clear results by 2020 and possible results, depending on the negotiations with the countries’ statistical offices, by 2015.
7. Reporting to BFUG at the meeting in Krakow 13-14 October 2011 

The Latvian Co-Chair announced that the next Reporting Group meeting will take place on 3rd of November 2011, at the Luxembourg Brusssels representation.

The Latvian Co-Chair also informed the participants that for the next BFUG meeting the Group would have to present the scorecard indicators to be used for the 2012 Bucharest Report. There would be no draft report presentation, but a presentation of the progress made in its drafting (e.g. structure). A paper would be prepared in this regard by the WG’s Co-Chairs and sent to the BFUG to be discussed during the Krakow BFUG meeting.
Birger Hendriks (Germany) expressed the opinion that it should be explained in which BFUG meeting the first draft of the report would be presented to be discussed.

At this point Ligia Deca (BFUG Secretariat) underlined the importance of receiving the recommendations for the Bucharest Communiqué that should be included in the 2012 Bucharest Report as soon as possible. Initially it was thought draft recommendations would be presented in Krakow and so the Bucharest Communiqué roadmap starts right after the BFUG meeting. The first draft of the Bucharest Communiqué will be drafted, in light of the new developments, according to the existing conclusions and recommendations of the BFUG WG/ networks, but it is essential that the 2012 Bucharest Report conclusions and recommendations are available at the January 2012 BFUG meeting. If these conclusions would come in later than January 2012, the timeframe for the BFUG to react to these conclusions and finalise the communiqué negotiations would be extremely short.. 

The Luxembourg Co-Chair expressed his reluctance on presenting any conclusions before the Group meeting from November 3, 2011, but agreed to have conclusions ready by the BFUG meeting in January 2012.

David Crosier (EURYDICE) stated that during the January BFUG meeting there would be the first presentation of the findings of the Reporting exercise and the reccomendations that should be part of the Communiqué from the side of the Reporting WG.
8. Any other business

The Latvian Co-Chair thanked the participants and then declared the meeting closed.
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Apologies have been received from: Armenia, Education International, Germany / Länder, Slovenia, Spain, UK / Scotland.


Welcome and opening 


The host and Co-Chair (Germain Dondelinger, Luxembourg) opened the meeting and welcomed the participants.


At his request, the participants briefly introduced themselves during a round table tour. 

1. Adoption of the agenda 


Document: 

Draft agenda 

At the proposal made by the Luxembourg Co-Chair, the draft agenda was modified by introducing the previous point 5 (Discussion on the statistical indicators) in the third position and the removal of the former point 3 (Information on the data collection on mobility). 

With these changes, the draft agenda was unanimously adopted.

2. Minutes of the meeting on 16 June 2010 


Document: 

Draft minutes of meeting on 16 June 2010


The minutes were adopted without comments.


3. Discussion of the statistical indicators 


Documents: 

Presentation of statistical indicators by Eurostat and Eurostudent


The Luxembourg Co-Chair made the following introductory comments:


· the previously used indicators would be included again in the statistical data collection, while having some additions;


· underlined the importance of concluding the debate on the statistical indicators in Luxembourg;


· the data collectors would introduce the new set of indicators, focusing on the new elements, as it was considered that for the previous set of indicators agreement had been  reached in the past.


Dominic Orr (Eurostudent) explained that the document which had been circulated prior to this Working Group (WG) meeting was based on the outline of the report that had been agreed upon in the BFUG and that the presentation relied on the new statistical indicators proposals that the data collectors had tried to make more concrete than the previous ones.
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The seven chapters of this document followed the same chapter division as in the previous documents. The comprehensiveness of the data collection would probably result into a selection of the areas covered by the final report.


Chapter 1 dealt with the characterization of higher education (HE) in the European Higher Education Area (EHEA). 

New indicators were presented (on number of students enrolled in tertiary education and on the related growth rate, as well as on number of higher education institutions - HEIs) and indicators with a reference to previous Bologna report (on public and private investments in HE).

Fernando Reis (Eurostat) clarified that for the first chapter there was no graph needed and that the annual public expenditure on tertiary education had been taken as a very important context clarification for the analysis to be developed in the next chapters.


Chapter 2 dealt with degrees and qualifications and started to tackle the specific Bologna areas. 

The first new indicator presented was the share of students enrolled and graduating in programmes following the Bologna three cycles structure, information which comes from the UNESCO-UIS, OECD and EUROSTAT (UOE) data collection. For the students following programmes integrated in the three cycles, the indicator can be differentiated by type of programme (short programmes, long first cycle, bachelor, master and doctorate), providing more insight on how the structure agreed in the Bologna process is being implemented. The indicator can also by differentiated by field of education.

Even if the three cycle structure was implemented, data was still missing for some countries. It was said that the data referred to the 2007/2008 academic year.


Where there was no data for some countries, meaning that these countries did not provide it, the data collectors asked the related countries’ representatives to signal this to their competent authorities.

Andrejs Rauhvargers, the WG’s Co-Chair (Latvia) underlined that the previously used indicator on the number of students by Bologna cycle had been one of the core stocktaking indicators and we should go on with it. For the report, the academic year 2008-2009 data would be used. If there were no possibilities for new data, it would be important to clarify how to go on with this indicator in the old style as well, in order to continue to make the “traffic lights” benchmarking system. Fernando Reis (Eurostat) mentioned that due to the start date of the report drafting, the WG couldn’t use the data for the 2009/2010 school year as countries will provide that data only next year; for 2008/2009 the data would come in until 1st of December 2010).


Fernando Reis (Eurostat) clarified that as the UOE is an integrated data collection, including not only enrolment, but also new entrants, graduates, personnel and expenditure, there is a long time lag between the school year and the availability of the statistics. The only possibility to receive enrolment data earlier would be to do the data collection ad hoc, which is not really feasible.


The Luxembourg Co-Chair underlined that this indicator was essential and the WG should try to analyze it as accurately and as up to date as possible (preferably also by cycle, gender and field of study).


The share of students who planned to continue their first cycle in a second cycle  (slide 3 - 2.1) was proposed by the data collectors as a quantitative indicator on the implementation of the three cycles' structure. The source of this indicator would be Eurostudent IV. Dominic Orr (Eurostudent) underlined the following aspects:


· the data would not be published until June 2011;


· the names of the countries were not released, due to the progress status of the data collection;


· Eurydice would collect the data on the regulations for progression (and would clarify the regulatory framework) and Eurostudent would clarify the student intentions where progression is concerned.


Vera Štastná (Czech Republic) appreciated that the big share of students saying that they want to continue had been due to cultural specificities (society appreciated a higher HE degree) and there were still prejudices from employers who had not accepted the BA as a sufficient degree for employability.


Dominic Orr (Eurostudent) emphasized that the new approach was much focused on the effects and that it was not easy to interpret qualitative statistics. Then, with regard to the graph, he talked about the need to analyze whether it was a matter of aspiration or a matter of problems of the three cycle implementation and acceptance, while he mentioned that the data had been collected with a cross section of respondents, from all stages of BA progression.


Andrea Blaettler (ESU) mentioned that it would be important to make transparent the national regulations on progression between the first and second cycle, as well as a sample of institutional regulations for progression, as this would influence student aspirations.


Stefan Delplace (EURASHE) asked whether a separation between “classical” and professional programmes was made.

Lea Brunner (EUA) asked whether the data was gender sensitive, as it may be interesting to see the differentiation of preferences.


The Luxembourg Co-Chair mentioned that the WG should analyze the additional value of the indicator, namely to know what the students thought they could / should do with a MA degree, besides seeing the national regulations. He warned on the difficulties in interpreting the responses, as the motivation for the aspiration can be very different. 


The rest of the indicators for Chapters 2 and 3 (quality assurance - QA) were monitored by Eurydice and were the old statistical indicators, so no other comments were made.


Chapter 4 on social dimension included indicators focused on the impact of policies and actions to address underrepresented groups. 


As an example of the indicators on the impact of students’ background in on their participation in higher education, the share of population aged 18-29 who had been studying in HE in 2009 by migrant status (country of birth) was presented. It was said that:


· it showed big differences between countries and the gap - between national students and migrant students’ access to HE - is high especially in Greece, Spain, Italy. In the UK there was a higher level of access to HE of migrant students rather than national students, unlike in all the other mentioned cases above;


· the 18-29 age bracket covered about 90 % of the student population (including the third cycle), while the 18-24 age bracket only about 65 %;


· it was agreed that the WG should continue to focus on the 18-29 age bracket. 


Helga Posset (Austria) underlined that it was absolutely necessary to differentiate between first and second generation migrant students from the social dimension point of view.


The impact of being a migrant was also presented in terms of early leaving from education and training (slide 2 – 4.4). Early leaving from education and training refers to situation where a youngster of 18-24 years old is not studying anymore and did not acquired a qualification which would give him access to higher education. The purpose of assessing the impact of being a migrant in both the participation rate in higher education and early leaving from education and training is to assess if the disadvantage happens solely in higher education or if it also comes from lower levels of education.

The graph in slide 3 - 4.4 presented a comparison between migrants/non-migrants difference in higher education participation and migrants/non-migrants difference in early school leaving. The graph showed that countries with big differences between migrants and non migrants in early leavers tended to show also big differences in participation in higher education. It suggests that part of the disadvantage of migrants comes from education levels prior to higher education. However, a regression analysis between the two indicators show that differences in early leaving from education are responsible for less than 50% of the variability between countries in the difference in participation in higher education for migrants and non-migrants.

