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 FOREWORD

Trends IV provides the only European-wide analysis of how universities are responding to the challenges of 

implementing the Bologna reforms. Demonstrating that there is widespread support for reform, the report 

describes what has been achieved and identifi es issues that remain to be tackled. It is thus a signifi cant 

publication for all those concerned with European higher education, whether universities and students, or 

governments, business and industry, and other stakeholders. 

Trends IV is also the European universities’ report to the Ministers of Education meeting in Bergen on 19/20 

May 2005 to discuss the next phase of the Bologna Process. It thus mirrors those issues addressed by the 

formal governmental stocktaking exercise, namely the three priorities set out in the Berlin Communiqué - 

degree structures, quality and recognition. In addition, Trends IV also looks at the link between higher edu-

cation and research, particularly in relation to doctoral programmes, that was also included in the Berlin 

Communiqué and is of major importance to universities.

Halfway to the 2010 deadline set for the realisation of the European Higher Education Area, the report 

demonstrates in a very concrete way that there is now a shift in focus in the Bologna Process, from the 

introduction of framework legislation that has taken precedence until now, to ensuring successful and 

sustainable implementation within institutions. 

The preparation of Trends IV has been a collective effort that would not have been possible without the 

involvement and commitment of many people and institutions in different countries. Our thanks go to all 

those who have given up their time to organise visits, fi ll in questionnaires, or participate in interviews. In 

particular, EUA would like to thank the team of researchers that carried out the site visits and the national 

rectors’ conferences that not only organised site visits but also provided a wealth of background 

 information. 

Particular thanks go to, of course, the two authors, Sybille Reichert and Christian Tauch, not only for agree-

ing to take on this huge and complex task under such unreasonable time constraints, but also for their 

dedication and perseverance throughout the project. Both have worked actively from the initial conception 

of Trends IV, contributing to the development of methodology, participating in the research site visits, ana-

lysing the wealth of information gathered from institutions, and fi nally still managing to write a clear and 

perceptive report. 

It is rewarding to see that Europe’s universities are capable of working together so effectively to present this 

clear picture of the concrete issues and challenges that lie ahead. The fi ndings in this report will do much 

to shape EUA’s activities in the years to come.

Professor Georg Winkler 

EUA President 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1. Trends IV: Universities implementing Bo-

logna: Trends IV has been undertaken through 

extensive fi eld research, with sixty-two site 

 visits to universities (using the broad sense of 

the term) at the core of information gathering. 

While the research fi ndings contained in the 

report are qualitative in nature, and therefore 

do not provide statistical certainty, Trends IV 

provides an in-depth and the most up-to-date 

snapshot of the state of implementation of 

 Bologna reforms in Europe’s universities. 

2. Embracing Reform: The fi ndings regarding 

attitudes to reform in universities contrast 

sharply with the views expressed by institution-

al leaders only two years ago through the 

Trends III questionnaires. General acceptance 

of the need for reforms seems to be wide-

spread in universities. Indeed, many institutions 

have made great efforts to “internalise” the re-

form process, incorporating Bologna issues into 

their own institutional strategies and activities. 

In many cases, reforms are recognised as an 

opportunity to address problems which have 

long been known to exist. The overwhelming 

perception from the site visits is that actors in 

institutions are now facing and tackling the 

challenges of implementation with commit-

ment and energy. 

3. Coping with Reform: Criticism of the re-

forms from within universities tends not to fo-

cus on the purpose of reform – there is consid-

erable consensus that change is needed - but 

rather upon the extent to which reforms are, or 

are not, being supported. Often implementa-

tion is being hindered by lack of the necessary 

institutional autonomy to make key decisions 

or the additional fi nancial resources for univer-

sities to cope with such a major restructuring 

exercise and the new tasks which have emerged 

as part of the reforms. At the same time, the 

role of leadership within universities is also crit-

ical: wherever the leadership is providing strong 

and positive support to the process, allowing 

enough space for internal deliberation, progress 

is smoother. 

4. The introduction of three cycles: Consid-

erable progress has been made in introducing 

three-cycle structures across Europe, although 

there are still some legislative obstacles to 

structural reform in a few countries fi ve years 

after signing the Bologna Declaration. Many 

institutions, however, have now reached the 

heart of the transition process. Structural 

change must be matched with proper redevel-

opment of the curricula, and often this has not 

been completed. Confusion sometimes exists 

regarding the objectives of the fi rst cycle de-

gree (which many mistakenly regard as a com-

pressed version of former long-cycle pro-

grammes) and in many cases there has not 

been adequate time for institutions and aca-

demics to address reforms in a comprehensive 

way and to benefi t from the opportunities of-

fered through restructuring the curricula. 

5. The impact of structural reforms: All too 

often, Bologna is still conceived as essentially a 

process of harmonising degree structures. 

Trends IV illustrates that, although much 

progress is being made, the process of moving 

towards a comprehensible three-cycle system 

throughout Europe is a highly complex cultural 

and social transformation that has set off a 

chain of developments with their own dynam-

ics in different contexts. While changes to the 

length of studies can be described easily, meas-

uring their signifi cance and their impact re-

quires much greater and more sophisticated 

analysis: for example, the acceptance of new 

fi rst-cycle qualifi cations in society, the extent to 

which these new qualifi cations meet the needs 

of the labour market, and the implications of a 

pedagogical shift to student-centred learning.

6. Employability of fi rst cycle graduates: In 

the majority of universities visited, concerns 

were expressed about the employability of fi rst 

cycle graduates. Indeed, in countries moving 

away from a long fi rst cycle, many academics 

are not ready yet to trust fully the new fi rst cy-

cle qualifi cations, and are frequently advising 
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their students to remain in higher education 

until the end of the second cycle. On the other 

hand, institutions in countries where the struc-

tural reforms began earlier report far fewer 

problems of labour market acceptance of fi rst 

cycle graduates – indicating that countries ex-

periencing diffi culties are perhaps simply at an 

earlier phase of a normal transition. However, 

signifi cant differences do also exist between 

the disciplines. The fi ndings also show that 

more public debate on the reforms is needed 

and suggest that public authorities are lagging 

behind in adapting their own career structures 

to accommodate new fi rst cycle qualifi cations. 

Professional bodies – especially in regulated 

professions – also play an important role. The 

report includes both examples of areas in which 

professional bodies encourage new pro-

grammes, and others where there are major 

obstacles. Meanwhile, many institutions them-

selves are also still not addressing seriously the 

needs of local, regional, national and interna-

tional employers when constructing their new 

study programmes. 

7. Enhancing quality: The study’s fi ndings 

show that universities are increasingly aware of 

the importance of improving the quality of 

their activities, and this is expressed in a wide 

range of processes that go far beyond formal 

and obligatory responses to the requirements 

of external quality assurance. While the need 

for improved cooperation between institutions 

and quality assurance bodies is undisputed, 

Trends IV points to a range of other factors, in-

cluding student participation, which have a 

very direct impact on quality improvement. 

Notably, there is clear evidence that success in 

improving quality within institutions is directly 

correlated with the degree of institutional au-

tonomy. Institutions which display the greatest 

ownership for internal quality processes are 

also those with the most functional autonomy.

8. Recognition of qualifi cations: Improved 

quality is regarded as one of the keys to more 

automatic recognition of qualifi cations across 

Europe. The site visits show that considerable 

progress in recognition is being made, but again 

there is a need to do more to ensure a system-

atic use of the commonly agreed Bologna trans-

parency tools, in particular ECTS and the Diplo-

ma Supplement. The Diploma Supplement is 

certainly being introduced in all the countries 

visited, in line with the commitment of the Ber-

lin Communiqué, but in addition to technical 

problems, the challenge of providing clear infor-

mation about learning outcomes remains. 

Meanwhile, ECTS is being widely used for “stu-

dent transfer,” and generally seems to work 

well. However, it is still often perceived as a tool 

to translate national systems into a European 

language, rather than as a central feature of cur-

riculum design. Thus, strengthening efforts to 

mainstream these European tools in institutions 

across Europe continues to be a priority.

9. The link between higher education and 

research: In relation to their teaching and re-

search missions, institutions and individual aca-

demics often experience a pull in different di-

rections by the confl icting demands placed 

upon them. According to many academics, the 

necessary focus upon re-structuring curricula 

and the challenges of designing new study pro-

grammes and putting in place additional coun-

selling and support for more fl exible learner-

centred teaching have meant that they have 

less time than before to devote to their research 

activities. This is a particular cause for concern 

in view of the growing awareness at European 

level of the need to enhance the attractiveness 

of research careers and underlines the impor-

tance of linking the higher education and re-

search agendas. There is so far little evidence 

that such discourse has been translated into 

concrete action and prioritised in universities. 
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Conclusions

10. Trends IV shows that continuous reform and 

innovation is already a reality - and the only 

serious option - at many universities, and that 

many factors are combining to affect the na-

ture and success of these complex processes. If 

reforms are to be successful, there needs to be 

a much greater awareness throughout society 

that this current period represents a major cul-

tural shift which is transforming long-accepted 

notions of higher education and that imple-

menting the reforms in a sustainable way needs 

time and support. Governments must be 

sensitive to the fact that the goals will not be 

achieved simply by changing legislation. Insti-

tutions need more functional autonomy as a 

fundamental condition for successful reform 

and accept that this implies strengthening gov-

ernance structures, institutional leadership and 

internal management. The question of the 

funding of reform has to be addressed and with 

it the broader issues of investment in higher 

education as a means of the demands of Eu-

rope‘s developing knowledge societies. After 

all, Europe’s strength derives from the concep-

tion of higher education as a public responsibil-

ity responding to societal needs, and this re-

quires the commitment to a long-term and 

sustainable public funding base.
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APEL Accreditation of prior experiential learning

APL Accreditation of prior learning

ECTS European Credit Transfer System

EHEA European Higher Education Area

ENIC European Network of Information Centres

ERA European Research Area

EUA European University Association

HEIs Higher education institutions

LLL Lifelong learning

NARIC National Academic Recognition Information Centres

QA Quality assurance

LIST OF ACRONYMS
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1. Introduction

The Bologna Declaration of 1999 has initiated the 

widest reaching reforms to European higher educa-

tion in recent decades. The breadth of the process 

refers both to the extent of the reforms themselves 

at the European, national, and institutional level, 

and to the growing number of countries commit-

ted to creating a European Higher Education Area 

(EHEA) by 2010 – now involving forty countries 

with more expected to join at the next Ministerial 

meeting. At this fi ve-year mid-point in the Process, 

the meeting of European Ministers of Education in 

Bergen, May 2005, offers an ideal opportunity to 

refl ect on the ways in which Europe’s higher educa-

tion institutions (HEIs) are implementing the 

Bologna reforms, to see what progress has been 

made and what challenges remain. 

Through the Trends reports prepared for the 

Ministerial meetings taking place every two years, 

the European University Association (EUA) or a 

predecessor association has been involved in “tak-

ing stock” of changes to the European higher edu-

cation landscape since the Bologna Process began. 

This is a major activity for EUA as part of its active 

involvement in shaping and developing the EHEA. 

The approaches and scope of the Trends reports 

have changed over the years to respond to the 

evolution of the Bologna Process and the chang-

ing priority of issues. The primary aim of Trends IV 

is to shed light on the conditions, problems, chal-

lenges and achievements which are encountered 

by Europe’s HEIs in implementing the Bologna re-

forms. It continues the institutional focus which 

the predecessor study, Trends 2003: Progress to-

wards the European Higher Education Area, com-

monly known as “Trends III,” began two years 

ago. Taking up the thread from Trends III which 

was still chiefl y concerned with identifying the ex-

pectations, opinions and main problems that HEIs 

associate with the different aims and action lines 

of the Bologna reforms, Trends IV is now proceed-

ing into a more detailed analysis of these issues at 

a more advanced stage of implementation. In par-

ticular, this report explores the ways in which insti-

tutions are responding to the Bologna Process, 

offers insight into the impact that the Process is 

having on overall institutional development, and 

looks at the levels of awareness and support for 

these changes among the various actors across 

Europe’s higher education academic community.

Furthermore, Trends IV enables EUA members to 

have up-to-date information on changes taking 

place across Europe’s HEIs in this collective process 

of reform and to guide EUA’s future work plan in a 

way that addresses the most important needs of 

its members.

2. Methodology

The primary source of information for Trends IV 

was sixty-two site visits to HEIs in twenty-nine 

 European countries (listed in appendix 1). The vis-

its lasted one to one-and-a-half days and were 

conducted by a team of international experts well 

versed with European policy and institutional de-

velopments, with appropriate language capabili-

ties to conduct nearly all visits in the local lan-

guage. The international expert was supported by 

a national expert nominated by the national rec-

tors’ conference of the country to provide details 

on national conditions and debates that contextu-

alised the institutional information (listed in ap-

pendix 2). In addition, the institutional site visits 

were complemented by questionnaires from the 

respective national rectors’ conferences that gave 

background information on recent national legis-

lation and developments along the various 

Bologna action lines (appendices 3 and 4). 