It was exemplified that Austria, Germany and France were better performing than other countries, mostly due to the large number of mobile students (i.e. students who study in a country in which they were not born), while reminding that the numbers were not conclusive.


Martin Teichgräber (Switzerland) mentioned that it would be interesting to collect gender specific data on access of HE.


The data collectors informed the participants that:


· in the last year a revision of the international classification of education (ISCED) has been developed and which currently is under a worldwide consultation before being adopted by the United National Statistical Commission;


· the ISCED revision introduced the three cycles Bologna structure, therefore in the future, education statistics would certainly be collected taking into account the three cycles in the Bologna area;


· the possibility to identify trends by 2015 (by age, sex etc) would be considered.


The 4.5 sub-chapter looks into the living conditions of the student population. 


The data collectors said they would continue to measure the percentage of female entrants by field of education and that the new indicators were linked to:


· the age profile by characteristics of students, especially non-traditional students (such as part-time students, students entering via alternative routes into HE, and students from low education background) which was exemplified by the first indicator (slide 1 - 4.5 that offered a view regarding the share of students aged up to 24 by entry route and study modus). It was also said that in a time when the typical age cohort would reduce its size by 15% on average and sometimes even by 25%, we should look at “low intensity students” (part time studies) which tend to be older and that it was interesting to look at the age factor to understand the social conditions of students; 


· the form of housing by social background proposed indicator (slide 2 - 4.5) showed that students from low social backgrounds (a focus of equity measures) tend to be older and are, therefore, more likely to be living with a partner and/or a child. Since a major cost for students of low social background is accommodation, the accommodation options had to be analyzed in order to encourage older students to enter HE.


The Latvian Co-Chair expressed his concerns about the use of the 4.5 indicators, as their analysis could be too complicated for the decision makers. He recommended remaining stuck to the core analysis, as too much complicated data could dilute the main message.


Switzerland replied by supporting the idea of having more complex data, especially for understanding what was happening with lifelong learners, while making a special effort to explain it to the decision makers.


Eurydice clarified that for the report there would be a lot of data, both qualitative and quantitative and it would be impossible to include it all in the Ministerial Conference Report. The reports would have a long annex series that can back up the main report of around 100-200 pages. 


The Luxembourg Co-Chair made the following comments:


· emphasized the need to see the added value of each additional piece of information provided by the indicators;


· argued for having:


· the Report (in the form of conclusions);


· the compilation of data (separately) for transparency;

· spoke in favor of aggregated analysis of a series of indicators, in order to be able to draw evidence based policy decisions;


· in this context, he expressed his reservations for the relevance of the 4.5 indicators. 


Starting from the idea of concern over these indicators, ESU made the point of seeing how the different indicators could be combined to give more meaningful conclusions (e.g. the financial situation of students and the characteristics of students enrolled in LLL). 

In this context, Eurostudent/Eurostat concluded that they had noted the concern and both arguments for and against and would reflect on them in the drafting process for the report itself.

Eurostudent introduced the 4.8 indicator - study financing (income and expenses) and its main elements related to the student expenses side - by mentioning a series of aspects (share of households funding in total expenditure of HEIs; percentage of students who paid fees to HEIs; students monthly obligatory payments to HEIs; distribution of students expenditure by type of expenditure; aid to students as a percentage of public expenditure by form (loans / grants); composition of total monthly income by characteristics of students; recipients of public support and importance of income source etc).

The slide 1 - 4.8 showed the percentage of (national) students who paid fees to HEIs (all sorts of fees were included, regardless of where the money came from).


Having in view the herein proposed comparison procedures between countries, Norway expressed concern about including obligatory payment to student unions under the category “fees” due to the rather awkward picture of the situation in Europe obtained when a country like Norway, where students did not pay fees, was grouped in the same category as countries where students have to pay tuition fees.


This remark was taken note of. However, since the indicator focuses on the student’s income and expenses, study financing covers all the expenses that the student has to incur in order to be able to register at an institution, tuition fees and compulsory membership fees alike. The indicator therefore should remain as it stands (comment made by the Co-chair during the meeting).

The slide 2 - 4.8 showed the distribution of students’ expenditure by type of expenditure (key expenses by share of total monthly expenses – accommodation, transportation and fees).  


The main opinions expressed during the debate related to this graph were:


· there are striking differences between countries in terms of the level of costs per various cost categories; 

· the European Commission (Sophia Eriksson Waterschoot) posed the question of whether the level of monthly overall expenditure needed had been compared between countries (Eurostudent clarified that it was very difficult to compare the “needed” sum of money to be a student in a certain country);


· Austria pointed out that in its case it was not the introduction of fees that would keep some students out of HE, but the high cost of accommodation;

· Eurostudent clarified that the private return on a higher education diploma was also relevant when it came to introducing tuition fees or not (covered by indicator 5.5);


· the Czech Republic underlined that:


· all indicators were highly contextual;


· the evidence based policy making was mainly done at the national level;


· this slide had to be read in conjunction with others and not isolated;


· the WG should carefully look at the private returns of HE, as the massification effects were only now being seen (therefore, what was considered to be a high private return, could drop significantly in the time where the new graduates cohort would have to be employed);


· the Luxembourg Co-Chair said that the WG could probably clarify what is the monthly education cost for a student, based on the national estimations done by each EHEA Minister responsible for higher education;

· EUA proposed to preserve this indicator as is, because in showing the share of costs to the total monthly expenses it already reflected impact on students and context information would be less important. EUA further underlined that the indicator showed differences between the percentages of the monthly income affected by basic expenditure were huge. Some countries had up to 75% of the income affected by the three types of expenditure, which left little room for food expenses or books. 

· Eurostat explained that the financial context and the overall costs were being clarified with the multitude of statistical indicators which existed in the proposal.


The WG agreed to keep this indicator.


The slide 3 - 4.8 (“recipients of public support and importance of income source”) was then brought to discussion by the data collectors, while emphasizing that it was based on very fresh data. 

The differences reflected serious policy options. The most generous support, that counted the most in the overall expenditure, usually came from study loans.


Austria asked whether the students which are better funded also continue in HE longer. Eurostudent explained this was a top level analysis and it didn’t include more in-depth probing and so the answer to this question cannot be detailed in full.


The slide 4 - 4.8 (“public support by payment of fees to HEIs for BA students in % - average fee vs average student aid”) generated the following comments:


· it should help in better understanding how the average student aid was meant to offset different categories of costs;


· it was clear that some countries encouraged merit based tuition free places and gave stipends according to merit, which left students in need with neither form of support;

· it was agreed to be kept.


Slide 5 - 4.8 (“students’ assessment of their financial situation as sufficient”) based on perception led to the following main remarks: 

· ESU inquired whether a question had been posed or not regarding why students were considering their income sufficient; 


· Eurostudent clarified that all the other contextual data would play into the interpretation of this perception based data; 


· ESU also underlined that information should be gathered on student services for all students as well, if we were to consider this information relevant for policy making. A new indicator should be included in the social dimension section of the questionnaire; 


· the data collectors clarified that it was important to foresee the quality level of the data received from the countries. Eurydice had asked about this matter in another survey but not too much relevant data had been received; 


· the Turkey case study was presented, where the WG member said that the students’ perception on their financial status was not very conclusive, as they saw this as a responsibility of their parents.


The Luxembourg Co-Chair asked whether this perception data should be included in the final report. The WG members agreed on including it.


Chapter 5 on outcomes of employability brought in a first series of comments as following:

· Eurostat explained that tertiary educational attainment was one of the key EU 2020 Strategy indicator and  the target for 2020 in the EU is that at least 40 % of the younger generation should have a tertiary degree; this indicator was also selected as one of the key indicators in the last report on social dimension and mobility;

· Nevertheless, it should be complemented with the graduation rate, because the attainment indicator has a long time lag in the sense that changes in the education systems may be reflected in attainment only after several years. To illustrate that, the case of the Czech Republic was presented; 


· Judging from the example presented, the Luxembourg Co-Chair concluded that for reaching the 40 % benchmark in 2020 concrete action is required from this moment on; 

· Switzerland asked for a snapshot of the graduation numbers for 2009, for all three Bologna cycles.


Sophia Eriksson Waterschoot (European Commission) noted the following points:

· there were different age brackets for indicators 4.4. and 5.1, 5.2, which shouldn’t be the case; 


· the WG should use “unemployment rates” (as in the presented slides) but also “employment rates”, as an alternative or as a supplementary indicator, because both  were interesting for the educational analysis and were not totally complementary (the difference between the two terms was made by those people who decided not to enter the labour market);

· the WG should pay more attention to employability with an emphasis on its benefits for  graduates.


During the discussion that followed it was clarified that there were - from the mentioned perspective - three groups of people (employed; inactive - not looking for a job; unemployed - looking for a job) and it was decided to go on with both terms on the issue of employment while recognizing the importance of analyzing the reasons of the unemployment.  

France observed the value of measuring unemployment rates of young people, due to the policy implications in its national context.


EUA asked to have a correlation with economic trend data such as growth of GDP, as this could lead to a better identification of the “sources” of employability and thus establishing whether HEIs were bearing the brunt of responsibility or whether it was a contextual issue. 

The data collectors introduced the Chapter 6 on lifelong learning (LLL) and recognition, while mentioning that real standard indicators were missing in this field and information from all Bologna countries would have to be collected.


With regard to the issue of participation in LLL, the data collectors presented the slide 6.8 on “percentage of students enrolled in higher education with 30 or more years old”.


The European Commission appreciated that the definition of LLL was slightly different than the current indicator provided, to which Eurostat replied that this slight difference in indicators came from the complicated definition of LLL and the proposal (students of 30+ years old) was a compromise for measurement purposes.

At the Czech Republic request, Eurostat clarified that the enrolment in HE meant enrolment in a formal HE programme (the current ISCED 5A and 5B).

The Luxembourg Co-Chair noted that:


· programmes which lead to a professional certificate should also be taken into account, to which Eurostat replied they did not restrict the status of these programmes (formal or non-formal), but they were taken into account if they were above a certain duration (6 months);

· the WG should be consistent with its initial assumption, that the LLL was seen within the HE context;


· the WG always made a distinction between initial training and what happened afterwards. There were a number of indicators for initial training (between ages 18-29) and when talking about LLL, the WG should attach a lower age threshold. In this context and without changing the indicator, the WG should clarify what types of programmes do HEIs offer for initial training (BA, MA and PhD, including time gaps) and what do they offer afterwards? 


The Czech Republic affirmed that it should be clarified how HEIs proceed with students over 30 years old and if they provided professional training. In this respect, the WG could create two indicators: one monitoring what was to be measured and one for a broader definition.

EUA called participants’ attention on the proposed indicators that were not reflecting the main two ideas for LLL in the HEIs perspective as in the Trends 2010 Report, namely: one saying that LLL was all informal, non-formal and formal education taking place in a HE and another one going into continuing education or development of new skills.

Magalie Soenen (Belgium/Flemish Community) also argued for measuring the shorter periods and looking at credits accumulated for professional development while working with credits not with time duration, in the same manner as it was done for mobility.


Eurostat suggested that for students enrolled again in an education programme, the proxy could be the percentage of people returning for HE out of which one had to deduct the people that already had HE attainment. It was also mentioned that the exact specifics would be investigated by the data collectors.


Eurydice warned that if this definition would be used, we could miss the widening participation aspect of LLL. We should consider having a different indicator for adult learners entering a HE programme for the first time.


Eurostudent described that it had developed a focus group regarding adult learners who went into HE. These were the people who had done something else between leaving school and entering HE and these people should probably be counted. Various data on the study conditions of this focus group will be available from June 2011.

EUA mentioned there were big differences between countries in terms of approach of LLL: in Belgium you could follow a course and have the portability of a limited amount of ECTS credits, while in Germany there were separate programmes on a full cost basis that were not so easy to quantify in terms of ECTS credits and recognize in a formal HE setting.


The Czech Republic mentioned the need to know if all professional programmes were based on credits and argued for not creating second level qualifications.


The Chair concluded that:


· without reaching an agreement for the LLL definition, the WG cannot ask data collectors to come up with indicators (for this definition); 


· the WG should try to collect data with a focus on HE provision of LLL within the EHEA;


· for gathering the maximum amount of data for this chapter, the WG should ask the data collectors for some indicator proposals.


ESU added that it was important to see how LLL programmes were financed by students maybe under 4a or 6.2, with a special category on LLL student funding.


The data collectors introduced the Chapter 7 on international mobility of students and staff by making the following comments: 

· the basic indicators were linked to the benchmark;


· there was not available data to follow the current benchmark definition;


· considering the EU debates on this issue, two aspects were to be considered for the next report:


· the diploma mobility, with the current BFUG existing definition;


· to use a proxy for credit mobility, namely the ERASMUS programme numbers. This would be incomplete, but it was the only available source.


· since there was a target in the EHEA to achieve balanced degree mobility, the proposed graphic representation (slide 7.2) consisted in a correlation between outbound mobility and the balance between inbound and outbound mobility that had led to four categories:


· open systems (high outbound but high inbound also);


· ultra-attractive systems (high inbound and low outbound);


· limited systems (high outbound and low inbound also);


· closed systems (low outbound and low inbound also).


· the outbound data was collected in the destination countries.


Belgium / Flemish Community reminded the data collectors that it would be necessary to add the figures for some OECD countries outbound mobility numbers. The data collectors confirmed this would happen.


The Czech Republic asked whether this graph could be computed in terms of graduates and not of the total student population. Eurostat confirmed this would be the case with the new data collection exercise.


Eurostudent said that they had designed an indicator that could address other forms of outbound short term mobility, besides credit mobility (internships / work placements, summer schools, language courses and research), as in graph 7.5. (“share of direct transition students with study-related activities”). 

Eurostat presented the new indicator 7.12 on the attractiveness of the EHEA for students reflecting the share of worldwide mobile students studying in the EHEA and mentioned the following:


· EHEA was the destination for more than 40 % of the total worldwide mobile student population, including the internal EHEA students which were mobile inside the EHEA countries;


· if only the inbound mobility students going to the EHEA from outside the EHEA were counted, excluding the EHEA students, the percentage was at 20%;


· the US share of the global market had decreased over time, although in absolute numbers mobility numbers had increased.


ESU launched a question on point 7.6 and how it would be calculated (value of mobility abroad for labour market success).


Eurostudent replied they had not decided how to measure the 7.6 indicator, mentioned that there was a significant problem since there were no recent comprehensive studies on this topic (as it was VALERA – The Professional Value of the ERASMUS Mobility) and ended by saying the only possibility was to use the available data (last time only six countries had made graduate studies).


Concerning the point 1.3, the European Commission asked for having the total expenditure on HE in comparison with the GDP (as it was commonly used).


Eurostat clarified that it would be possible to have a total number including the total spending for institutions and what was spent otherwise, while adding that data concerning the private expenditure outside of the institutions was missing in order to create the complete picture. Finally, it was agreed that the Eurostat would be able to use the percentage of GDP which is spent on HE in both cases (1.3a and 1.3b.).

4. Update by Eurydice on the pre-test of questionnaire.  


Documents: 

Reporting Questionnaire 


Switzerland thanked the data collectors for the overview and asked for more information on the manner Eurydice would collect the data and on the next steps foreseen.

Eurydice explained that:


· at the last BFUG there had been complains about the length of the questionnaire and also some more suggestions about additional questions;


· the questionnaire had been tested and there had been discussions with the Secretariat to find the best way of distributing it online;


· the questionnaire had been sent out for testing, in parts, but there had been a very low response rate: only seven countries had replied;


· the countries where the data collectors had anticipated problems with data collection did not actually answer (all non-EU countries); 


· the feedback received in the testing phase was useful, but the main concern was that there would be problems with the data collection;


· in terms of the questionnaire format, Eurydice (while mentioning the very useful support that had been received in this respect from the Secretariat) had looked at an online tool which would allow for an easy data transfer on the permanent website as well. After finalizing this tool, there would be a testing phase as well;


· the questionnaire would be split in three parts, as otherwise it might seem a daunting prospect to fill it in: social dimension separately, the mobility part of the questionnaire (that, if necessary, would also be sent for updates of first completion for some countries) and then there would be a third part with all the remaining thematic areas;


· with regard to the indicators that dealt with the stocktaking:


· no new indicators would be introduced at this stage;


· there would be a mix of the qualitative and quantitative data to give a better picture of what was happening at the EHEA level;


· it would not be specified to countries what is going to be seen as benchmarking indicators;


· there would not be any new thematic areas that would be used in the benchmarking part of the report.


The Luxembourg Co-Chair concluded that:


· the questionnaire (and the statistical indicators) debate was over with this meeting and  the data collection process could begin;


· the WG would have to:


· look more closely into what information would have to be distilled from all the gathered data;


· have a clear indication on how the Report would look like.


5. Next steps


Documents:

Timelines 


The Luxembourg Co-Chair continued by underlining that:

· the last point would be on the agenda of the next meeting, in terms of both content and main structure;


· between December 2011-January 2012, the Reporting WG would have had to end this Report;


· there should be enough time to feed the report conclusions into the Bucharest Communiqué;


· the next group meeting should not take place before July 2011. This meeting would take place in Riga in the very beginning of July, the most probably between 4th and 8th. The exact date would be confirmed by the Secretariat with the Latvian Co-Chair of the WG.


ESU suggested the WG should have a sample draft chapter, so that to could see how all the data collection sources would be integrated into the analysis.


The Luxembourg Co-Chair mentioned that the Reporting WG should have some of the chapters in July and then probably two more meetings of the WG in September/October and end of November/December and then in January, in order to analyze the report.


The Luxembourg Co-Chair thanked the data collectors for their useful work.


6. Any other business

Ligia Deca (Head of the Bologna Secretariat) announced the existence of the EHEA Backoffice as part of the EHEA web-site, for uploading working documents of the WG. She mentioned that tutorials and access passwords would be sent soon to facilitate the access of all Reporting WG members.  


The Luxembourg Co-Chair thanked the participants and then declared the meeting closed.
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2. Degrees and Qualifications











2.1: Share of students enrolled and graduating in programmes following the Bologna 3 cycles structure


Source: Eurostat. Provisional data. Not for unrestricted circulation.











2.1: Share of students enrolled by type of programme


Source: Eurostat. Provisional data. Not for unrestricted circulation.
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2.1: Share of students continuing their first cycle studies (BA) in a second cycle (MA)


Source: EUROSTUDENT IV, StH7. Provisional data. Not for unrestricted circulation. Ranked by share of BA planning to go on to MA











4. Social Dimension











4.4: Impact of students background in their participation in higher education


Source: Eurostat. Provisional data. Not for unrestricted circulation.