The site visits consisted of the researchers con-

ducting small group interviews with different 

groups within the institution: institutional leader-

ship (rector and vice-rectors), deans, academics, 

junior staff, PhD candidates, students, and admin-

istrators. All institutional actors were asked ques-

tions along a common framework (see appen-

dix 5). For compatibility with the stocktaking of 

the “mid-term priorities” as outlined in the Berlin 

Communiqué, the questions addressed the imple-

mentation of two-cycle structures, recognition ar-

rangements, and quality assurance processes. 

 Furthermore, EUA chose to also address general 

attitudes towards and awareness of the Bologna 

Process within the institution, as well as issues of 

research and research training to follow up on the 

recognised link between the EHEA and European 

Research Area (ERA) introduced in the Berlin 

Communiqué. Each of these themes is addressed 
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in this report in separate chapters, with a conclud-

ing chapter that identifi es the key success factors 

for implementation as well as the systemic chal-

lenges which emerge in the Process. 

The decision concerning which countries to visit 

was governed by research imperatives. The fi nan-

cial limitations of the Trends IV budget, of which 

over half is covered by EUA itself, precluded the 

possibility of conducting multiple visits in all for-

ty signatory countries. Having to limit the overall 

number of countries, it was decided to exclude 

those where there is only one university, which 

was the case in Cyprus, Iceland, Liechtenstein, 

Luxembourg and Malta because it was considered 

more valuable to spend travel resources to gain an 

understanding of the situation in a national con-

text where several affected institutions could be 

compared. EUA also decided it was too early to 

assess progress made by institutions in countries 

that only recently signed the Bologna Declaration 

in Berlin, namely Albania, Andorra, Bosnia and 

Herzegovina, Holy See, Serbia and Montenegro, 

FYROM, and Russia.1

The selection of institutions for site visits was 

based upon creating a theoretical sample of dif-

ferent types of institutions (university and non-

university, comprehensive and more specialised, 

metropolitan and regional, research intensive 

and teaching-oriented) but that were roughly 

comparable with regards to minimum student 

population size and level to which degrees are 

offered. This was determined by referring to 

Trends III questionnaire responses. Taking ac-

count of these criteria, EUA’s member national 

rectors’ conferences were asked to select relevant 

institutions, and in total forty-eight HEIs were in-

volved through this process. The need for institu-

tions to be willing to participate meant, of course, 

that some bias was introduced; in addition, the 

fact of being “selected” for the project may also 

have created a bias. The sample, on average, is 

therefore likely to be more positively disposed 

and advanced in introducing the reforms than 

the average institution in each national context. 

Such bias was judged to be legitimate given that 

the aim of the study is to see what challenges are 

being faced and to assess the nature and quality 

of the reforms undertaken in light of institutional 

development and self-improvement, and not to 

measure how far institutions have progressed 

overall in the implementation. 

The Coimbra Group generously contributed to 

the Trends IV project by offering to interview 

member institutions of their network using the 

same methodology and questions of Trends IV. 

Coimbra Group institutions “paired up” to intro-

duce an external perspective to the questioning, 

and contributed fourteen of the institutional cases 

to the sample - thus bring the total number of in-

stitutions participating to sixty-two. Given the fact 

that the Coimbra Group institutions involved were 

all multi-disciplinary research-intense universities 

with an international orientation, this type of insti-

tution is somewhat overrepresented in the study’s 

institutional sample. 

A last note should be made on the very limited 

time for the project, which started in June 2004 

with research design and concluded at EUA’s 

Convention of Higher Education Institutions in 

Glasgow, April 2005. EUA faced a challenge of 

fi nding qualifi ed and available researchers at short 

notice, which coupled with academic calendars 

and summer breaks meant that the visits could 

not begin before October 2004. In the end, little 

more than two months was available to the main 

authors for reading, analysing the institutional re-

ports and pulling central fi ndings together. This 

report therefore presents key fi ndings but cannot 

possibly do full justice to the wealth of the data 

collected. To make full and differentiated use of 

the many observations and perspectives gathered 

in the framework of this study’s site visits, addi-

tional follow-up actions and more in-depth analy-

ses on individual aspects will be pursued after this 

study.

1  EUA has extensive information on many of the Balkan countries from conducting institutional evaluations over the past few years. For example, 
country-wide reviews have been conducted in Serbia and Montenegro (2003/4), Bosnia and Herzegovina (2004) and FYROM (2004/5). It is felt that 
the particular challenges facing the region merit specifi c attention to consider progress on the Bologna reforms in line with the political transformations 
and restructuring of higher education systems in these former Yugoslav states. EUA has therefore decided to pursue these challenges and issues in 
the region outside this project. 
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2.  TWO CYCLE DEGREE STRUCTURE 
CHRISTIAN TAUCH

DEGREE STRUCTURE: ADOPTION OF A 
SYSTEM ESSENTIALLY BASED ON TWO MAIN 
CYCLES

All Ministers commit themselves to having start-

ed the implementation of the two cycle system 

by 2005.(…)

Ministers encourage the member States to elab-

orate a framework of comparable and compat-

ible qualifi cations for their higher education 

systems, which should seek to describe qualifi -

cations in terms of workload, level, learning 

outcomes, competences and profi le. They also 

undertake to elaborate an overarching frame-

work of qualifi cations for the European Higher 

Education Area. (…) First cycle degrees should 

give access, in the sense of the Lisbon Recognition 

Convention, to second cycle programmes. 

Second cycle degrees should give access to doc-

toral studies.(…) 

Berlin Communiqué (2003)

Creating a system of easily readable and compara-

ble degrees is a central - and for many even the 

essential - objective of the Bologna Process. Since 

1999, however, the experience of introducing two 

or three cycles to Europe’s national higher educa-

tion systems has demonstrated that there is ample 

room for different and at times confl icting interpre-

tations regarding the duration and orientation of 

programmes. Especially the employability of three 

year Bachelor graduates continues to be an issue in 

many countries. On the other hand, the unique op-

portunity provided by the Bologna Process to revise 

pedagogical concepts by introducing student-cen-

tred learning has been utilised in practically all 

countries, and modular structures and clearly de-

fi ned learning outcomes for the various degrees 

awarded are being introduced. Correspondingly, a 

sincere determination to overhaul the entire ap-

proach to teaching and learning in a great number 

of HEIs is expressed, rather than simply complying 

with legal obligations at a formal level. And while 

the relevance of qualifi cations frameworks to cur-

ricular development and recognition are not yet 

well-known in most HEIs, this can be explained by 

the rather scarce activities initiated in this fi eld at 

the national level between Berlin and Bergen. The 

two topics of access to higher education and pro-

gression from one cycle to the next receive greater 

attention in many countries as HEIs are under pres-

sure to make optimal use of their resources, reduce 

the duration of studies and sharpen their institu-

tional profi les. This chapter describes the wider set-

ting of these curricular reforms. 

1. Implementation of the two cycles at 
national level

Almost all countries in this study have by now in-

troduced the two-cycle system. Only in very few 

countries were HEIs still waiting for more detailed 

governmental regulations regarding the opera-

tional aspects of the system, such as the length of 

the cycles, ECTS, and the Diploma Supplement, 

before implementing the structural changes. At 

the time of the site visits in late 2004, this con-

cerned institutions in Portugal, Spain and Sweden. 

However, government decrees were passed in 

Spain in January 2005. It should also be noted that 

in some Bologna signatory countries, such as the 

United Kingdom, institutions have the autonomy 

to make structural changes without needing to 

wait for governmental/legislative reforms.

There are various modes and speeds of introduc-

ing the new systems. For example, in Hungary the 

introduction began in 2005 and will already be 

compulsory in 2006, and in Croatia time pressure 

is equally intense with radical change intended to 

take effect in the academic year 2005-2006. In 

Norway the fi rst cycle will be fully implemented 

by 2005 after a longer preparation phase with the 

old system being completed removed by 2007. In 

Finland the new degree system will offi cially start 

in August 2005, after long deliberations at nation-

al and institutional levels. In a few countries where 

the reform has already been implemented, e.g., in 

Italy and the Netherlands, the government is con-

sidering some adjustments to the system (e.g., 

nomenclature). Estonia is in the peculiar situation 

of changing from one two-cycle system to another 

two-cycle system, namely from 4+2 to 3+2, with 

resulting problems of acceptance and confusion. 

HEIs in Denmark introduced a 3+2+3 structure in 

1993 but are now rethinking the content of pro-

grammes, restructuring the curricula in a process 

including stakeholder consultation and defi nition 

of learning outcomes. 
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Numerous institutions confi rmed that the speed of 

(and motivation for) reforms is perceived very dif-

ferently across some disciplines and faculties. In 

some universities the Humanities disciplines seem 

to have the least problems offering fi rst- and sec-

ond-cycle degrees; in others they fi nd it almost im-

possible to do something meaningful at Bachelor 

level. The same is true for the regulated professions 

where professional bodies play a signifi cant role in 

helping or hindering the introduction of the new 

degree structures. The HEIs in some countries, e.g., 

in Spain, Finland, and Romania, referred to subject-

specifi c coordination groups or pilot projects at na-

tional level that helped them considerably with the 

development of the new curricula.

Overall, however, the situation is remarkably 

different from two or three years ago, when 

not only medicine, but also teacher training, engi-

neering, architecture, law, theology, fi ne arts, psy-

chology and some other disciplines were excluded 

from the two-cycle system in many countries. 

Today, if at all, this restriction seems to apply only 

to medicine (and related fi elds) in most countries. 

Where medicine has been or will be included – 

e.g., in Flanders, Switzerland and Denmark - the 

duration of the Master degree amounts to 180 or 

even 240 ECTS credits, resulting in 360–420 ECTS 

for the Bachelor and Master combined. Teacher 

training and certain other disciplines still pose 

problems, in some national contexts more than 

others, and here national systems are experiment-

ing with a variety of solutions.

2. Attitudes in HEIs towards Bachelor 
and Master degrees

Generally speaking, the higher education commu-

nities visited for Trends IV see the advantages of 

the two-cycle system, even though they may be 

critical with regard to specifi c aspects of the im-

plementation. 

Especially many institutions in Northern Europe 

reported that the dominant attitude was positive 

across the institution and that there were few 

problems. Sometimes the complete revision of 

study structures and programmes was and is em-

bedded in a larger national reform effort, such as 

the Quality Reform Project in Norway.

In the large majority of HEIs visited for Trends IV, 

staff supported the underlying ideas of a student-

centred approach and problem-based learning, 

even if they were critical of various features of the 

implementation process. Some institutions self-

critically acknowledged that the introduction of 

the two cycles, initiated some years ago, has so far 

led mainly to structural changes while the issue of 

quality is only now moving to the fore. Often, but 

not always, however, these institutions linked their 

observation to a complaint about time pressure 

imposed by legal regulations: too much reform in 

too little time.

A negative attitude was found in only a few HEIs, 

where academics complained that they did not 

see the value of the reforms and felt that Bologna 

was being imposed on them by the institutional 

leadership and/or by the ministry.

In most cases, criticism was directed not against the 

two cycles as such but against the conditions of im-

plementation and the resulting extra work. For ex-

ample, a few HEIs in Italy and Hungary were un-

happy with the fact that they had been asked to 

devise Bachelor programmes without receiving 

clear ministerial guidelines about what the Master 

programmes should resemble. But even when the 

structural requirements for both cycles are clear, 

the task of meaningfully dividing teaching contents 

between Bachelor and Master levels remains diffi -

cult, leaving open questions regarding how to bal-

ance general subjects vs. specialised subjects and 

theory vs. practical experience. Also teaching at 

Master rather than at Bachelor level sometimes 

seems to be perceived as much more prestigious or 

relevant to research interests by certain professors, 

resulting in diffi cult negotiations within faculties.

Academics in many countries expressed concern 

about the negative effects brought about by the 

focus on teaching (as opposed to student learn-

ing) in the Bologna Process, especially at the 

Bachelor level, with language such as “Verschulung,” 

“Didatticizzazione” being used. The primary wor-

ries are that curricula are becoming more rigid 

and compressed with less space for creativity and 

innovation, and in this respect there were frequent 

complaints that too many units of former longer 

degrees were being crammed into fi rst-cycle pro-

grammes. In addition, the enormous time invest-
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ed in reform has forced many academics to reduce 

their research activities, which in turn is having 

negative repercussions on the quality of their 

teaching. 

An important, albeit transitory problem for institu-

tions is coping with the students that are caught 

between the old and the new system, with old 

courses disappearing or being offered in a different 

order, and new ones emerging. HEIs try to cope 

with this situation by offering improvised solutions, 

but these place additional strains on time and 

budget. Another transitory problem is the “genera-

tion gap” reported in some HEIs: while in general 

younger colleagues were very supportive, older 

ones often did not feel motivated to undertake ma-

jor structural reforms. The exception to this trend 

was found in institutions in France, where reforms 

were generally being overseen and implemented 

by the more experienced academics.

The introduction of a two-cycle structures, nor-

mally linked to modularisation and ECTS, often 

implies much extra work also for university admin-

istrations, such as adapting electronic student 

services to the individualised learning paths. In 

some countries “Bologna” meant also the shift 

from one academic year to two semesters, with 

the consequence of additional work related to the 

new examination schedules. As a result, even ac-

ademic and administrative staff that are 

fully supportive of the reforms point to the 

need for compensation, incentives, and ex-

tra funding - otherwise frustration and the drag-

ging of feet will be inevitable. 