Share of population aged 18-29 who were in 2009 studying in higher education by migrant status (country of birth)











4.4: Impact of students background in their participation in higher education


Source: Eurostat. Provisional data. Not for unrestricted circulation.


Early leavers from education and training by migrant status (country of birth)











4.4: Impact of students background in their participation in higher education


Source: Eurostat. Provisional data. Not for unrestricted circulation.


Comparison between migrants / non-migrants difference in higher education participation and migrants / non-migrants difference in early school leaving 


migrants / non-migrants difference in higher education participation


migrants / non-migrants difference in early school leaving











Source: EUROSTUDENT IV, StA1. Provisional data. Not for unrestricted circulation. Ranked by all students aged up to 24


4.5: Age profile by characteristics of students











Source: EUROSTUDENT IV, StD4. Provisional data. Not for unrestricted circulation. Ranked by share of students living with partner and/or children. Low education = highest educatonal attainment of parents ISCED 0-2, high education = ISCED 5-6


4.5: Form of housing by social background





Irrespective of the age profile of he general student population, e.g. 24 and 1, part-time students (i.e. low intensity students) tend to be older


= important in the context of demographic changes














Source: EUROSTUDENT IV, StF9. Provisional data. Not for unrestricted circulation. Ranked by students who pay fees


4.8: Percentage of students who pay fees to higher education institutions 
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				Public support by payment of fees to institutions of higher education for BA students



				(Non-)Receivers of public support by payment of fees (in %)



								Recipients of public support												Non-receivers of public support												total



								BA students who pay fees				BA students who don't pay fees				total				BA students who pay fees				BA students who don't pay fees				total				BA students who pay fees				BA students who don't pay fees				total



				Country



				AT				4.2				23.6				27.8				20.5				51.7				72.2				24.7				75.3				100.0



				CH				14.9				0.7								83.8				0.6								98.7				1.3



				CZ				1.5				1.5				3.0				40.8				56.2				97.0				42.3				57.7				100.0



				DE				0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0



				DK				n,d,				92.4								n,d,				7.6								0.0				100.0



				EE				9.1				38.3				47.4				34.6				18.0				52.6				43.7				56.3				100.0



				ES				0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0



				E_W				n,d,				n,d,								n,d,				n,d,								n,d,				n,d,



				FI				0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0



				FR				0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0



				HR				0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0



				IE				11.5				13.8				25.3				41.2				33.5				74.7				52.7				47.3				100.0



				IT				3.7				6.0								88.2				2.2								91.9				8.2



				LT				12.4				11.7								45.6				30.3								58.0				42.0



				LV				21.4				11.8				33.2				37.4				29.4				66.8				58.8				41.2				100.0



				MT				0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0



				NL				0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0



				NO				0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0



				PL				11.0				16.9								39.9				32.2								50.9				49.1



				PT				0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0



				RO				4.2				27.8								39.5				28.6								43.7				56.4



				SCO				0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0



				SE				n,d,				88.7				88.7				n,d,				11.3				11.3				0.0				100.0				100.0



				SI				0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0



				SK				5.8				1.1				6.9				75.6				17.5				93.1				81.4				18.6				100.0



				TR				52.7				17.6				70.3				22.3				7.4				29.7				75.0				25.0				100.0



				Mean				12.7				25.1				37.8				47.5				23.3				62.2				51.6				48.5				100.0



				Receivers of public support by payment of fees (in %)



								Recipients of public support												Non-receivers of public support												total												Country abbreviations



				Country				BA students who pay fees				BA students who don't pay fees				total				BA students who pay fees				BA students who don't pay fees				total				BA students who pay fees				BA students who don't pay fees				total				Achtung: totals wurden über Summenformel ermittelt, um Rundungsdifferenzen aus BasicData zu vermeiden.



				SK				6				1				7				76				18				93				81				19				100				24



				TR				53				18				70				22				7				30				75				25				100				25



				LV				21				12				33				37				29				67				59				41				100				15



				IE				12				14				25				41				34				75				53				47				100				12



				EE				9				38				47				35				18				53				44				56				100				6



				CZ				2				2				3				41				56				97				42				58				100				3



				AT				4				24				28				21				52				72				25				75				100				1



				SE				n,d,				89				89				n,d,				11				11				0				100				100				22



				Importance of fees for receivers of public support, monthly amount in nat. currency



								Recipients of public support																Non-receivers of public support																												Wechselkurs = bisheriger Jahresdurchschnitt für 2010



								average fee (arithm. mean)				average fee standard deviation (arithm. mean)				average public support (arithm. mean)				average public support standard deviation (arithm. mean)				average fee (arithm. mean)				average fee standard deviation (arithm. mean)				average public support (arithm. mean)				average public support standard deviation (arithm. mean)								Land				Nationale 
Währung								Multiplikator für 
Umrechnung



				Country



				AT				11				31				368				210				26				47				0				0								AT				Euro				-



				CH				120				3				574				19				130				2				0				0								CH				Schweizer Franken				1 : 0,72532				0.72532



				CZ				3,966				9,298				2,024				4,515				2,734				7,962				0				0								CZ				Tschechische Krone				1 : 0,03950				0.03950



				DE				0				0				0				0				0				0				0				0								DE				Euro				-				-



				DK				0				0				5,503				2,108				0				0				0				0								DK				Dänische Krone				1 : 0,13431				0.13431



				EE				492				1,227				1,530				1,166				1,369				1,800				0				0								EE				Estnische Krone				1 : 0,06392				0.06392				WK am 15.09.10



				ES				0				0				0				0				0				0				0				0								ES				Euro				-				-



				E_W				0				0				0				0				0				0				0				0								E_W				Britisches Pfund				1 : 1,1814				1.18140



				FI				0				0				0				0				0				0				0				0								FI				Euro				-				-



				FR				0				0				0				0				0				0				0				0								FR				Euro				-				-



				HR				0				0				0				0				0				0				0				0								HR				Kroatische Kuna				1 : 0,13727				0.13727				WK am 15.09.10



				IE				279				639				426				585				408				482				0				0								IE				Euro				-				-



				IT				66				47				145				96				90				54				0				0								IT				Euro				-				-



				LT				364				387				316				353				1,052				1,243				0				0								LT				Litas				1 : 0,28958				0.28958				WK am 15.09.10



				LV				345				312				107				48				263				295				0				0								LV				Lats				1 : 1,4119				1.41190



				MT				0				0				0				0				0				0				0				0								MT				Euro				-				-



				NL				0				0				0				0				0				0				0				0								NL				Euro				-				-



				NO				0				0				0				0				0				0				0				0								NO				Norwegische Krone				1 : 0,12587				0.12587



				PL				71				139				357				185				115				158				0				0								PL				Zloty				1 : 0,24977				0.24977



				PT				0				0				0				0				0				0				0				0								PT				Euro				-				-



				RO				132				117				232				88				226				74				0				0								RO				Leu				1 : 0,23595				0.23595				WK am 15.09.10



				SCO				0				0				0				0				0				0				0				0								SCO				Britisches Pfund				1 : 1,1814				1.18140



				SE				0				0				6,033				2,558				0				0				0				0								SE				Schwedische Krone				1 : 0,10470				0.10470



				SI				0				0				0				0				0				0				0				0								SI				Euro				-				-



				SK				11				45				111				61				35				74				0				0								SK				Euro				-				-



				TR				210				486				225				154				485				1,048				0				0								TR				Türkische Lira				1 : 0,50892				0.50892



				Mean				433				909				1,282				867				495				946				0				0



								Recipients of public support																Non-receivers of public support																Währungs-
umrechnungs-faktor								Recipients of public support																Non-receivers of public support



								average fee (arithm. mean)				average fee standard deviation (arithm. mean)				average public support (arithm. mean)				average public support standard deviation (arithm. mean)				average fee (arithm. mean)				average fee standard deviation (arithm. mean)				average public support (arithm. mean)				average public support standard deviation (arithm. mean)												average fee (arithm. mean)				average fee standard deviation (arithm. mean)				average public support (arithm. mean)				average public support standard deviation (arithm. mean)				average fee (arithm. mean)				average fee standard deviation (arithm. mean)				average public support (arithm. mean)				average public support standard deviation (arithm. mean)



				Country																																								Country



				AT				11				31				368				210				26				47				0				0				-				AT				11				31				368				210				26				47				0				0



				CZ				3,966				9,298				2,024				4,515				2,734				7,962				0				0				0.03950				CZ				157				367				80				178				108				314				0				0



				EE				492				1,227				1,530				1,166				1,369				1,800				0				0				0.06392				EE				31				78				98				75				88				115				0				0



				IE				279				639				426				585				408				482				0				0				-				IE				279				639				426				585				408				482				0				0



				LV				345				312				107				48				263				295				0				0				1.41190				LV				487				440				151				67				371				417				0				0



				SE				0				0				6,033				2,558				0				0				0				0				0.10470				SE				0				0				632				268				0				0				0				0



				SK				11				45				111				61				35				74				0				0				-				SK				11				45				111				61				35				74				0				0



				TR				210				486				225				154				485				1,048				0				0				0.50892				TR				107				247				115				79				247				533				0				0



				Tabellen für BFUG-Bericht



				Receivers of public support by payment of fees (in %)