3. Degrees at Bachelor level

Discussions on both the duration and the purpose 

of programmes at Bachelor level continue. The 

misconception that the Bologna process “pre-

scribes” in any way the 3+2 year structure is still 

widespread. 3+2 is indeed the dominant model 

across the European Higher Education Area, even 

in countries where HEIs have the choice between 

three and four years for the Bachelor level, as in 

Germany. In most countries, three-year Bachelors 

are the legal rule, and only few have a standard 

length of four years, e.g., Bulgaria, Croatia, Greece, 

Scotland and Turkey (and the non-university sec-

tor in some countries). 

In many universities, professors and, to a lesser de-

gree, deans and sometimes the institutional lead-

ership, still express profound doubts regarding the 

possibility to offer a degree after only three years 

that is both academically valid and relevant to the 

labour market: “Employability” to these critics of-

ten seems to be synonymous to a lowering of aca-

demic standards. Reservations about the validity 

of three-year Bachelors are particularly strong in 

engineering, the physical sciences and fi ne arts. 

Three observations can be made with regard to 

the criticism of the three-year Bachelor:

■ Firstly, the three-year model has been not only 

adopted, but also accepted in many countries 

and disciplines. It might be helpful for the crit-

ics to seek the advice of those institutions and 

faculties that showed that three-year Bachelor 

programmes can indeed work. 

■ Secondly, in many universities the discussion 

still appears very much centred on the formal 

duration, with not much attention given to the 

intended outcomes. In these cases three-year 

Bachelors can become a matter of academic 

reputation – universities do not want to be seen 

as awarding degrees at a level that is tradition-

ally reserved for the professional or vocational 

sector. The problem is compounded (and 

seemingly substantiated) in some universities 

by attempts to squeeze the content of tradi-

tional four (or even fi ve) year programmes into 

three-year Bachelor programmes. As a result, 

students are unable to study the programmes 

in the foreseen time span and professors see 

themselves confi rmed in their conviction that 

nothing academically viable can be achieved 

after three years. These problems stem from a 

misunderstanding or disregard of the peda-

gogical re-orientation that has come to be as-

sociated with the Bologna reforms, character-

ised by the terms “outcome-orientation,” “stu-

dent-centred learning.” The opportunity to re-

view and “clear out” curricula is being missed 

in these institutions. Bachelor programmes are 

not supposed to provide the same level of 

knowledge and skills as traditional fi ve-year 

programmes. 
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■ Thirdly, there is justifi ed concern about the 

“one size fi ts all” approach taken in many na-

tional laws that impose three-year Bachelor de-

grees: some disciplines argue convincingly that 

three years is too short a period of time to im-

part the knowledge and skills necessary for a 

meaningful fi rst degree and they would like to 

see the existing regulations replaced by greater 

autonomy for the HEIs in designing their de-

gree programmes. Three and a half years as 

well as four years would still be fully within the 

“Bologna consensus” – requiring, however, a 

shorter duration where there are consecutive 

Master programmes. 

As to the question of whether Bachelor graduates 

are more likely to enter the labour market or go on 

for a Master programme, answers varied substan-

tially from country to country. In the United 

Kingdom and Ireland most students leave higher 

education with a Bachelor, returning to do a 

Master degree later in life. But also HEIs in a few 

countries that introduced Bachelor level degrees 

some years ago, such as in Latvia, Lithuania, 

Norway, Sweden, and Turkey, confi rm that there 

are no major problems with acceptance by indus-

try and other employers. 

On the other hand, in many HEIs in countries 

where the two cycle structure is only now being 

introduced students declare themselves badly in-

formed about the value and meaning of a Bachelor 

(“degree for the less able”) and generally plan to 

continue for a Master, “to be on the safe side.” 

Their professors often support and encourage this 

attitude. There are also frequent reports in these 

countries that employers are equally poorly in-

formed about the purpose and value of Bachelor 

degrees. 

A very important impediment for a better accept-

ance of the Bachelor degrees is the failure of 

many governments to set a clear example 

of the value of Bachelor graduates with re-

gard to public service employment, through 

adjusting civil service grades, and demonstrating 

positively the career and salary prospects of 

Bachelor graduates. 

Countries with binary systems (university/poly-

technic sectors) seem to have some specifi c issues 

with regard to the Bachelor degree: for example, 

in the Netherlands, Latvia and Finland, a distinc-

tion is made between professional and academic 

Bachelor degrees. Normally holders of a profes-

sional Bachelor are expected to enter the labour 

market, while the academic Bachelors are more 

likely to continue for a Master programme. In 

these countries the professional Bachelor can take 

four years, while the academic Bachelor takes only 

three years. Universities in countries with binary 

systems are sometimes worried about the compe-

tition from the polytechnic sector: Bachelor-de-

gree holders from the polytechnics, normally with 

compulsory practical elements in their pro-

gramme, can be more attractive to employers 

than Bachelor graduates from universities. Some 

of these universities currently draw the conclusion 

that their Bachelor degrees are more of a formal 

step, or at best a platform for re-orientation. The 

polytechnic-type institutions, on the other hand, 

are quite confi dent that their Bachelor graduates 

are competitive on the labour market.

Career paths and employment of higher educa-

tion graduates are being monitored to varying 

degrees in many countries at national level, but it 

is too early for this to be undertaken specifi cally for 

Bachelors in many countries. Meanwhile activities 

of HEIs themselves in this regard seem to be patchy 

at best. 

Similarly, cooperation with the world of work in 

designing curricula – as called for in the Berlin 

Communiqué - still does not seem to be the rule. 

Academics often content themselves with assum-

ing they know best what kind of knowledge and 

skills will help their graduates to fi nd a job. The 

acceptance or non-acceptance of the Bachelor de-

gree is often described in somewhat fatalistic 

terms, such as: “time will show whether the labour 

market will receive the new degree well.” Only a mi-

nority of HEIs carry out market research before the 

opening of a new programme and actively pro-

mote their new degrees among employers. 

Examples of successful dialogue between HEIs and 

employers’ associations, chambers of commerce, 

for example in Germany, Spain, and the UK, could 

serve as an inspiration to others.
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tween more applied/professional on the one 

hand, and more research-oriented on the 

other. Institutions in several countries, including 

Latvia, France, Germany and the Netherlands fi nd 

such a differentiation useful, while others in coun-

tries such as Austria, Belgium and Poland do not. 

Meanwhile in the United Kingdom and Ireland an 

important distinction is drawn between “taught” 

and “research” Masters, and the Turkish system pro-

vides for Masters “with thesis” or “without thesis.”

The overwhelming majority of university Master de-

grees in the institutions visited give access to doctoral 

studies, as stipulated in the Berlin Communiqué. 

In the non-university/polytechnic sector 

considerable differences between countries 

can be observed. In Austria and Germany, 

Fachhochschulen may offer both professional and 

research Masters, both giving access to doctoral 

studies at university level. In the Netherlands the 

case is very similar with the Hogescholen, which 

offer mainly professional Master programmes but 

for which they receive no public funding. In 

Finland no decision has been taken yet. 

Where the reform is still in its early phase, Bachelor 

programmes are sometimes being developed 

without taking into account what should be 

taught and achieved at the Master level (“one step 

at a time”- approach). Some HEIs are fully aware 

that this approach is unsatisfactory and will have 

negative repercussions, yet they feel unable to de-

velop Master programmes without the Ministry 

providing the necessary frameworks and guide-

lines for the framework at Master level. 

In countries where second-cycle Master pro-

grammes have been introduced recently or are 

just being introduced there is often a tendency to 

create too many programmes because “all profes-

sors want to have their own.” Sometimes no institu-

tional strategy is apparent and it is quite likely that 

there will be neither funding nor accreditation 

(where appropriate) for all these programmes. 

Such master programmes are often designed with 

4. Degrees at Master level

Consensus on the length, functions and profi les of 

Master programmes in the European Higher 

Education Area has been reached at successive 

conferences and seminars between Bologna and 

Berlin, especially in Helsinki in 2003, and yet there 

is still a signifi cant variety of programme structures 

to be found. 

Duration is still an issue in some countries. The 

most frequent type of Master programme is a 

postgraduate Master, building on a Bachelor pro-

gramme and requiring between 60 and 120 ECTS 

credits. Universities in Belgium2, the Netherlands 

and Sweden consider their 60 ECTS Masters, fol-

lowing a 180 ECTS Bachelor, as too short and not 

internationally competitive. Universities in the 

United Kingdom, on the other hand, consider 

their one-year Master programmes (often amount-

ing to more than 60 ECTS) as a particularly attrac-

tive element of their study offers, especially to stu-

dents from outside Europe. 

Some exceptions to these reform trends can still 

be found. Old-style, long one-cycle programmes 

of 300+ ECTS credits at universities continue to 

exist and to be popular in some countries (e.g., 

Poland, Hungary) and also in some disciplines (no-

tably medicine and engineering). In Belgium there 

is also a phenomenon of post-Master Master pro-

grammes that require a fi rst Master degree to be 

eligible for admission. In Ireland and Scotland a 

few examples of a move towards fi ve-year inte-

grated Master programmes were also found, for 

example in nursing, midwifery, dentistry, medi-

cine and in sciences and engineering while the 

model of a four-year “Integrated Masters” also ex-

ists in the UK. It is diffi cult to see how this model 

in its present form could be integrated as a second 

cycle qualifi cation to the overarching European 

higher education qualifi cations framework. 

No European consensus exists with regard to 

the question of whether Master programmes 

should be differentiated systematically be-

2 Unless specifi ed otherwise, Belgium is used to refer to HEIs in both the French and Dutch-speaking communities.
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stitutional autonomy of institutions; currently the 

government does not allow Joint Degrees unless it 

can be argued that the degree in a specifi c fi eld is 

“indispensable.”

The Trends III study of 2003 had revealed that the 

level of interest in Joint Degrees among rectors’ 

conferences and ministries was “medium to low.” 

Apparently this has changed for the better in most 

countries, perhaps due to the infl uence of the 

Erasmus Mundus programme. Interest levels 

increased and greater offering of Joint 

Degrees in the coming years seems likely. 

Italy for instance sees Joint Degrees as a particu-

larly important tool in the internationalisation of 

its HE system. Only in half a dozen countries did 

the level of interest remain unchanged or even de-

crease in the last two years. 

Nonetheless, despite the growing interest in Joint 

Degrees, there remains little available information 

about the number of existing programmes, with 

exact fi gures available only in a few countries, like 

France, Germany and Italy.

One of the biggest practical problems with Joint 

Degree programmes is the question of quality as-

surance/accreditation. Transnational higher 

education programmes need special forms 

of quality assurance and it is to be hoped that 

the progress made at European level for quality in 

agreeing on shared guidelines and standards will 

also facilitate appropriate accreditation mecha-

nisms for Joint Degree programmes.

6. Curricular reform: Modules

An introductory cautionary remark on the data 

gathered on the modularisation of study pro-

grammes: unlike ECTS or the Diploma Supplement, 

“modularisation” is a concept for which no 

European reference documents exist (for example, 

standard forms, “key features”, users’ guides). 

Therefore a huge variety of interpretations 

of the concept can be found, ranging from 

defi ning each single unit (lecture, seminar, 

etc.) as a module to full-fl edged and very 

elaborate modular systems with interdisci-

plinary elements. Consequently, the informa-

tion provided by the institutions varies considera-

bly and makes comparison diffi cult.

a very narrow focus on the preceding Bachelor 

programme, i.e., Bachelor and Master are seen ex-

clusively as one consecutive entity, for the same 

students. 

This is confi rmed by the fact that “stand-alone” 

Masters, sometimes designed explicitly to attract for-

eign students and possibly taught in English, are still 

the exception in most countries and are common 

only in the United Kingdom and Ireland. The major-

ity of HEIs continue to target mainly their own 

Bachelor graduates. Vertical mobility (i.e., between 

Bachelor and Master or between Master and PhD) is 

perceived as a threat in some institutions where it is 

viewed as a potential “brain drain” of the best stu-

dents rather than an opportunity for “brain gain.”

Many institutions explicitly praise the new 

freedom to design interdisciplinary Master 

programmes, as well as programmes in 

emerging areas of science and knowledge. 

In a few countries (Greece, Portugal, Spain and 

Switzerland), students expressed doubt over the 

continuity of public funding for the Master level, 

fearing that fees will be charged for new postgrad-

uate Master programmes that will be too expen-

sive for them. Whether the fears are founded or 

not, governments have not succeeded, and some-

times not even tried, to dissipate these anxieties 

among students.

5. Joint Degrees

According to the national rectors’ confer-

ences, the situation regarding the legal 

possibility to award joint degrees is im-

proving. In many countries they are now allowed, 

e.g., in Austria, Belgium, the Czech Republic, 

Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Slovenia, 

and Spain. HEIs in the United Kingdom have the 

most far-reaching autonomy in deciding whether 

to set up Joint Degree Programmes and with 

whom. HEIs in Latvia, Lithuania, the Netherlands, 

and Turkey can award Joint Degrees since the law 

does not mention them and therefore does not 

exclude them. Only in a relatively small group of 

countries, like in Estonia, Hungary, Norway and 

Sweden, are Joint Degrees still not possible but 

amendments to the legislation are being prepared. 

In Danish HEIs, it is felt to be a question of the in-
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A large number of HEIs declare that their pro-

grammes have been or are presently being modu-

larised, e.g., in Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, 

Germany, Hungary, the Netherlands, Norway, 

Romania, Sweden, Turkey. In France, Portugal, 

Spain and Switzerland, HEIs reported that they 

had started the process by introducing semesters 

(with compulsory examinations at the end), thus 

replacing the academic year as the reference unit. 

Some HEIs are preparing modularisation by taking 

examples of good practice into account, notably 

from the Tuning project, and looking to good 

models of ECTS use.

However, the observation was made that modu-

larisation especially at Bachelor level could be 

rather diffi cult because curricula tend to be more 

rigidly structured than in the traditional one-tier 

system and require a high number of compulsory 

subjects and contact hours. Reaching internal 

agreement (within the HEI or the department) on 

what modularisation is and what modules should 

look like seems to be a common challenge. 

Particularly central administration sometimes 

complained about the heavy additional workload 

caused by the “atomisation” of programmes. 

Some HEIs underlined that modularisation, if done 

properly, requires careful attention to be paid to 

the internal coherence of programmes through a 

meaningful grouping of courses, so as to maxim-

ise the spectrum of choices for the students. 

Otherwise the risk is that curricula are not really 

reviewed and adjusted, but simply cut and 

squeezed into fewer semesters.

Generally, students welcomed modularisation - 

where it works - as making the study programmes 

more manageable and fl exible, but they also un-

derlined the need for more advice and 

counselling to profi t from the sometimes 

confusing range of options. Some complained 

that modularisation in their HEI had been superfi -

cial, and instead of encompassing entire pro-

grammes had only taken effect with regard to a 

few optional courses, while the bulk of the pro-

gramme remained un-modularised and compul-

sory. As a result, the increased fl exibility students 

expected from modularisation did not occur. 

Some institutions, for their part, reported that 

they could not introduce as much fl exibility as 

they wanted due to limited resources and limited 

space. Many of these institutions pointed to the 

additional burden on human resources (staff time) 

incurred in introducing fl exible learning paths.

7. Curricular reform: Learning 
outcomes

A signifi cant group of HEIs in our sample from all 

parts of Europe declare themselves fully or largely 

familiar with the concept of learning outcomes (or 

competences), have implemented (or are imple-

menting) them in all programmes and consider 

them a helpful tool. The Tuning project was men-

tioned by several groups in certain HEIs as one 

source of information and inspiration. 

The Berlin Communiqué had called for the 

elaboration of national qualifi cation frame-

works but little progress has been in most 

countries. Denmark, Scotland, England, Wales, 

Northern Ireland, Ireland, and Hungary continued 

to use or develop their existing frameworks, while 

in Germany a framework for the higher education 

awards was written in 2003. Indeed, very positive 

reference to the existing national qualifi cations 

framework as a tool for curricular development 

and recognition was made by the HEIs visited in 

Denmark and the United Kingdom. Danish stu-

dents declared they had been involved in the defi -

nition of learning outcomes, based on the qualifi -

cations framework, and that this has been a very 

positive experience indeed. 

The absence of national qualifi cations 

frameworks, however, does not mean that 

requirements and subject-specifi c standards 

for curricular development in a national 

context do not exist. These standards may as-

sume the form of core curricula defi ned by the min-

istry, of accreditation requirements or of regulations 

issued by professional bodies (e.g., in engineering 

and health sciences). In some cases these ap-

proaches may still be rather input and teacher-ori-

ented but this is nevertheless as close as some HEIs 

get to the concept of learning outcomes.

In a number of HEIs, only vague notions of learning 

outcomes exist, and sometimes with only one group 

(for example, deans or central administration) show-

ing some degree of familiarity, while others (often 
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the students) have never heard of the concept. In 

some HEIs in Austria, Germany, Portugal, Spain, 

Sweden, Switzerland and other countries where 

learning outcomes are not yet part of the institu-

tional reality, the attitude is often rather positive and 

the wider implications of learning outcomes (such 

as an institutional approach, the link to ECTS and 

student-centred learning) are well perceived.

Very few HEIs voiced explicit criticism or reserva-

tions against the concept of learning outcomes. 

On the other hand, the European dimension of 

the concept of learning outcomes was perceived 

only by those academics that had some knowl-

edge of the Tuning project.

8. Access to higher education, 
progression through the system

The Berlin Communiqué states the commitment 

of Ministers to make higher education equally ac-

cessible to all, on the basis of capacity. With refer-

ence to the last part of this phrase, many HEIs are 

exploring the question of student selection that 

corresponds to their institutional profi le and stand-

ards of quality.

Access to Bachelor programmes: 

In a number of countries, e.g., Austria, Belgium, 

France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Netherlands, 

Portugal, Spain, and Switzerland, HEIs reported 

that no real institutional selection at Bachelor level 

is possible: unless a numerus clausus applies for a 

specifi c discipline, all holders of the formal qualifi -

cation (secondary schooling) whose grades are 

above a certain level have to be admitted – some-

times after successful participation in a national 

competitive exam.3

In some of these HEIs a selection takes place after 

the fi rst year of the Bachelor, on the basis of per-

formance. In Austria, Belgium and the Netherlands, 

worries were expressed that the obligation to ac-

cept all applicants will weaken the institutions’ 

competitiveness at European level. In Germany, 

the legal possibility for HEIs to select applicants 

has been considerably enlarged in 2004. 

Many HEIs, for example those in the sample from 

Croatia, Finland, Ireland, Hungary, Latvia, Poland, 

Slovakia, and the UK can select their students ac-

cording to criteria defi ned either at the institution-

al or departmental level. 

Access to Master programmes: 

In line with the Berlin Communiqué most awards 

at Bachelor level seem to make a graduate eligible 

for application to a Master programme. The ma-

jority of HEIs in this study, nonetheless, have the 

possibility to select candidates for Master pro-

grammes although some constraints remain: in 

the Netherlands, Switzerland, France, Belgium, 

and Denmark, Bachelor graduates are guaranteed 

access to a Master programmes in the same disci-

pline: however, Netherlands and Switzerland can 

apply selection procedures among foreign appli-

cants.4 France seems to be unique in having in 

place a selection mechanism at the end of the fi rst 

year of two-year Master programmes. 

Where Master programmes have not yet been in-

troduced, like in Finland, Sweden, Portugal, the 

modalities of transition from the Bachelor to the 

Master level are still under discussion.

Admission to doctoral level: 

With regard to the doctoral level, most Master 

degrees allow the graduate to apply for admis-

sion to a doctoral project, and in the United 

Kingdom Bachelor degrees may be suffi cient to 

give access to doctoral study. The selection proc-

ess is in the large majority of HEIs left to the dis-

cretion of the faculty. However, in a small group 

of HEIs – in Belgium and universities in Austria - 

no selection seems to be possible at any point, 

either at Master or at PhD level – as all candidates 

that satisfy the formal admission requirements 

have to be accepted.

3 The reference to Austria refers solely to the university sector as the legal prescriptions for student access/admission differ for the non-university sector 
where institutions may select their students.

4 This relates to government-funded programmes from research-oriented universities in the Netherlands. The Hogescholen have and use all options to 
select Masters students. 
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9. Challenges for the future

■ The implementation of two-cycle 

structures and curricula review is well 

underway in most institutions, but the reo-

rientation and rationalisation of curricula in 

the sense of alleviating and focussing con-

tents still has to be completed. Thus the rela-

tively frequent misunderstanding that 

Bologna is about teaching the same subjects 

in less time needs urgent clarifi cation: a new 

three-year programme cannot provide the 

same level of qualifi cation nor attain the 

same learning outcomes as a traditional 

four-year, let alone fi ve-year programme.

■ In several countries, there is a high risk that 

concepts and tools such as student-centred 

learning, learning outcomes, and modulari-

sation in curricula development, and the link 

to ECTS and the Diploma Supplement are 

implemented haphazardly to comply with 

existing regulation, without a deep under-

standing of their pedagogical function. 

- Learning outcomes are vital if the 

system of easily readable and compara-

ble degrees across Europe is to be based 

on the same nomenclature for degrees. 

Learning outcomes are still considered 

by many deans, professors and stu-

dents as an accessory, but must be-

come an intrinsic element of the peda-

gogical shift intended by the Bologna 

Process.

- Modularisation continues to be a diffi -

cult topic, often rather poorly understood. 

Each HEI would benefi t from taking a co-

ordinated approach to modularisation, 

defi ning the size and format of modules 

across the institution. 

- Examples of good practice and in-

formation on developments at sub-

ject, national or European level 

should be widely distributed and 

discussed in workshops and conferences. 

This should be a joint task of ministries, 

professional networks, rectors’ conferenc-

es, and students’ associations.

■ In re-designing more student-centred curricula, 

institutions must foresee that students will 

need more guidance and counselling to 

fi nd their individual academic pathways in a 

more fl exible learning environment.

■ There is a strong interest at the disciplinary 

and institutional level to learn from experi-

ences elsewhere. The national coordina-

tion groups for developing new cur-

ricula at subject level that have been es-

tablished could serve as an example of good 

practice, particularly for the “diffi cult” disci-

plines such as medicine, law, fi ne arts, etc. 

where examples at European level should be 

also collected and made available.

■ HEIs may benefi t from developing a strategic 

plan for curricular development in new 

learner-oriented programmes that respond to 

different needs with different programme pro-

fi les. Bachelor and Master programmes should 

be conceived as part of a whole system.

■ Master degrees have an often unreal-

ised potential for the strategic posi-

tioning of the HEI. In developing their 

curricular planning, institutional leaders 

and deans might therefore want to put par-

ticular emphasis on the Master level, in par-

ticular focusing upon international and 

interdisciplinary aspects, with teaching in 

widely-spoken languages.

■ Qualifi cations frameworks have been 

mentioned in the Berlin Communiqué as one of 

the next tools to develop, but little has hap-

pened outside those countries that already 

had a framework before Berlin. All countries 

should now take a more systematic ap-

proach to this topic, taking into account 

the model for a European qualifi cations frame-

work endorsed by the Bologna Seminar in 

Copenhagen in January 2005.

■ The relatively large variety of Master profi les 

(long integrated vs. short programmes, pro-

fessional vs. research orientation) makes the 

need for qualifi cations frameworks 

and the Diploma Supplement all the 

more obvious.
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■ Bachelor degrees often suffer from lack of 

credibility among students and employers in 

many countries. Institutions and govern-

ments should try to intensify the dialogue 

with employers. It is vital that govern-

ments set a good example by declar-

ing clearly their willingness to hire 

Bachelors for public service posts and 

with which conditions (career prospects, 

salaries). In many countries there is still a 

clear need for clarifi cation of possible 

Bachelor profi les and of the meaning of em-

ployability. The experience of those countries 

where the Bachelor is or has become a de-

gree that is fully accepted by the labour mar-

ket should be drawn upon. 

■ Few HEIs trace the career paths of their 

graduates. More studies on graduate 

employment, both at national and insti-

tutional level, and the feedback of the results 

into curriculum development would be help-

ful.

■ Joint Degrees are increasingly recognised 

as a particularly attractive element of the 

European Higher Education Area. However, 

amendments to the higher education 

laws are still needed in some countries 

where Joint Degrees are either excluded or at 

least not explicitly mentioned and encour-

aged in the national legislation.

■ Questions of student access to and progres-

sion through the higher education system 

are highly infl uenced by national traditions 

and priorities. However, the lack of insti-

tutional autonomy in student selec-

tion creates a tension with the gener-

al reduction of public funding and in-

creased expectations regarding the 

institutional accountability. The time 

might be right for a review of the legislation 

on access and selection (in the countries con-

cerned) to enable HEIs to set priorities, de-

velop a clear profi le and be competitive at 

the regional, national or European level.
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3.  RECOGNITION 
CHRISTIAN TAUCH

“Recognition of degrees: Adoption of a 

system of easily readable and comparable 

degrees

Ministers underline the importance of the Lisbon 

Recognition Convention, which should be rati-

fi ed by all countries participating in the Bologna 

Process (…).

They set the objective that every student gradu-

ating as from 2005 should receive the Diploma 

Supplement automatically and free of charge. It 

should be issued in a widely spoken European 

language.

Promotion of mobility

Mobility of students and academic and admin-

istrative staff is the basis for establishing a 

European Higher Education Area. Ministers em-

phasise its importance for academic and cul-

tural as well as political, social and economic 

spheres (…) and agree to undertake the neces-

sary steps to improve the quality and coverage 

of statistical data on student mobility.

Establishment of a system of credits

Ministers stress the important role played by 

ECTS in facilitating student mobility and inter-

national curriculum development. They note 

that ECTS is increasingly becoming a general-

ised basis for the national credit systems. They 

encourage further progress with the goal that 

the ECTS becomes not only a transfer but also 

an accumulation system, to be applied consist-

ently as it develops within the emerging 

European Higher Education Area.