												Recipients of public support												Non-receivers of public support



				Country								BA students who pay fees				BA students who don't pay fees				total				BA students who pay fees				BA students who don't pay fees				total



				AT				1				4				24				28				21				52				72



				CZ				3				2				2				3				41				56				97



				EE				6				9				38				47				35				18				53



				IE				12				12				14				25				41				34				75



				LV				15				21				12				33				37				29				67



				SE				22				n,d,				89				89				n,d,				11				11



				SK				24				6				1				7				76				18				93



				TR				25				53				18				70				22				7				30



												Recipients of public support																Non-receivers of public support



												average fee (arithm. mean)				average fee standard deviation (arithm. mean)				average public support (arithm. mean)				average public support standard deviation (arithm. mean)				average fee (arithm. mean)				average fee standard deviation (arithm. mean)				average public support (arithm. mean)				average public support standard deviation (arithm. mean)



				Country



				AT				1				11				31				368				210				26				47				0				0



				CZ				3				157				367				80				178				108				314				0				0



				EE				6				31				78				98				75				88				115				0				0



				IE				12				279				639				426				585				408				482				0				0



				LV				15				487				440				151				67				371				417				0				0



				SE				22				0				0				632				268				0				0				0				0



				SK				24				11				45				111				61				35				74				0				0



				TR				25				107				247				115				79				247				533				0				0











recipients p.s. %



				











recipients p.s. %



				AT				AT				AT



				CZ				CZ				CZ



				EE				EE				EE



				IE				IE				IE



				LV				LV				LV



				SE				SE				SE



				SK				SK				SK



				TR				TR				TR







BA students who pay fees



BA students who don't pay fees



total



4.2



23.6



27.8



1.5



1.5



3



9.1



38.3



47.4



11.5



13.8



25.3



21.4



11.8



33.2



0



88.7



88.7



5.8



1.1



6.9



52.7



17.6



70.3







recipients p.s. % anonymous



				











recipients p.s. % anonymous



				1				1				1



				3				3				3



				6				6				6



				12				12				12



				15				15				15



				22				22				22



				24				24				24



				25				25				25







BA students who pay fees



BA students who don't pay fees



total



4.2



23.6



27.8



1.5



1.5



3



9.1



38.3



47.4



11.5



13.8



25.3



21.4



11.8



33.2



0



88.7



88.7



5.8



1.1



6.9



52.7



17.6



70.3







non-receivers p.s. %



				











non-receivers p.s. %



				AT				AT				AT



				CZ				CZ				CZ



				EE				EE				EE



				IE				IE				IE



				LV				LV				LV



				SE				SE				SE



				SK				SK				SK



				TR				TR				TR







BA students who pay fees



BA students who don't pay fees



total



20.5



51.7



72.2



40.8



56.2



97



34.6



18



52.6



41.2



33.5



74.7



37.4



29.4



66.8



0



11.3



11.3



75.6



17.5



93.1



22.3



7.4



29.7







non-receivers p.s. % anonymous



				











BA total %



				











BA total %



				24				24



				25				25



				15				15



				12				12



				6				6



				3				3



				1				1



				22				22







BA students who pay fees



BA students who don't pay fees



81.4



18.6



75



25



58.8



41.2



52.7



47.3



43.7



56.3



42.3



57.7



24.7



75.3



0



100







BA total % anonymous



				











recipients p.s. €



				











recipients p.s. €



				AT				AT



				CZ				CZ



				EE				EE



				IE				IE



				LV				LV



				SE				SE



				SK				SK



				TR				TR







average fee (arithm. mean)



average public support (arithm. mean)



11.27



368.19



156.63725



79.9401



31.4588672



97.7950432



278.5



426



487.303166



151.200371



0



631.6551



11.2



110.8



106.7052564



114.5171784







recipients p.s. € anonymous 



				











recipients p.s. € anonymous 



				1				1



				3				3



				6				6



				12				12



				15				15



				22				22



				24				24



				25				25







average fee (arithm. mean)



average public support (arithm. mean)



11.27



368.19



156.63725



79.9401



31.4588672



97.7950432



278.5



426



487.303166



151.200371



0



631.6551



11.2



110.8



106.7052564



114.5171784







non-receivers p.s. €



				











non-receivers p.s. €



				AT				AT



				CZ				CZ



				EE				EE



				IE				IE



				LV				LV



				SE				SE



				SK				SK



				TR				TR







average fee (arithm. mean)



average public support (arithm. mean)



25.79



0



107.9772



0



87.5339656



0



408.2



0



370.76494



0



0



0



34.5



0



246.7702188



0







fees € recipients vs. non-rec.



				











fees € recipients vs. non-rec.



				AT				AT



				CZ				CZ



				EE				EE



				IE				IE



				LV				LV



				SE				SE



				SK				SK



				TR				TR







Recipients of public support



Non-receivers of public support



11.27



25.79



156.63725



107.9772



31.4588672



87.5339656



278.5



408.2



487.303166



370.76494



0



0



11.2



34.5



106.7052564



246.7702188













Source: EUROSTUDENT IV, StF2. Provisional data. Not for unrestricted circulation. Ranked by fees as share of total expenditure


4.8: Distribution of students expenditure by type of expenditure: Here key expenses by share of total monthly expenses 











4.8: Recipients of public support and importance of income source 


Source: EUROSTUDENT IV, StF7. Provisional data. Not for unrestricted circulation. Ranked by share of recipients.
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share of recipients in %



income source as share of total income in %



90.7
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data



				Recipients of public support and importance of income source by form of housing



																																																																																																				Wechselkurs = bisheriger Jahresdurchschnitt für 2010



								all students																BA students																MA students																Low education background																High education background																				Land				Nationale 
Währung								Multiplikator für 
Umrechnung



								share of recipients in %				monthly amount of public support				total monthly income of recipients				income source as share of total income in %				share of recipients in %				monthly amount of public support				total monthly income of recipients				income source as share of total income in %				share of recipients in %				monthly amount of public support				total monthly income of recipients				income source as share of total income in %				share of recipients in %				monthly amount of public support				total monthly income of recipients				income source as share of total income in %				share of recipients in %				monthly amount of public support				total monthly income of recipients				income source as share of total income in %



				Country																																																																																								AT				Euro				-



				AT				20.1				48				524				9.1				21.8				52				488				10.6				19.6				51				687				7.4				42.7				106				593				17.8				12.0				31				492				6.2								CH				Schweizer Franken				1 : 0,72532				0.72532



				CH				n,d,				n,d,				n,d,				n,d,				n,d,				n,d,				n,d,				n,d,				n,d,				n,d,				n,d,				n,d,				n,d,				n,d,				n,d,				n,d,				n,d,				n,d,				n,d,				n,d,								CZ				Tschechische Krone				1 : 0,03950				0.03950



				CZ				3.1				47				5,300				0.9				2.3				38				4,962				0.8				5.3				60				6,122				1.0				3.4				47				5,070				0.9				4.3				50				5,548				0.9								DE				Euro				-				-



				DE				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0								DK				Dänische Krone				1 : 0,13431				0.13431



				DK				97.6				3,069				4,955				61.9				98.6				3,023				4,989				60.6				87.5				3,517				4,628				76.0				88.9				3,418				4,928				69.3				98.3				3,112				5,334				58.3								EE				Estnische Krone				1 : 0,06392				0.06392				WK am 15.09.10



				EE				43.0				548				5,481				10.0				38.6				507				5,512				9.2				44.1				491				8,052				6.1				66.7				622				9,774				6.4				41.2				540				5,523				9.8								ES				Euro				-				-



				ES				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0								E_W				Britisches Pfund				1 : 1,1814				1.18140



				E_W				0.0				430				1,016				42.3				0.0				452				971				46.5				0.0				0				0				n,d,				0.0				437				989				44.2				0.0				419				1,050				39.9								FI				Euro				-				-



				FI				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0								FR				Euro				-				-



				FR				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0								HR				Kroatische Kuna				1 : 0,13727				0.13727				WK am 15.09.10



				HR				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0								IE				Euro				-				-



				IE				21.1				76				576				13.2				74.8				71				542				13.1				5.7				113				963				11.7				32.0				153				717				21.3				29.8				43				533				8.1								IT				Euro				-				-



				IT				9.2				128				n,d,				n,d,				9.3				129				n,d,				n,d,				10.5				131				n,d,				n,d,				14.0				122				n,d,				n,d,				6.0				110				n,d,				n,d,								LT				Litas				1 : 0,28958				0.28958				WK am 15.09.10



				LT				18.5				196				848				23.1				16.0				179				854				21.0				4.2				150				940				16.0				23.5				131				869				15.1				20.1				198				815				24.3								LV				Lats				1 : 1,4119				1.41190



				LV				27.0				28				201				14.1				27.3				26				169				15.6				25.4				38				377				10.1				0.0				0				146				0.0				24.7				26				200				13.0								MT				Euro				-				-



				MT				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0								NL				Euro				-				-



				NL				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0								NO				Norwegische Krone				1 : 0,12587				0.12587



				NO				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0								PL				Zloty				1 : 0,24977				0.24977



				PL				28.9				94				1,241				7.6				26.0				81				1,170				7.0				39.3				133				1,521				8.7				17.6				79				1,363				5.8				28.0				103				1,136				9.1								PT				Euro				-				-



				PT				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0								RO				Leu				1 : 0,23595				0.23595				WK am 15.09.10