Ministers furthermore call those working on 

qualifi cations frameworks for the European 

Higher Education Area to encompass the wide 

range of fl exible learning paths, opportunities 

and techniques and to make appropriate use of 

the ECTS credits.

Berlin Communiqué (2003)

The European Higher Education Area is about the 

mobility of students, graduates, teachers, and re-

searchers. A condition for mobility is effi cient recog-

nition procedures and ECTS and the Diploma 

Supplement are the tools to this end. While signifi -

cant progress has been made in the implementation 

of these tools, a number of common problems can 

be identifi ed that require further collaborative efforts 

by institutional leaders, administrators, professors 

and students, and sometimes governments. 

Recognition procedures face new challenges as 

the new Bologna-inspired degrees and pro-

grammes are implemented. The lack of autonomy 

that some institutions suffer in recognition matters 

is not in line with the spirit of the Bologna Process 

that places HEIs at the heart of the reforms. This 

chapter briefl y describes trends in mobility, the 

state of implementation of ECTS and the Diploma 

Supplement, and some Bologna-related develop-

ments in recognition. 

1. Mobility of students

Mobility of European students funded through the 

European Commission’s Socrates Programmes has 

increased - signifi cantly in some countries - be-

tween 1999 and 2003. Some HEIs in Ireland and 

the United Kingdom insist on a 1:1 ratio in ex-

change to avoid too great an imbalance between 

incoming and outgoing students, but other non-

Anglophone countries also saw a substantial in-

crease in incoming mobility. Other HEIs, for exam-

ple in some in South East Europe, specifi cally de-

clared their intention to increase the number of 

incoming students by capitalising more on their 

specifi c assets and advantages.

With regard to outgoing mobility, many HEIs, for 

example in Austria, France, Greece, Sweden, 

Switzerland and the United Kingdom, expressed 

concern with low or decreasing levels of outgoing 

students. This may be due to students wanting to 

fi nish on time, lacking the necessary foreign lan-

guage skills, or generally being averse to incurring 

additional fi nancial costs required to live abroad or 

to giving up current employment. Furthermore, 

problems of recognition and over-complicated ap-

plication procedures for mobility programmes were 

referred to as impediments to mobility, as are the 

confl icting academic calendars across Europe. 
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Regarding the impact of the introduction of the 

two-cycle structure on mobility, some HEIs, nota-

bly in Germany, the Netherlands, Italy, Switzerland 

and Sweden, fear that the introduction of very dif-

ferentiated and relatively short programmes will 

lead to a dramatic reduction of horizontal free 

mover mobility (i.e., within a given programme).

On the other hand, some HEIs expect or hope that 

mobility will increase through the existence of two-

cycle degree structures across Europe once the prob-

lems of transition to the new system are overcome. 

This view was expressed in Austria, Estonia, Finland, 

Germany, Hungary, Portugal, Spain, Turkey and the 

United Kingdom. Some HEIs favour the solution of 

using the stay abroad for practical assignments, be-

cause this poses fewer recognition problems, or of 

formally integrating it as an additional year in the 

curriculum. Admirably, mobility periods for students 

are considered so valuable in Norway that the 

Norwegian “Quality Reform” Project stipulates that 

all students are entitled to one semester abroad and 

to take their study grants with them.

A small number of HEIs, notably those in Spain, take 

the opportunities offered by vertical mobility - i.e., 

between fi rst and second cycles, or between second 

and third cycles - explicitly into consideration. As for 

joint degree programmes and Erasmus Mundus in 

particular, students confi rmed that horizontal mobil-

ity - within a programme - can be encouraged by 

double or joint degree programmes.

2. Mobility of staff

The Bologna Process aims at strengthening the 

European dimension in higher education. An es-

sential element of this should be increasing long-

term mobility of academic teachers and research-

ers around Europe. It has been very diffi cult, how-

ever, to obtain any data on this matter: the mo-

bility of academic staff is barely monitored 

at all so far in Europe. Only very few countries, 

such as Hungary, collect data on the number of 

foreign staff working in their HEIs. In most coun-

tries this basic information is not available, let 

alone more detailed data like country of origin 

and academic specialisation. A particular detail in 

Lithuanian is that the government government 

does not allow a teacher to be abroad for more 

than two months, due to fears of “brain drain.”

3. ECTS

A majority of the HEIs visited declared that 

they have implemented ECTS and use it 

both for accumulation and transfer: in 

Austria, Belgium, the Czech Republic, Estonia, 

France, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, 

Lithuania, the Netherlands, Romania, Sweden and 

Switzerland. Others, for example in Bulgaria, 

Croatia, Finland, Poland, Spain, are presently 

working on the implementation, some of them 

especially on the accumulation aspect as they used 

it for transfer before. HEIs in the United Kingdom 

and Turkey use ECTS only for student mobility 

within Europe, relying normally upon a different 

national credit system(s) for accumulation. 

Portuguese HEIs were at the time of the site visits 

still waiting for national legislation.

Changing the basic unit from the number of profes-

sor contact hours to student workload is still an issue 

in a number of HEIs as reported in Austria, France, 

Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Spain and Switzer-

land. In one case, ministerial regulations stand in the 

way of replacing the principle of contact hours with 

the workload concept. Occasionally reservations 

were also expressed regarding ECTS standards and 

levels and the ECTS grading scale, while some HEIs 

have not solved the problem of different numbers of 

credits being awarded to the same course, depend-

ing on the programme studied. One university told 

of a different problem linked to workload: reduced 

contact hours that should allow for more individual 

study had apparently led some students to neglect-

ing their studies.

ECTS as a transfer instrument can cause problems 

with regard to regulated professions in some coun-

tries because of the strict existing directives regard-

ing the curriculum. On the other hand, some HEIs 

suggested that the defi nition of core subjects may 

be necessary to prevent students from becoming ex-

clusively oriented towards a mere accumulation of 

credits where it seems easiest.

4. Diploma Supplement

A majority of HEIs appears to be able to 

comply with the specifi cation in the Berlin 

Communiqué that the Diploma Supplement 

be issued to every graduate by the end of 
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All HEIs in the study planned to issue the Diploma 

Supplement in English, with some also in the na-

tional language(s) (in Austria, Finland, Italy, 

Lithuania, Poland, Slovenia, Spain and Sweden). 

One HEI plans to issue the Diploma Supplement in 

three languages and one, upon request, is willing 

to issue it in all offi cial EU languages. Only one HEI 

of those visited intends to charge a fee for the 

Diploma Supplement. 

5. Recognition of exchange mobility

Those HEIs that use ECTS for mobility peri-

ods along with a learning agreement re-

ported few or no problems with the recog-

nition of exchange mobility in Belgium, 

Finland, Germany, Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania, Spain, 

Switzerland, Turkey and the United Kingdom. In a 

small number of cases, however, this perception 

varies between the leadership and/or central ad-

ministration who consider the system to work well, 

and students who report a variety of diffi culties. 

A few cases were found where HEIs did not seem 

to be taking their responsibility concerning stu-

dent mobility seriously enough, and consider it 

normal to occasionally refuse recognition of study 

periods abroad, even if a learning agreement had 

been signed. In a similar vein, some HEIs report 

diffi culties that are either linked to a perception of 

superior quality of their own teaching as com-

pared to that at their partner institutions, or to the 

poor administrative handling of the exchange at 

the partner institution: in either case recognition 

can be diffi cult, and even impossible. More gener-

ally, while the number of credits was often trans-

ferred without problem, many students faced dif-

fi culty in getting their foreign courses recognised 

as anything other that “optional” or “elective” 

courses, rather than counting as part of the core 

or required programme component.

Some HEIs, in Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, 

Switzerland and the United Kingdom declare that 

they still encounter major diffi culties in the recog-

nition of exchange mobility, the validation of 

courses taken abroad, the translation of marks and 

transfer of credits. Many called for a more 

“European” implementation of ECTS that 

would preclude inconsistencies caused by 

national or institutional approaches. 

2005. In HEIs in Belgium, Denmark, Estonia, 

Finland, Latvia, Norway and Sweden, it had al-

ready been introduced by the time of the Trends IV 

site visits in 2004.

HEIs in Austria, Czech Republic, France, Germany, 

Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, the Netherlands, 

Poland, Romania, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, 

Switzerland, Turkey and the United Kingdom indi-

cated that implementation will be completed in the 

course of 2005. In other HEIs visited in Austria, 

Croatia, Germany, Greece, Italy and the United 

Kingdom a more vague reply as to the planned date 

of introduction was given. 

The most frequently reported diffi culties con-

cerned the following points:

■ the student record system does not yet contain 

the necessary information; 

■ the national student data software has not yet 

been adjusted to Bologna requirements; 

■ the Diploma Supplement requires considerable 

information technology development to prop-

erly deal with the complexity of individual 

study paths;

■ high costs are involved, especially for translation.

In France the need to fi rst harmonise the degree 

denominations at national level was pointed out, 

while in Greece legal changes regarding the na-

tional language requirements in documents are 

needed before the Diploma Supplement can be 

offered in a foreign language. Italian universities 

reported problems linked to the traditionally de-

centralised storing of student data in the faculties 

and the insuffi cient cooperation between academ-

ics and central administration. It seems that similar 

problems occur in other countries.

Only one HEI mentioned a reluctance of profes-

sors to see their units described in the parameters 

required by the Diploma Supplement. This phe-

nomenon is probably not so much linked to the 

document as such but rather to reservations 

against the entire concept of defi ning learning 

outcomes and competences, and in this sense it is 

not an isolated incident at all. French HEIs men-

tioned the crucial problem of integrating learning 

outcomes into the Diploma Supplement. In rela-

tively few HEIs students and/or academics were 

unaware of the Diploma Supplement. 
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recognition clearly is part of the Bologna objec-

tives of increased mobility and LLL. In some uni-

versities in binary higher education systems this 

question was misunderstood as referring to the 

permeability between the university sector and 

the polytechnic/college sector. Only one HEI made 

the connection to qualifi cations frameworks by 

stating that a European qualifi cations framework 

would be helpful in this matter.

7. Recognition of national degrees

At a formal level, the recognition of national de-

grees is generally legally regulated and automatic 

in most countries, although sometimes requires 

certain supplementary certifi cations or assessments 

as in Belgium (French-speaking), Finland, Germany, 

Greece, Hungary, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, the 

Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, Slovenia, 

and Sweden. In Ireland and Scotland the national 

qualifi cations framework was referred to as a very 

helpful tool in recognising national awards.

It is, however, quite likely that most replies implic-

itly referred to the traditional degree system. Few 

HEIs seem to anticipate the diffi culties that 

may arise with the introduction of two-cy-

cle degrees (from which they are not yet many 

graduates) and greater variety of curricula. 

Some countries have already developed special 

regulations for their two-cycle system and recog-

nition of national degrees for progression within 

the country. 

Occasionally, recognition within the university 

sector appears to be easy, while problems are en-

countered with regard to mobility between the 

university sector and the other-HEI sector. One HEI 

reported problems of compatibility with other na-

tional degrees, due to the high level of autonomy 

of faculties and the strongly teacher-centred style 

of education.

8. Recognition of foreign degrees

The variety of approaches in the recognition of 

foreign awards is wider than in the fi eld of nation-

al awards. A surprisingly large number of HEIs in 

this sample (compared to the fi ndings of Trends III) 

referred to their ENIC/NARIC as a source of infor-

mation and support, namely in Estonia, Germany, 

6. Recognition of non-formal/non-
academic qualifi cations

Ministers in Berlin stressed that the recognition of 

prior learning must become an integral part of 

higher education activity. The topic is part of the 

wider theme of lifelong learning (LLL) that has 

been very much neglected so far in the Bologna 

discussions. Many factors are presently combining 

to make the issue of accreditation of prior learning 

(APL) and accreditation of prior experiential learn-

ing (APEL) more visible than ever before, such as 

the debate on the Lisbon agenda, demographic 

trends in Europe, and the recent initiative of the 

European Commission for a European qualifi ca-

tions framework for higher education and voca-

tional training. Yet the Trends IV research shows 

that prior learning is still not perceived as an im-

portant topic in many institutions. 

Several HEIs, notably in Belgium, Denmark, 

Germany, Hungary, Latvia, Portugal, Slovenia and 

Spain, declared that they have no provision at all 

for this kind of recognition. Others, e.g., in Austria, 

Estonia, Finland, Greece, Lithuania, Portugal, 

Spain, indicated that, while there are no provi-

sions yet, discussions have started and/or future 

legislation will regulate this problem.

Only in a minority of countries and HEIs ex-

plicit strategies for the recognition of non-

formal or non-academic recognition exist, 

notably in Belgium, France, Ireland, the 

Netherlands, the United Kingdom and Switzerland. 

These strategies are addressed mostly to mature 

or disadvantaged students, to applicants with 

non-standard secondary education or with a de-

fi ned minimum of professional education, e.g., in 

architecture, medicine, sports sciences and fi ne 

arts. Sometimes extracurricular activities like social 

engagement, language assistance, singing in the 

university choir were mentioned as examples.