				RO				29.9				75				657				11.4				31.4				79				613				12.9				19.2				47				964				4.9				8.7				20				918				2.2				33.4				90				726				12.4								SCO				Britisches Pfund				1 : 1,1814				1.18140



				SCO				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0								SE				Schwedische Krone				1 : 0,10470				0.10470



				SE				90.6				3,433				5,360				64.0				89.4				3,233				5,373				60.2				100.0				3,699				5,260				70.3				91.1				3,020				5,596				54.0				90.5				3,509				5,282				66.4								SI				Euro				-				-



				SI				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0								SK				Euro				-				-



				SK				6.8				92				234				39.2				4.3				95				276				34.6				10.0				90				212				42.5				0.0				n,d,				n,d,				n,d,				6.8				74				262				28.2								TR				Türkische Lira				1 : 0,50892				0.50892



				TR				49.1				245				539				45.4				54.6				228				416				54.8				21.4				424				1,085				39.1				56.0				231				459				50.4				43.6				254				614				41.4



				Mean/Median				34.2				111				848				14.3				38.0				112				854				14.5				30.2				131				1,025				12.8				34.2				131				954				12.5				33.7				107				815				13.3



								all students																BA students																MA students																Low education background																High education background																								all students																BA students																MA students																Low education background																High education background



								share of recipients in %				monthly amount of public support				total monthly income of recipients				income source as share of total income in %				share of recipients in %				monthly amount of public support				total monthly income of recipients				income source as share of total income in %				share of recipients in %				monthly amount of public support				total monthly income of recipients				income source as share of total income in %				share of recipients in %				monthly amount of public support				total monthly income of recipients				income source as share of total income in %				share of recipients in %				monthly amount of public support				total monthly income of recipients				income source as share of total income in %								Währungs-
umrechnungs-faktor				share of recipients in %				monthly amount of public support				total monthly income of recipients				income source as share of total income in %				share of recipients in %				monthly amount of public support				total monthly income of recipients				income source as share of total income in %				share of recipients in %				monthly amount of public support				total monthly income of recipients				income source as share of total income in %				share of recipients in %				monthly amount of public support				total monthly income of recipients				income source as share of total income in %				share of recipients in %				monthly amount of public support				total monthly income of recipients				income source as share of total income in %



				AT				20.1				48				524				9.1				21.8				52				488				10.6				19.6				51				687				7.4				42.7				106				593				17.8				12.0				31				492				6.2				AT				-				20.1				48				524				9.1				21.8				52				488				10.6				19.6				51				687				7.4				42.7				106				593				17.8				12.0				31				492				6.2



				CZ				3.1				47				5,300				0.9				2.3				38				4,962				0.8				5.3				60				6,122				1.0				3.4				47				5,070				0.9				4.3				50				5,548				0.9				CZ				0.03950				3.1				2				209				0.9				2.3				2				196				0.8				5.3				2				242				1.0				3.4				2				200				0.9				4.3				2				219				0.9



				EE				43.0				548				5,481				10.0				38.6				507				5,512				9.2				44.1				491				8,052				6.1				66.7				622				9,774				6.4				41.2				540				5,523				9.8				EE				0.06392				43.0				35				350				10.0				38.6				32				352				9.2				44.1				31				515				6.1				66.7				40				625				6.4				41.2				34				353				9.8



				E_W				0.0				430				1,016				42.3				0.0				452				971				46.5				0.0				0				0				n,d,				0.0				437				989				44.2				0.0				419				1,050				39.9				E_W				1.18140				0.0				508				1,200				42.3				0.0				534				1,147				46.5				0.0												n,d,				0.0				516				1,168				44.2				0.0				495				1,240				39.9



				IE				21.1				76				576				13.2				74.8				71				542				13.1				5.7				113				963				11.7				32.0				153				717				21.3				29.8				43				533				8.1				IE				-				21.1				76				576				13.2				74.8				71				542				13.1				5.7				113				963				11.7				32.0				153				717				21.3				29.8				43				533				8.1



				LT				18.5				196				848				23.1				16.0				179				854				21.0				4.2				150				940				16.0				23.5				131				869				15.1				20.1				198				815				24.3				LT				0.28958				18.5				57				246				23.1				16.0				52				247				21.0				4.2				43				272				16.0				23.5				38				252				15.1				20.1				57				236				24.3



				LV				27.0				28				201				14.1				27.3				26				169				15.6				25.4				38				377				10.1				0.0				0				146				0.0				24.7				26				200				13.0				LV				1.41190				27.0				40				283				14.1				27.3				37				239				15.6				25.4				54				533				10.1				0.0				0				206				0.0				24.7				37				283				13.0



				SE				90.6				3,433				5,360				64.0				89.4				3,233				5,373				60.2				100.0				3,699				5,260				70.3				91.1				3,020				5,596				54.0				90.5				3,509				5,282				66.4				SE				0.10470				90.6				359				561				64.0				89.4				338				563				60.2				100.0				387				551				70.3				91.1				316				586				54.0				90.5				367				553				66.4



				SK				6.8				92				234				39.2				4.3				95				276				34.6				10.0				90				212				42.5				0.0				n,d,				n,d,				n,d,				6.8				74				262				28.2				SK				-				6.8				92				234				39.2				4.3				95				276				34.6				10.0				90				212				42.5				0.0				n,d,				n,d,				n,d,				6.8				74				262				28.2



				TR				49.1				245				539				45.4				54.6				228				416				54.8				21.4				424				1,085				39.1				56.0				231				459				50.4				43.6				254				614				41.4				TR				0.50892				49.1				125				274				45.4				54.6				116				212				54.8				21.4				216				552				39.1				56.0				118				234				50.4				43.6				129				312				41.4



								all students																BA students																MA students																Low education background																High education background



								share of recipients in %				monthly amount of public support				total monthly income of recipients				income source as share of total income in %				share of recipients in %				monthly amount of public support				total monthly income of recipients				income source as share of total income in %				share of recipients in %				monthly amount of public support				total monthly income of recipients				income source as share of total income in %				share of recipients in %				monthly amount of public support				total monthly income of recipients				income source as share of total income in %				share of recipients in %				monthly amount of public support				total monthly income of recipients				income source as share of total income in %



				Country



				AT				26.3				104				1,029				10.1				29.4				115				992				11.6				25.6				105				1,112				9.4				37.6				181				1,239				14.6				18.7				72				1,021				7.0



				CH				13.9				120				2,300				5.2				14.9				130				2,238				5.8				13.2				108				2,374				4.6				32.3				305				2,449				12.4				8.3				76				2,267				3.3



				CZ				4.2				79				10,502				0.8				4.5				74				10,859				0.7				5.2				83				9,829				0.8				2.6				79				12,796				0.6				4.5				91				9,771				0.9



				DE				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0



				DK				90.7				5,670				8,093				70.1				92.0				5,616				7,845				71.6				88.2				5,770				8,560				67.4				77.6				5,977				8,376				71.4				92.3				5,655				8,142				69.4



				EE				50.9				811				8,896				9.1				49.6				670				8,229				8.1				39.2				582				11,622				5.0				28.6				742				14,993				4.9				50.3				711				9,087				7.8



				ES				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0



				E_W				0.0				547				1,270				43.1				0.0				564				1,235				45.7				0.0				0				0				n,d,				0.0				530				1,344				39.4				0.0				560				1,205				46.5



				FI				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0



				FR				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0



				HR				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0



				IE				31.3				172				1,156				14.9				70.7				179				894				20.0				9.5				132				1,950				6.8				31.8				232				1,467				15.8				31.6				114				1,058				10.8



				IT				18.0				182				n,d,				n,d,				18.8				173				n,d,				n,d,				17.6				195				n,d,				n,d,				25.4				190				n,d,				n,d,				11.7				178				n,d,				n,d,



				LT				27.6				71				953				7.4				28.0				77				946				8.1				18.3				28				853				3.2				28.3				133				1,094				12.2				26.8				64				941				6.8



				LV				33.7				40				273				14.7				36.8				41				227				18.1				23.4				37				429				8.6				16.2				22				394				5.6				32.2				38				275				13.7



				MT				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0



				NL				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0



				NO				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0



				PL				0.0				0				0				n,d,				0.0				0				0				n,d,				0.0				0				0				n,d,				0.0				0				0				n,d,				0.0				0				0				n,d,



				PT				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0



				RO				27.9				74				1,834				4.0				30.4				80				1,781				4.5				15.5				44				2,097				2.1				16.7				40				2,245				1.8				30.6				84				1,821				4.6



				SCO				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0



				SE				86.7				6,454				9,989				64.6				88.6				6,424				9,674				66.4				89.6				6,453				9,927				65.0				77.9				6,224				9,901				62.9				88.6				6,433				9,952				64.6



				SI				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0				0.0				0				0				0.0



				SK				10.7				108				295				36.5				8.6				115				277				41.5				13.6				101				309				32.7				8.3				20				107				18.7				8.0				87				346				25.1



				TR				72.4				234				576				40.7				76.1				226				511				44.3				38.6				380				1,180				32.2				77.5				231				491				47.1				63.4				243				736				33.0