Some HEIs explicitly welcomed the idea in the 

context of LLL. In Norway, for example, there is a 

tradition of accepting off-campus students who 

study on their own and come to the university 

only to pass exams. However, the question on 

APL/APEL was often not clearly understood by the 

different groups, which shows the limited aware-

ness that exists in many HEIs, although this kind of 
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Finland, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Lithuania, the 

Netherlands, Norway, Slovakia, Sweden, Switzer-

land and Turkey.5 Some HEIs, e.g., in Ireland, the 

United Kingdom and Turkey, also use lists estab-

lished either at the level of the HEI or centrally, at 

the Ministry or the ENIC/NARIC of recognised and 

trustworthy foreign HEIs and/or qualifi cations.

In some countries, e.g., Croatia, France, Hungary 

and Spain, HEIs reported that the recognition of 

foreign degrees is still the responsibility of the 

ministry and is done through rather cumbersome 

procedures, such as “naturalisation” or “homolo-

gation.” Meanwhile other HEIs in Austria, Belgium, 

Germany, Poland, the UK, seem to have relative or 

full autonomy in their decisions regarding recog-

nition of foreign degrees. In some cases where the 

institutions must wait for external assessments, 

the HEIs (e.g., in Croatia, Belgium (French-

 speaking), Italy and Portugal) expressed their dis-

content with the effectiveness, duration and relia-

bility of recognition procedures.

The Lisbon Recognition Convention was quoted 

several times as a frame of reference and many 

interviewees believed that instruments like ECTS, 

the Diploma Supplement or the “Dublin descrip-

tors” would facilitate recognition in the future.

9. Challenges for the future

■ The recognition of exchange mobility is 

greatly facilitated by ECTS and in particu-

lar by the learning agreement. This is con-

fi rmed by the majority of HEIs who already 

use the learning agreement. However, in a 

few institutions, professors and students as-

sume that full recognition is not possible, 

even if a Learning Agreement has been 

signed. This is a clear violation of a basic 

ECTS principle which must remain on the 

Socrates agenda and addressed in ECTS site 

visits.

■ The use of ECTS is widespread, although 

problems remain, in particular concerning 

how to assign credits to courses by assessing 

properly student workload. More informa-

tion on good practice is needed, for example 

through the Tuning project, thematic net-

works, and through dissemination of pilot 

projects at national level.

■ Horizontal mobility might become more 

diffi cult to arrange in Bachelor and Master 

programmes than in the previous long one-

cycle programmes. Greater efforts are need-

ed, such as better preparation of stays 

abroad with guaranteed recognition (ECTS 

Learning Agreement) and receiving credit for 

the courses taken abroad as programme re-

quirements. 

■ Vertical mobility offers possibilities for at-

tracting the best students from other HEIs 

and from abroad that have not yet been re-

alised in most HEIs. Much remains to be 

done in this fi eld, such as through the crea-

tion of Master programmes targeted at spe-

cifi c audiences at national and international 

level.

5 For more information on ENIC/NARIC, please refer to www.enic-naric.net. 
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■ The large differences in the academic calen-

dars across Europe are a major obstacle to 

mobility that requires attention and action. 

A fi rst step towards improving the situation 

could be a Europe-wide agreement on a pe-

riod for the end of the fi rst/ the beginning of 

the second semester. 

■ The implementation of the Diploma 

Supplement is quite advanced in most HEIs 

but two main challenges remain: the techni-

cal implementation (software programmes, 

data fl ow between faculties and central ad-

ministration, etc.) and the formulation of 

the input (denominations of programmes 

and courses, translations, etc.)

■ Most HEIs seem unaware that the greatest 

challenge for implementing the Diploma 

Supplement may still lie ahead: the inclu-

sion of learning outcomes in the Diploma 

Supplement, an essential component to 

provide information on the knowledge, skills 

and competences of the award-holder. 

■ The recognition of non-formal/non-aca-

demic qualifi cations (APL/APEL) needs to 

be put on the agenda of more HEIs as it will 

be an increasingly important topic in future 

national and European discussions on high-

er education and vocational training.

■ The recognition of national degrees seems 

to be more or less automatic in many coun-

tries. However, many HEIs may not have re-

alised that the Bachelor-Master structure 

may confront them with a kind of vertical 

mobility in their national system that did 

not exist in the past and that will require 

new solutions. The automatic recognition of 

nation-wide regulated degree programmes 

practiced in the past may not work any 

longer with specialised and diversifi ed 

Bachelor and Master programmes.

■ The recognition of foreign degrees is done 

through a variety of procedures – from full 

departmental autonomy to ministries being 

solely in charge. This situation is not ideal 

for smooth mobility within the European 

Higher Education Area. 

■ The link between the Diploma Supplement 

and the correct implementation of ECTS, the 

modularisation of programmes and the 

emergence of qualifi cations frameworks has 

not always and everywhere been under-

stood. 

■ The old Erasmus principle of “mutual trust 

and confi dence” is becoming more impor-

tant than ever at a time when the content of 

programmes can become increasingly spe-

cialised. HEIs should fi rstly carefully select 

their international partners and secondly 

learn to compare the defi ned learning out-

comes of a module or a course rather than 

look for contents identical to their own.

■ Ministries in the countries concerned should 

be prepared to relinquish the right to take 

recognition decisions and empower their 

HEIs to do that.

■ Awareness of ENIC/NARIC and the Lisbon 

Convention seems to have increased in the 

past two years, but there is still a lot of work 

to do to convince all HEIs to cooperate more 

closely with their ENIC/NARIC respective of-

fi ces and to apply the principles of the Lisbon 

Convention. 
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4.  QUALITY ENHANCEMENT AND QUALITY ASSURANCE 
SYBILLE REICHERT

In the Berlin Communiqué, the European Ministers 

of Education clearly expressed their belief that 

“the quality of higher education has proven to be at 

the heart of the setting up of a European Higher 

Education Area.” They also stressed that “the pri-

mary responsibility for quality assurance in higher 

education lies with each institution itself and this 

provides the basis for real accountability of the aca-

demic system within the national quality frame-

work.” A European Higher Education Area in which 

students and professors move around freely pre-

supposes a basis of knowledge and trust concern-

ing the different environments of learning, teach-

ing or research. In this study, we therefore focus 

on the efforts of higher education institutions to 

assure and enhance quality within the institution. 

1. Quality and the Bologna reforms 

The Trends IV site visits show very clearly that insti-

tutional efforts to develop the quality of educa-

tion, research and services go far beyond actual 

internal quality processes and procedures. Many 

other institutional processes, such as staff and stu-

dent recruitment, staff development, resource al-

location and infrastructure management have a 

major impact on the quality of core institutional 

functions, and when combined effectively consti-

tute the quality culture of an institution.

Indeed, the Bologna reforms themselves are a good 

case in point: the process of addressing major 

structural and curriculum reform issues has 

brought added value to institutions in a vari-

ety of ways, in particular enhancing the qual-

ity of teaching. It should be emphasised that a 

vast majority of institutions regard the Bologna re-

forms as an opportunity to refl ect upon and review 

their own programmes and teaching, and fi nd that 

this has acted as a catalyst to internal reforms. This 

has often led to more rational planning of pro-

grammes - eliminating redundant or duplicated 

courses - and even to a complete redesign of curric-

ula linked to the introduction of student-centred or 

competence based teaching and learning. The fol-

lowing comment from the report on a Finnish insti-

tution was echoed in a wide range of different na-

tional and institutional contexts: “The major result so 

far is the ongoing work to analyse and restructure all 

curricula. A process of discussing, comparing and im-

plementing measures across faculty borders has 

started. A key word for this process is reinforcement, 

as the Bologna Process has been used as a vehicle to 

carry out reform work which was needed with or 

without Bologna.” 

Nevertheless, there are important differences re-

garding the effect of Bologna reforms on quality. 

At some institutions, it was noted that the Bologna 

Process, with its external pressures and bench-

marks, helped to focus and drive forward reforms 

by enabling targets to improve quality to be set 

and reached more quickly. However, at other insti-

tutions, it was felt that improvements in quality 

had not been considered strategically or in central 

policy-making, but that curricular reforms had 

rather been dominated by structural discussions 

concerning which course units to offer at what 

level.

2. Internal quality assurance processes 
at European HEIs

While the level of activity regarding internal qual-

ity processes at higher education institutions has 

clearly grown in all parts of Europe, the focus of 

such activity is largely restricted to teaching and 

learning processes. Indeed, all institutions rep-

resented in the study sample have some 

form of internal quality processes with re-

spect to teaching. Yet only one third undertakes 

any internal quality improvement activity related 

to research (external review of research being the 

more frequent quality improvement tool). Internal 

quality reviews of administration and support 

services are even rarer - found in less than one-

sixth of the institutions in the sample. In the cate-

gory of administration and support, only student 

services are reviewed slightly more frequently.

2.1. Student participation in the evaluation 

of teaching

Examining more closely the way in which the in-

ternal reviews of teaching are conducted, it is ap-

parent that they differ widely between institutions 

and countries in terms of organisation, feedback 

loops, student participation and perceived effec-

tiveness. 
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Student evaluation questionnaires are a 

tool used everywhere, but there is a wide 

range of practice in how they are used. At 

many institutions, faculties and even individual 

professors may decide whether questionnaires 

are actually handed out and analysed, and can 

also infl uence whether and how the results are 

taken into account. 

At other institutions, however, the systematic use of 

student questionnaires is obligatory across the whole 

institution, and responsibility for using information is 

clearly attributed to competent bodies such as qual-

ity councils or programme committees at faculty, 

department or institutional level. Such bodies were 

found at a quarter of the institutions visited. Moreover 

in some institutions in Belgium, France, Ireland, the 

Netherlands, Switzerland and the United Kingdom, 

teaching and learning units are playing an important 

role in quality development. These units are often 

responsible for the analysis of evaluation question-

naires, as well as for providing continuing profes-

sional development training and support to teach-

ers, or helping with IT based teaching. 

In more than a quarter of the institutions, student 

involvement went beyond fi lling in questionnaires 

to active participation in the feedback processes. 

This could be ensured in a number of ways, includ-

ing through regular meetings between students 

and staff, or within committees of students and 

staff focused on teaching and learning. This type of 

practice was found at institutions visited in Austria, 

Belgium, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Lithuania, 

the Netherlands, Slovenia, Switzerland and the 

United Kingdom. At a Finnish institution, the stu-

dents even underwent an induction course to gain 

understanding of quality processes and of their 

own role in contributing to institutional quality de-

velopment.

The most signifi cant fi nding regarding student 

participation is that there were no reports of 

problems with the feedback of criticisms, 

complaints and recommendations regard-

ing teaching and learning in institutions 

where student participation is active and 

encouraged. However, the opposite is true in 

those institutions where students are not involved 

in quality processes (a quarter of the institutions in 

the sample). 

2.2. Monitoring success and drop-out

Perhaps surprisingly, given the increased attention 

on internal quality development, very few insti-

tutions in the sample systematically track 

basic information regarding success-rates 

and drop-out rates of students. If institutions 

are going to have strategies to improve teaching 

and learning, this is clearly a basic information re-

quirement for strategic management and devel-

opment which is currently lacking. 

Sometimes, but rarely, detailed data is gathered at 

institutional level on the career choices of gradu-

ates. In other institutions such information may be 

gathered by individual departments or faculties 

but is not treated systematically across the whole 

institution. Again, it seems that the increased re-

alisation of the importance of stakeholder relation-

ships and employability has not yet deeply affect-

ed institutional monitoring processes.

2.3. Research: the use of peer review

Only one institution in three in the Trends IV 

sample undertook any form of internal qual-

ity improvement activities related to re-

search, while the majority relied upon exter-

nal quality procedures. However, the relation-

ship of internal and external procedures is not 

clear-cut, and poses some challenges to institu-

tions. The most central and frequent ingredient of 

all procedures, the peer review, can be initiated in-

ternally by the institution or externally by a national 

authority and most often involves both an external 

and an internal evaluation. Only peer review associ-

ated with submission of articles to academic jour-

nals or grant applications involves no self-evalua-

tion. The fact that peer reviews of research are most 

often initiated externally, by funding authorities (as 

is the case in the regular reviews by the research 

funding authorities in Portugal, Spain, and the 

United Kingdom), grant awarding agencies, or 

journals, does not prevent this process from being 

generally regarded as the best possible quality in-

strument for research by universities. A few institu-

tions have even initiated such peer reviews them-

selves (e.g., in Denmark, Finland, Italy). 

According to universities, two problems can under-

mine the effectiveness of peer reviews. First, they 
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can lose their legitimacy when the pool of available 

peers is too small to prevent “inbreeding” by way 

of quid pro quo exchanges. To tackle this problem, 

some smaller national systems are thus introducing 

more extensive international participation although 

this is sometimes made diffi cult by fi nancial and 

language restrictions. Second, the success of peer 

review depends on the perceived quality of the 

peers. If they are not regarded as meeting the qual-

ity demands of the department which is to be eval-

uated, then their peer assessment will not be taken 

seriously. This is the prime reason why some inter-

nationally competitive institutions in the sample 

sometimes mention a preference for an internally 

initiated external review, to safeguard the standards 

against which their performance will be judged.

While being the most dominant method of 

assuring or enhancing quality of research, 

peer review of research projects and results 

is only one of many methods. The institutions 

visited in Trends IV highlighted a wide range of 

quality related processes many of which depend 

on the internal quality culture of the institutions 

and which can have a major impact on the im-

provement of research quality at the institution:

■ Recruitment of professors and scientifi c staff is 

widely regarded as the most vital method to 

ensure and improve quality. Yet the power to 

recruit does not always lie with the institution. 

Moreover the ability to attract staff is greatly 

affected by the quality of the research environ-

ment - in terms of human and fi nancial re-

sources, and scientifi c infrastructure.

■ Quite often teaching evaluations and incen-

tives to improve are part of the re-election and 

promotion procedures for professors and re-

search staff. This is the case in institutions visit-

ed in Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, 

Greece, Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, 

Slovak Republic and Spain, where re-election of 

professors or a part of the salaries may depend 

upon research performance. In some other 

countries salaries cannot be infl uenced by insti-

tutions but have fi xed levels which are set in 

legislation.

■ Internal distribution of research grants on the 

basis of both research performance and quality 

of the grant proposals was mentioned by a few 

institutions (in Germany, Netherlands, Sweden, 

Switzerland and the United Kingdom). Such 

internal research funding allocation is managed 

in a similar manner to external grant distribu-

tion (on the basis of peer review often with ex-

ternal peers) and serves primarily to jump-start 

new research directions or provide grants more 

fl exibly and quickly than would be possible 

through external funding agencies. 

■ Competitive resource allocation between de-

partments, based on research performance, ex-

ists at some institutions (e.g., in the Czech Re-

public, Finland, Germany, United Kingdom).

■ Internal scrutiny of research performance indi-

cators at institutional, faculty or departmental 

level seems to be a growing practice, in line 

with the frequent use of such quantitative indi-

cators at national level. In several institutions 

(in the Netherlands, Sweden and the United 

Kingdom) academics and junior staff men-

tioned that a new mentality of mutual scrutiny 

of performance was developing.

■ Quality monitoring of research training at doc-

toral level is usually dealt with at programme, 

department and faculty level. At the institu-

tions or faculties which have quality councils or 

committees these would also address the qual-

ity of research and doctoral provision. 

2.4. Administration, support service, external 

and international relations

While many institutions mention occasional 

ad hoc evaluations of particular adminis-

trative services, usually triggered by the per-

ception of a particular problem or reason for 

change, only a sixth submit their administration 

and support services to regular review. However, 

at another sixth of the institutions in the sample, 

representatives mention that they are beginning 

to address the quality of administration and sup-

port services more regularly and systematically. 

Student services were more often reviewed than 

other services, often with the help of student satis-

faction questionnaires. 
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At many institutions, technology transfer or entre-

preneurial support services had only been estab-

lished recently and, although some isolated exam-

ples of quality processes were found, in general it 

was felt that evaluation of quality of such services 

was premature. 

The quality of international relations seemed to be 

an issue only with respect to the growing need to 

concentrate on trusted well known partners, so 

that exchange and recognition procedures could 

be dealt with more smoothly and reliably.

3. The relationship between internal 
and external quality assurance

All over Europe, higher education institutions are 

both expanding their internal quality arrange-

ments and facing a growing number of external 

quality assurance procedures. The relationship be-

tween internal quality and external quality assur-

ance was evaluated quite divergently across 

Europe. In systems where internal quality proc-

esses are still being established, the relationship 

between internal and external quality mechanisms 

seems to work well. In more established systems 

with intricate and more institutionalised QA proc-

esses, external quality assurance tends to be seen 

as more of a bureaucratic burden of limited use for 

institutional development. 

Most importantly, institutions fi nd that a well 

developed internal quality culture should 

be associated with a light external quality 

approach. Generally, institutions considered in-

ternal quality processes to be more improvement-

oriented than external quality assurance proce-

dures. These external procedures were felt to be 

more often geared toward control and compli-

ance and less attuned to the aims, priorities and 

conditions under which the institutions or evalu-

ated unit was developing.

Self-evaluation reports provide an interface 

between internal and external quality as-

surance processes. Frequently, institutional rep-

resentatives mentioned that these constitute the 

most useful part of any quality assurance process, 

but only if they lead to follow up and concrete 

implementation.

4. Relative effectiveness of quality 
assurance procedures

Many comments were made regarding the rela-

tive effectiveness of different external 

quality assurance measures, mostly with re-

spect to teaching. The external evaluation of 

teaching is either examined indirectly at the level 

of institutions through quality audits that review 

the internal quality processes, or through pro-

gramme evaluation, as is the case in Finland, 

Ireland, in recent years also the United Kingdom, 

and most recently in Switzerland. While pro-

gramme evaluation is generally concerned with 

teaching outputs, programme accreditation is of-

ten reported to be predominantly focussed on in-

put and structure although exceptions to this gen-

eral rule do exist. In the case of subject or pro-

gramme evaluations, some positive examples of 

meaningful improvement-oriented processes were 

reported, especially concerning improvements in 

feedback from negative assessments. However, 

some institutions point out that the link to relevant 

research and support services is often missing 

when the evaluation only focuses on teaching. 

Institutions were more often critical of pro-

gramme accreditation, in particular objecting 

to the controlling, prescriptive and limiting out-

comes of accreditation practices. For example, 

complaints were voiced about the practice of pre-

scribing a list of subjects in which programmes 

can be offered or preventing interdisciplinary pro-

grammes from being established because of ac-

creditation committees’ disciplinary prejudices. 

Institutions see no difference whether such restric-

tions of their freedom to develop new programmes 

are set by the government or by an independent 

accreditation body. Often accreditation was de-

manded and defi ned by professional bodies, with 

no consideration of other internal quality proc-

esses at universities and thus no regard to possible 

synergies or overlap with institutional quality proc-

esses. This posed additional and unnecessary bu-

reaucratic burdens to institutions.

Such problems were not, however, reported 

with respect to institutional quality audits. 

But these were seen to be useful only if they consid-

ered the aims and strategic priorities set by the insti-

tution and considered the links between teaching, 
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The differences among individual European 

countries are enormous: some countries, such 

as the United Kingdom, Ireland, Finland, the 

Netherlands, and recently also Denmark and 

Austria, grant wide-reaching autonomy to their 

universities with clear requirements of accountabil-

ity. Other countries, such as Belgium (French-speak-

ing), some Länder of Germany, and Greece impose 

severe restrictions on the internal governance of 

their institutions. Sometimes autonomy is not lim-

ited by ministerial intervention but rather by ac-

creditation bodies, which may restrict the types of 

courses that can be developed and offered. 

However, with respect to institutional quality provi-

sions, some form of interference by national level 

authorities was generally accepted by institutions 

as long as it did not result in a disproportionate 

amount of bureaucratic effort, and was generally 

oriented towards quality development rather than 

control. Such accountability demands were also 

much better accepted when they went hand in 

hand with wide-reaching institutional autonomy. 

Clearly, Trends IV data show that the institutions 

with the most systematic approach to quality are 

also those that benefi t from the greatest institu-

tional autonomy. Conversely, the institutions with 

the lowest degree of autonomy have not started 

to develop a systematic approach to quality. In a 

great majority of institutions - especially those 

lacking autonomy - internal quality processes suf-

fer from lack of coherence. Indeed less than a 

quarter of the institutions in the sample actually 

address their internal quality arrangements in a 

systematic manner. Very often quality practices 

can differ greatly from one faculty to the other. 

There is a clear trend toward more institutional ap-

proaches to exploit synergies, economies of scale 

and spread models of good practice at institutions 

which do not suffer from low degrees of autono-

my. More than a quarter of the institutions have 

established institutional structures to make their 

internal quality processes more systematic, opti-

mise feedback, exploit synergies and exchange 

models of good practice across the different parts 

of the institution.

All over Europe, institutional representatives ex-

press a growing discontent that external quality 

assurance is futile when weaknesses with known 

research and support services. Otherwise audits were 

seen to run the risk of being too focussed on proce-

dures and instruments and to pay too little attention 

to the most important quality concerns of the insti-

tution. This was reported as limiting their usefulness 

for the audited institution. Some institutional repre-

sentatives also pointed to the danger of a commu-

nity of quality assurance specialists justifying their 

existence by promoting the establishment of more 

and more quality assurance procedures with little 

regard to academic issues which should be central to 

the defi nition of quality in a given domain. Generally, 

while experiences with institutional audits were 

more positive than with accreditation, they also 

drew mixed reactions, from being seen as a wel-

come experience helping with the establishment 

and enhancement of internal quality development 

processes to being criticised for their narrow focus 

on procedures, stopping short of the real quality 

questions.

Thus, from the point of view of institutions, the 

debate on evaluation vs. accreditation and pro-

gramme vs. institutional focus is continuing, and 

evolving into a more complex discussion on the 

best desirable mix. At national level, mixed mod-

els are gaining popularity, with quality assurance 

or accreditation agencies conducting reviews of 

institutions as well as programmes. A majority 

of institutions nevertheless prefers institu-

tional audits as they are usually lighter and 

more often attuned to institutional aims 

and strategies. 

5. Limits to quality improvement

The fi ndings from the site visits also illustrate very 

forcefully that in a considerable number of HEIs 

pursuing a reform agenda, the most restricting 

factors to quality enhancement are limited 

available resources and the scope of auton-

omy - the extent to which institutions can decide 

and plan their own future. 

Limits to institutional autonomy are still wide-

spread in Europe and cover all the institutional 

processes that infl uence overall quality and profi le 

setting, from student selection to staff recruitment 

and development (promotion, rewards), educa-

tional programme development, setting research 

priorities or internal resource allocation. 
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6. Challenges for the future

■ Following on the positive example of a few 

institutions, HEIs may benefi t from a more 

systematic approach to quality improve-

ment across the institution, exploiting syn-

ergies between evaluation of teaching and 

evaluation of research, and supporting serv-

ices and administration. Governments and 

QA agencies should support such combined 

reviews, to ensure the link between research 

and teaching and the appropriateness of the 

existing services, as well as to enhance effi -

ciency of evaluation procedures.

■ HEIs and QA agencies should cooperate in 

optimising the relations and coordina-

tion between internal and external qual-

ity assurance processes, to alleviate the 

administrative burden on institutions with-

out reducing the value for quality improve-

ment. In particular, external quality assur-

ance should be reduced in direct correlation 

to the evidence of robust internal quality 

processes.

■ Governments should recognise that qual-

ity enhancement, as aimed for in the 

Bologna process, is not only pursued 

through quality assurance measures and 

procedures but often introduced through 

other channels of institutional develop-

ment.

solutions are revealed but then cannot be ad-

dressed for lack of funding. Many representatives 

believed quality assurance should only be estab-

lished and further developed if there is a commit-

ment to quality improvement once problems have 

been clearly identifi ed. 

Limits to quality enhancement through re-

stricted fi nancial resources were reported at 

many institutions, most frequently in the Czech 

Republic, Croatia, Latvia, Lithuania, France, Italy and 

Slovakia. Thus different groups at a French university 

pointed out that the Bologna reforms discussions 

had already fostered interdisciplinary programme 

development, led to more group work and to a bet-

ter understanding of the university as a whole. But 

while the fact that the Bologna emphasis on fl exible 

learning paths and learning outcomes was widely 

appreciated (e.g., in particular the fact that it “as-

sumes that students are adults capable of making 

choices”), such fl exible choices were made impossi-

ble because of lack of resources and classrooms. The 

goals of the reform were thus regarded as offering 

great potential for quality improvement but as being 

utopian. 

Similar comments could be heard all over Europe, 

not just in relation to the Bologna reforms but also 

concerning other ideas with the potential for qual-

ity enhancement which could not be realised be-

cause of limited resources. Concrete measures 

which suffered from the lack of funding ranged 

from the establishment of appropriate student 

guidance and counselling services to the recruit-

ment of internationally outstanding professors 

and the updating of research infrastructure. 

The essential aim of the Bologna reforms, namely 

to create a European Higher Education Area which 

is predicated on quality and therefore attractive to 

its members as well as the outside world, can only 

be achieved if the concern for quality is not re-

duced to the establishment or optimisation of ex-

ternal quality assurance processes alone, but con-

siders all processes of institutional development.
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5.  THE RELATION OF THE BOLOGNA REFORMS 
TO RESEARCH AND RESEARCH TRAINING 
SYBILLE REICHERT

1. Implications of the Bologna reforms 
for research and research training

This study into the implementation of Bologna at 

sixty-two institutions across Europe confi rms that 

the European Ministers of Education showed great 

wisdom in 2003 when introducing the research 

dimension into the Bologna Process. In the Berlin 

Communiqué, the Ministers recognised “the im-

portance of research as an integral part of higher 

education across Europe […]” and emphasised “the 

importance of research and research training and the 

promotion of interdisciplinarity in maintaining and 

improving the quality of higher education and in en-

hancing the competitiveness of European higher edu-

cation more generally.” They therefore saw “the 

need to promote closer links between the EHEA and 

the ERA in a Europe of Knowledge, to go beyond the 

present focus on two main cycles of higher education 

to include the doctoral level as the third cycle in the 

Bologna Process.” Indeed, the Trends IV data shows 

that the Bologna reforms, while primarily address-

ing matters of education, also bring opportunities 

and risks to the quality of research and research 

training within HEIs. This study reveals that while 

institutions are aware that the development of re-

search and research training can positively affect 

the success of the Bologna reforms, that the 

Bologna reforms could also hurt research and re-

search training if they are not underpinned by the 

right conditions and concern with quality im-

provement.