				Mean/Median				38.0				146				1,270				24.7				42.2				152				1,235				26.6				30.6				108				2,024				19.8				35.4				211				1,467				23.6				35.9				103				1,205				22.6



								all students																BA students																MA students																Low education background																High education background																								all students																BA students																MA students																Low education background																High education background



								share of recipients in %				monthly amount of public support				total monthly income of recipients				income source as share of total income in %				share of recipients in %				monthly amount of public support				total monthly income of recipients				income source as share of total income in %				share of recipients in %				monthly amount of public support				total monthly income of recipients				income source as share of total income in %				share of recipients in %				monthly amount of public support				total monthly income of recipients				income source as share of total income in %				share of recipients in %				monthly amount of public support				total monthly income of recipients				income source as share of total income in %								Währungs-
umrechnungs-faktor				share of recipients in %				monthly amount of public support				total monthly income of recipients				income source as share of total income in %				share of recipients in %				monthly amount of public support				total monthly income of recipients				income source as share of total income in %				share of recipients in %				monthly amount of public support				total monthly income of recipients				income source as share of total income in %				share of recipients in %				monthly amount of public support				total monthly income of recipients				income source as share of total income in %				share of recipients in %				monthly amount of public support				total monthly income of recipients				income source as share of total income in %



				AT				26.3				104				1,029				10.1				29.4				115				992				11.6				25.6				105				1,112				9.4				37.6				181				1,239				14.6				18.7				72				1,021				7.0				AT				-				26.3				104				1,029				10.1				29.4				115				992				11.6				25.6				105				1,112				9.4				37.6				181				1,239				14.6				18.7				72				1,021				7.0



				CZ				4.2				79				10,502				0.8				4.5				74				10,859				0.7				5.2				83				9,829				0.8				2.6				79				12,796				0.6				4.5				91				9,771				0.9				CZ				0.03950				4.2				3				415				0.8				4.5				3				429				0.7				5.2				3				388				0.8				2.6				3				505				0.6				4.5				4				386				0.9



				EE				50.9				811				8,896				9.1				49.6				670				8,229				8.1				39.2				582				11,622				5.0				28.6				742				14,993				4.9				50.3				711				9,087				7.8				EE				0.06392				50.9				52				569				9.1				49.6				43				526				8.1				39.2				37				743				5.0				28.6				47				958				4.9				50.3				45				581				7.8



				E_W				0.0				547				1,270				43.1				0.0				564				1,235				45.7				0.0				0				0				n,d,				0.0				530				1,344				39.4				0.0				560				1,205				46.5				E_W				1.18140				0.0				646				1,500				43.1				0.0				666				1,459				45.7				0.0				0				0				n,d,				0.0				626				1,588				39.4				0.0				662				1,424				46.5



				IE				31.3				172				1,156				14.9				70.7				179				894				20.0				9.5				132				1,950				6.8				31.8				232				1,467				15.8				31.6				114				1,058				10.8				IE				-				31.3				172				1,156				14.9				70.7				179				894				20.0				9.5				132				1,950				6.8				31.8				232				1,467				15.8				31.6				114				1,058				10.8



				LT				27.6				71				953				7.4				28.0				77				946				8.1				18.3				28				853				3.2				28.3				133				1,094				12.2				26.8				64				941				6.8				LT				0.28958				27.6				20				276				7.4				28.0				22				274				8.1				18.3				8				247				3.2				28.3				39				317				12.2				26.8				18				273				6.8



				LV				33.7				40				273				14.7				36.8				41				227				18.1				23.4				37				429				8.6				16.2				22				394				5.6				32.2				38				275				13.7				LV				1.41190				33.7				57				386				14.7				36.8				58				321				18.1				23.4				52				605				8.6				16.2				31				556				5.6				32.2				53				388				13.7



				SE				86.7				6,454				9,989				64.6				88.6				6,424				9,674				66.4				89.6				6,453				9,927				65.0				77.9				6,224				9,901				62.9				88.6				6,433				9,952				64.6				SE				0.10470				86.7				676				1,046				64.6				88.6				673				1,013				66.4				89.6				676				1,039				65.0				77.9				652				1,037				62.9				88.6				674				1,042				64.6



				SK				10.7				108				295				36.5				8.6				115				277				41.5				13.6				101				309				32.7				8.3				20				107				18.7				8.0				87				346				25.1				SK				-				10.7				108				295				36.5				8.6				115				277				41.5				13.6				101				309				32.7				8.3				20				107				18.7				8.0				87				346				25.1



				TR				72.4				234				576				40.7				76.1				226				511				44.3				38.6				380				1,180				32.2				77.5				231				491				47.1				63.4				243				736				33.0				TR				0.50892				72.4				119				293				40.7				76.1				115				260				44.3				38.6				193				601				32.2				77.5				118				250				47.1				63.4				124				375				33.0



				Tabelle für BFUG-Bericht



												all students



												share of recipients in %				monthly amount of public support				total monthly income of recipients				income source as share of total income in %



				DK				5				90.7				5,670				8,093				70.1



				SE				22				86.7				6,454				9,989				64.6



				TR				25				72.4				234				576				40.7



				EE				6				50.9				811				8,896				9.1



				LV				15				33.7				40				273				14.7



				IE				12				31.3				172				1,156				14.9



				RO				21				27.9				74				1,834				4.0



				LT				14				27.6				71				953				7.4



				AT				1				26.3				104				1,029				10.1



				IT				13				18.0				182				n,d,				n,d,



				CH				2				13.9				120				2,300				5.2



				SK				24				10.7				108				295				36.5



				CZ				3				4.2				79				10,502				0.8











all students nlwp



				











all students nlwp



				AT				AT



				CZ				CZ



				EE				EE



				E_W				E_W



				IE				IE



				LT				LT



				LV				LV



				SE				SE



				SK				SK



				TR				TR







share of recipients in %



income source as share of total income in %



26.3



10.1



4.2



0.8



50.91



9.1



0



43.1



31.3



14.9



27.6



7.4



33.7



14.7



86.7



64.6



10.7



36.5



72.44



40.7







all students nlwp anonymous
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Source: EUROSTUDENT IV, StF9. Provisional data. Not for unrestricted circulation. Ranked by average tuition fee


4.8: Public support by payment of fees to institutions of higher education for Bachelor students: Here average fee vs average student aid 
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data



				Public support by payment of fees to institutions of higher education for BA students



				(Non-)Receivers of public support by payment of fees (in %)



								Recipients of public support												Non-receivers of public support												total



								BA students who pay fees				BA students who don't pay fees				total				BA students who pay fees				BA students who don't pay fees				total				BA students who pay fees				BA students who don't pay fees				total



				Country



				AT				4.2				23.6				27.8				20.5				51.7				72.2				24.7				75.3				100.0



				CH				14.9				0.7								83.8				0.6								98.7				1.3



				CZ				1.5				1.5				3.0				40.8				56.2				97.0				42.3				57.7				100.0



				DE				0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0



				DK				n,d,				92.4								n,d,				7.6								0.0				100.0



				EE				9.1				38.3				47.4				34.6				18.0				52.6				43.7				56.3				100.0



				ES				0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0



				E_W				n,d,				n,d,								n,d,				n,d,								n,d,				n,d,



				FI				0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0



				FR				0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0



				HR				0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0



				IE				11.5				13.8				25.3				41.2				33.5				74.7				52.7				47.3				100.0



				IT				3.7				6.0								88.2				2.2								91.9				8.2



				LT				12.4				11.7								45.6				30.3								58.0				42.0



				LV				21.4				11.8				33.2				37.4				29.4				66.8				58.8				41.2				100.0



				MT				0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0



				NL				0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0



				NO				0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0



				PL				11.0				16.9								39.9				32.2								50.9				49.1



				PT				0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0



				RO				4.2				27.8								39.5				28.6								43.7				56.4



				SCO				0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0



				SE				n,d,				88.7				88.7				n,d,				11.3				11.3				0.0				100.0				100.0



				SI				0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0								0.0				0.0



				SK				5.8				1.1				6.9				75.6				17.5				93.1				81.4				18.6				100.0



				TR				52.7				17.6				70.3				22.3				7.4				29.7				75.0				25.0				100.0



				Mean				12.7				25.1				37.8				47.5				23.3				62.2				51.6				48.5				100.0



				Receivers of public support by payment of fees (in %)



								Recipients of public support												Non-receivers of public support												total												Country abbreviations



				Country				BA students who pay fees				BA students who don't pay fees				total				BA students who pay fees				BA students who don't pay fees				total				BA students who pay fees				BA students who don't pay fees				total				Achtung: totals wurden über Summenformel ermittelt, um Rundungsdifferenzen aus BasicData zu vermeiden.



				SK				6				1				7				76				18				93				81				19				100				24



				TR				53				18				70				22				7				30				75				25				100				25



				LV				21				12				33				37				29				67				59				41				100				15



				IE				12				14				25				41				34				75				53				47				100				12



				EE				9				38				47				35				18				53				44				56				100				6



				CZ				2				2				3				41				56				97				42				58				100				3



				AT				4				24				28				21				52				72				25				75				100				1



				SE				n,d,				89				89				n,d,				11				11				0				100				100				22



				Importance of fees for receivers of public support, monthly amount in nat. currency



								Recipients of public support																Non-receivers of public support																												Wechselkurs = bisheriger Jahresdurchschnitt für 2010



								average fee (arithm. mean)				average fee standard deviation (arithm. mean)				average public support (arithm. mean)				average public support standard deviation (arithm. mean)				average fee (arithm. mean)				average fee standard deviation (arithm. mean)				average public support (arithm. mean)				average public support standard deviation (arithm. mean)								Land				Nationale 
Währung								Multiplikator für 
Umrechnung



				Country



				AT				11				31				368				210				26				47				0				0								AT				Euro				1				1



				CH				120				3				574				19				130				2				0				0								CH				Schweizer Franken				1 : 0,72532				0.72532



				CZ				3,966				9,298				2,024				4,515				2,734				7,962				0				0								CZ				Tschechische Krone				1 : 0,03950				0.03950



				DE				0				0				0				0				0				0				0				0								DE				Euro				-				1.00000



				DK				0				0				5,503				2,108				0				0				0				0								DK				Dänische Krone				1 : 0,13431				0.13431



				EE				492				1,227				1,530				1,166				1,369				1,800				0				0								EE				Estnische Krone				1 : 0,06392				0.06392				WK am 15.09.10



				ES				0				0				0				0				0				0				0				0								ES				Euro				-				1.00000



				E_W				0				0				0				0				0				0				0				0								E_W				Britisches Pfund				1 : 1,1814				1.18140



				FI				0				0				0				0				0				0				0				0								FI				Euro				-				1.00000



				FR				0				0				0				0				0				0				0				0								FR				Euro				-				1.00000



				HR				0				0				0				0				0				0				0				0								HR				Kroatische Kuna				1 : 0,13727				0.13727				WK am 15.09.10



				IE				279				639				426				585				408				482				0				0								IE				Euro				-				1.00000



				IT				66				47				145				96				90				54				0				0								IT				Euro				-				1.00000



				LT				364				387				316				353				1,052				1,243				0				0								LT				Litas				1 : 0,28958				0.28958				WK am 15.09.10



				LV				345				312				107				48				263				295				0				0								LV				Lats				1 : 1,4119				1.41190



				MT				0				0				0				0				0				0				0				0								MT				Euro				-				1.00000



				NL				0				0				0				0				0				0				0				0								NL				Euro				-				1.00000



				NO				0				0				0				0				0				0				0				0								NO				Norwegische Krone				1 : 0,12587				0.12587



				PL				71				139				357				185				115				158				0				0								PL				Zloty				1 : 0,24977				0.24977



				PT				0				0				0				0				0				0				0				0								PT				Euro				-				1.00000



				RO				132				117				232				88				226				74				0				0								RO				Leu				1 : 0,23595				0.23595				WK am 15.09.10



				SCO				0				0				0				0				0				0				0				0								SCO				Britisches Pfund				1 : 1,1814				1.18140



				SE				0				0				6,033				2,558				0				0				0				0								SE				Schwedische Krone				1 : 0,10470				0.10470



				SI				0				0				0				0				0				0				0				0								SI				Euro				-				1.00000



				SK				11				45				111				61				35				74				0				0								SK				Euro				-				1.00000



				TR				210				486				225				154				485				1,048				0				0								TR				Türkische Lira				1 : 0,50892				0.50892



				Mean				433				909				1,282				867				495				946				0				0



								Recipients of public support																Non-receivers of public support																Währungs-
umrechnungs-faktor												Recipients of public support																Non-receivers of public support



								average fee (arithm. mean)				average fee standard deviation (arithm. mean)				average public support (arithm. mean)				average public support standard deviation (arithm. mean)				average fee (arithm. mean)				average fee standard deviation (arithm. mean)				average public support (arithm. mean)				average public support standard deviation (arithm. mean)																average fee (arithm. mean)				average fee standard deviation (arithm. mean)				average public support (arithm. mean)				average public support standard deviation (arithm. mean)				average fee (arithm. mean)				average fee standard deviation (arithm. mean)				average public support (arithm. mean)				average public support standard deviation (arithm. mean)



				Country																																								Country



				AT				11				31				368				210				26				47				0				0				1.4119				LV				15				487				440				107				48				263				295				0				0



				CZ				3,966				9,298				2,024				4,515				2,734				7,962				0				0				1				IE				12				279				639				426				585				408				482				0				0



				EE				492				1,227				1,530				1,166				1,369				1,800				0				0				0.0395				CZ				3				157				367				80				178				108				314				0				0



				IE				279				639				426				585				408				482				0				0				0.50892				TR				25				107				486				225				154				485				1,048				0				0



				LV				345				312				107				48				263				295				0				0				0.28958				LT				14				106				112				91				102				305				360				0				0



				SE				0				0				6,033				2,558				0				0				0				0				0.72532				CH				2				87				3				416				13				130				2				0				0



				SK				11				45				111				61				35				74				0				0				1				IT				13				66				47				145				96				90				54				0				0



				TR				210				486				225				154				485				1,048				0				0				0.06392				EE				6				31				78				98				75				88				115				0				0



																																								0.23595				RO				21				31				27				55				21				53				17				0				0



																																								0.24977				PL				19				18				35				89				46				29				39				0				0



																																								1				AT				1				11				31				368				210				26				47				0				0



				Tabellen für BFUG-Bericht																																				1				SK				24				11				45				111				61				35				74				0				0



				Receivers of public support by payment of fees (in %)																																				0.1047				SE				22				0				0				632				268				0				0				0				0



												Recipients of public support												Non-receivers of public support



				Country								BA students who pay fees				BA students who don't pay fees				total				BA students who pay fees				BA students who don't pay fees				total



				AT				1				4				24				28				21				52				72



				CZ				3				2				2				3				41				56				97



				EE				6				9				38				47				35				18				53



				IE				12				12				14				25				41				34				75



				LV				15				21				12				33				37				29				67



				SE				22				n,d,				89				89				n,d,				11				11



				SK				24				6				1				7				76				18				93



				TR				25				53				18				70				22				7				30



												Recipients of public support																Non-receivers of public support



												average fee (arithm. mean)				average fee standard deviation (arithm. mean)				average public support (arithm. mean)				average public support standard deviation (arithm. mean)				average fee (arithm. mean)				average fee standard deviation (arithm. mean)				average public support (arithm. mean)				average public support standard deviation (arithm. mean)



				Country



				AT				1				11				31				368				210				26				47				0				0



				CZ				3				157				367				80				178				108				314				0				0



				EE				6				31				78				98				75				88				115				0				0



				IE				12				279				639				426				585				408				482				0				0



				LV				15				487				440				151				67				371				417				0				0



				SE				22				0				0				632				268				0				0				0				0



				SK				24				11				45				111				61				35				74				0				0



				TR				25				107				247				115				79				247				533				0				0
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Source: EUROSTUDENT IV, StE5. Provisional data. Not for unrestricted circulation. Ranked by share of students, who (strongly) agree


4.8: Students’ assessment of their financial situation as sufficient 











5. Outcomes and Employability 











Source: Eurostat. Provisional data. Not for unrestricted circulation.


5.1: Tertiary education attainment and graduation rate 


Year 2009


Share of population aged 30-34 years who have successfully completed university or university-like (tertiary-level) education 


17.5%











Source: Eurostat. Provisional data. Not for unrestricted circulation.


5.1: Tertiary education attainment and graduation rate 


The persons who in 2009 have between 30 and 34 years old and hold a higher education degree have graduated in the 15 years before


			 81% have graduated between 1998 and 2004


			 88% have graduated before 2005





			 Graduation rate almost triple during the 15 years span


			 During the years when 30-34 years old 2009 cohort graduated, graduation rate was around 18%


			 The 18% is very close to the 17.5% of attainment level in 2009





Graduation rates relate the number of graduates coming out of higher education institutions every year to population size.





Czech Republic


Net graduation rate by year


(Proxy to the probability of graduating from higher education)





Age class





Number of graduates in age class corresponding to 30-34 years old 2009 cohort, by year














6.	Lifelong Learning and Recognition 











Source: Eurostat. Provisional data. Not for unrestricted circulation.


6.8: Participation in lifelong learning 


Percentage of students enrolled in higher educationwith 30 or more years old


2008


European Higher Education Area











7. International Mobility of Student and Staff











7.2: Balance between inbound and outbound mobility


Source: Eurostat, UIS. Provisional data. Not for unrestricted circulation.
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7.12: Attractiveness of the EHEA for students


Source: Eurostat, UIS. Provisional data. Not for unrestricted circulation.


Share of worldwide mobile students studying in the EHEA











7.5: Other short-term mobility 


Source: EUROSTUDENT IV, StI4. Provisional data. Not for unrestricted circulation. Countries ranked by share of students on language courses 
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Reporting exercise (2011)





Centralized situation (as in the Lime Survey on June 29, 2011, at 12.00 hours – full responses) 



According with the information received from the data collectors, the total number of “entities” used in the next calculations is of 49 (by considering two respondent “entities” for Belgium and two for the UK, and the 47 Bologna countries).



		Number



		Part of the BFUG questionnaire

		Full responses

(in numbers)

		Full responses

(in % related to total number of entities, 49)



		1.

		Part 1.0 BFUG Data Collection: administrative information

		24

		48,97



		2.

		Part 1.1 BFUG Data Collection on Context and Structures

		37

		75,51



		3.

		Part 1.2 BFUG Data Collection on student-centred learning

		40

		81,63



		4.

		Part 1.3 BFUG Data Collection on Quality Assurance

		40

		81,63



		5.

		Part 1.4 BFUG Data Collection on Lifelong Learning

		41

		83,67



		6.

		Part 2.1 BFUG Data Collection on policies to widen participation and increase flexibility

		38

		77,55



		7.

		Part 2.2 BFUG Data Collection on student contributions and support

		40

		81,63
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