Concentrating on the institutional implications of 

the Bologna reforms on research and research 

training, the Trends IV site visit interviews revealed 

that four main issues can be distinguished:

1. At most institutions, the link between 

research and teaching constitutes a 

pressing issue in the design and imple-

mentation of the new curricula in the 

two-cycle structures. The new curricula of-

ten weaken students’ research exposure at 

Bachelor level. In contrast, the new Master lev-

el is usually regarded as offering the opportu-

nity to link education most intimately to the 

research conducted at the institution, a link 

that is assured by emphasising the students’ 

research experience in the Master pro-

grammes. 

2. The doctoral level is affected in different 

ways by the Bologna reforms: with respect 

to the transition from Master to doctoral level; 

with respect to the desired length of doctoral 

training; or with respect to increased attention 

to mentoring and counselling at the doctoral 

level, brought about by the Bologna curricular 

debates.

3. The Bologna reforms encourage inter-in-

stitutional communication and decision-

making, which can positively infl uence 

research development. Most noticeably, 

interdisciplinary programmes that are being 

developed at a considerable number of institu-

tions, especially at Master level, are bringing 

together teaching and research interests on the 

basis of strengthened and sometimes even new 

inter-faculty linkages. In a few cases, institu-

tions explicitly develop such Master pro-

grammes to position their research strengths 

nationally or internationally, as part of their re-

search strategy.

4. The Bologna reforms are absorbing a 

considerable amount of time and re-

sources - not just in the implementation phase 

but also for the additional teaching and assess-

ment time for professors needing to run the 

new structures and approaches – to the detri-

ment of research. 

The following sections will describe these effects in 

greater detail.
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2. The relation of Bologna reforms to 
research training

The obvious link between the quests for a com-

mon EHEA and ERA consists in the area of research 

training for which universities bear the primary re-

sponsibility. As the principal provider of doctoral 

training and the only provider of research training 

at Bachelor and Master level, HEIs are facing many 

new challenges:

■ the growing awareness of the importance of 

research for an array of professions beyond 

academia poses new questions to the scope 

and weight of research training, from early re-

search project exposure to fostering profession-

ally relevant transferable skills;

■ fundamental and applied research in industry 

and academia increasingly requires interdisci-

plinary perspectives to be developed in re-

search training;

■ the natural and technical sciences are recognis-

ing the need for intense cooperation with in-

dustry for research and research training, re-

quiring new forms of communication and ad-

ministrative support;

■ an increased awareness of the importance of 

general public interest in and understanding of 

science requires a greater time investment on 

the part of researchers for communicating the 

social or economic implications of research re-

sults, but also to new demands on the com-

munication skills of researchers.

Thus, it may not be surprising that a considera-

ble number of university representatives 

during the site visits mentioned research 

training, especially at doctoral level, to be 

the next major reform issue on their agen-

da. Most institutions are waiting to fi nish the im-

plementation of the fi rst and second cycle reforms 

before taking on the third cycle, but some are try-

ing to tackle research training reforms simultane-

ously with the ongoing educational reforms. 

Research exposure and training at Bachelor 

and Master levels

The site visits in the framework of this study do not 

confi rm the European Commission’s High Level 

Group on Science and Technology’s statement 

that “the involvement of undergraduate students in 

research activities as a normal part of their curricu-

lum is still very exceptional.”6 Nevertheless, while a 

majority of institutions confi rmed that students 

are exposed to research, half said that this expo-

sure is often quite limited at Bachelor level. Most 

often such early research exposure involves intro-

duction to research methodology and research 

skills as well as seminars or course papers where 

students are introduced to independent research 

activity. In the social and natural sciences, students 

are occasionally exposed to research through 

project work. Generally, at all of the institu-

tions, different groups reported that re-

search exposure depended greatly on the 

subject area and faculty.

A critical point mentioned at many institutions 

with respect to the implications of the Bologna re-

forms on research training relates to the fact that 

research exposure was often concentrated 

on the last year of the programme. In those 

countries where this last year does not refer to the 

last year of the Bachelor but to the last year of the 

previous longer degree, this implies that such re-

search work corresponds and hence will most of-

ten be shifted to the Master level. Similarly, there 

were apprehensions that the research skills of the 

labour force would become insuffi cient if the 

Bachelor degree were to become the fi nal degree 

for a majority of university graduates. It was often 

felt that there was too little time in the three years 

leading to the Bachelor degree, in which other 

skills also had to be conveyed, to make the 

Bachelor graduate employable to approach re-

search activity appropriately. Moreover, academ-

ics and students often reported that time for inde-

pendent research or study, critical refl ection, fos-

tering of an independent mind had been reduced 

in the new, signifi cantly more compressed pro-

grammes in which the new form of continuous 

assessment was reported to develop greater effi -

6 Increasing Human resources for Science and Technology in Europe. Report presented at the EC Conference Europe needs more scientists (April 
2004), High Level Group under the chairmanship of José Mariano Gago, Brussels April 2004, p. 8.
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of national debates (Austria, Germany, Italy). In 

others (Denmark, Latvia, Estonia) there is a politi-

cal focus on the need for more researchers, espe-

cially in the natural and technical sciences. 

There were confl icting responses to questions 

which were asked during the visits about the im-

pact of Bologna reforms on the doctoral level 

within the institution. Generally, institutional rep-

resentatives found it too early to judge whether 

the doctoral level would be affected by the two-

tier reforms, although at the same time a majority 

of institutions were either conducting some re-

forms in their doctoral level training or planning 

to do so. These widespread reform plans seem to 

be a combined result of heightened quality aware-

ness with respect to the quality of teaching - which 

was reported to have been brought to the fore in 

the context of the Bologna reforms at some insti-

tutions - and a perception of competing institu-

tions having already begun to improve doctoral 

training, as mentioned by some institutions. 

What are the aims of these reform plans? Across 

most of Europe, doctoral training has mainly been 

based on independent research undertaken by the 

doctoral candidate who draws upon the advice 

and guidance of one individual – the doctoral su-

pervisor – supposedly on the model of a master/

apprentice relationship. One of the central re-

form issues related to this model concerns 

the degree to which the independent re-

search of the doctoral candidate should be 

complemented by taught elements and 

embedded in supporting structures. Only in 

some countries is the core research activity com-

plemented by other forms of training and taught 

elements, with positive experiences reported in 

most cases. This was the case in some institutions 

in the Czech Republic, Finland, Hungary, Latvia, 

Lithuania, Poland, Romania and Spain. In a vast 

majority of countries in which independent re-

search and bilateral supervision were traditionally 

the only ingredients, new elements such as taught 

modules on research methodology or content 

were frequently mentioned. While the introduc-

tion of taught modules seems to be appreciated 

by the majority of PhD candidates, the candidates 

also emphasised that such taught elements are 

only helpful if they are targeted to their scientifi c 

or professional needs. At some institutions the 

ciency and delivery. The additional teaching and 

exam burden that often accompanies the new 

curricular regime also leaves less time for teachers 

to look after small research projects (since most 

institutions had no additional resources to hire 

new staff). Only a handful of institutions men-

tioned an explicit policy to actually emphasise re-

search and independent study at Bachelor level.

At all the universities which were visited in the 

context of this study, the Master level is defi ned as 

the fi rst level at which research should be prac-

ticed in action, be it through research projects or 

a Master’s thesis. Nevertheless, at about a third of 

the institutions, two types of Masters degrees were 

offered or being developed, with one geared to 

research and the other aimed at professional spe-

cialisation; the latter do not necessarily exclude 

research activities but rather situate the research 

within a professionally relevant environment.

Generally speaking, it could be observed that the 

Bologna reforms initiated a shift in research expo-

sure at some institutions, often intensifying re-

search at the second cycle. At a considerable 

number of institutions there seemed to be 

a clear shift of research exposure away 

from the fi rst cycle to the second (mentioned 

for example at several Italian, German, French in-

stitutions). Often academics wished for more re-

search exposure in the fi rst cycle but pointed to 

limited human and fi nancial resources.

Research training at doctoral level

Concerning national level debates, all but one 

of the twenty-nine countries included in 

this study responded that research training 

constituted an important reform issue. 

Furthermore, all countries reported discussions at 

national level to encourage the private sector to 

support training and be more involved in univer-

sity research and research training. About one-fi fth 

of the national research training debates concen-

trate on quality enhancement of PhD training and 

the introduction of more structured curricular ele-

ments in PhD training (Austria, Finland, Germany, 

Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland and 

Switzerland). In some countries, the status, con-

tractual conditions, recruitment and career devel-

opment of researchers also constitute a main focus 
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In contrast, career relevance is increasingly 

addressed through skills training which is 

clearly on the rise in many parts of Europe. 

Such initiatives are based on the perception that, 

if more research, more innovation and more re-

searchers are needed to make Europe thrive, the 

careers of such researchers do not necessarily fol-

low traditional academic lines, in the spirit of the 

Ministers’ concern that “Higher Education 

Institutions [should] increase the role and relevance 

of research to technological, social and cultural evo-

lution and to the needs of society” (Berlin 

Communiqué). But even for a traditional academic 

career, new challenges of facing an increasingly 

interdisciplinary research environment and an ex-

tremely competitive research market will have to 

be met, requiring certain professional skills from 

the researchers. Especially private employers of re-

searchers often point to an array of important 

transferable skills which contribute to the success 

of their research, beyond the actual scientifi c ex-

pertise and know-how.8

Skills training seems to be rarely systematically 

 organised across a given institution but most often 

depends on the initiatives and demands of the 

 faculties or departments/doctoral programmes. 

For example, in some cases, skills training was only 

provided in the existing doctoral schools while 

other PhD students outside such structures did 

not benefi t from the offer. In other cases, it was 

partly integrated into the continuing education 

offer, and not necessarily targeted at researchers. 

Most often skills training is offered on a voluntary 

basis and addresses the following skills: teaching 

(didactic seminars), presentation, communication 

and team work, foreign languages (especially aca-

demic writing in English), project and time man-

agement, applying for research grants. 

Occasionally, patenting and entrepreneurial skills, 

science ethics, and writing about science for the 

general public are also taught. PhD candidates 

mention quite often that they appreciate the idea 

of skills training and some report positive experi-

ences, but views differ on whether this should be 

done at PhD level or rather earlier. 

 academics regretted the introduction of taught 

elements due to the resultant loss of time for doc-

toral research, and others felt that it may be better 

to include the bulk of content-related courses 

from the doctoral programmes in the Master pro-

gramme so that doctoral students can start their 

PhD thesis research more quickly (with only some 

additional skills training conducted at the doctoral 

level). Many academics and doctoral students un-

derline “the best education to research is still car-

rying out research, not attending lectures.” It 

should be noted that many academics and PhD 

students emphasise two important factors 

which infl uence the quality of doctoral 

studies and research, namely fl exibility and 

a focus on the individual candidate’s inter-

ests and needs.7

Another major reform element at a third of 

the institutions is the development of gradu-

ate or doctoral schools to ensure better 

networking and exchange between differ-

ent faculties and research groups. Where 

doctoral schools exist, institutions are sometimes 

optimising these further, for example by integrat-

ing several such programmes into larger schools 

to optimise the common offer (taught modules) 

and foster interdisciplinary exchange. 

The issue of employability, which is a key concern 

in the context of establishing new Bachelor pro-

grammes, is also beginning to be considered more 

attentively at the doctoral level. It should be noted 

that there was widespread pessimism among doc-

toral candidates concerning careers outside 

academia. Only in very few countries does career 

counselling and support for young researchers ex-

ist, and these are countries in which research ca-

reers have become a national issue with national 

incentives to improve research career develop-

ment (for example, in the United Kingdom). 

Otherwise the doctoral candidate depends on the 

contacts and initiative of his or her supervisor, of-

ten leading to a lack of exploration in non-aca-

demic sectors. 

7 Cf. Also the Conclusions of the Salzburg Seminar on Doctoral Programmes: http://www.bologna-bergen2005.no/EN/Bol_sem/Semi-
nars/050203-05Salzburg/050203-05_Conclusions.pdf

8 Cf. the contributions of representatives of multinational technology based corporations, such as Philips and Robert Bosch at the EUA Conference in 
Maastricht, October 2004, http://www.eua.be/eua/en/Maastricht_Presentations.jspx. Such emphases were also made at the Liège Confer-
ence The Europe of Knowledge 2020: A Vision for University-based Research and Innovation, organised by the European Commission in April 2004, 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/research/conferences/index_en.cfm.
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In addition to skills training, other mechanisms are 

mentioned which refl ect the concern with the in-

dividual doctoral student’s development: an edu-

cation or study plan for PhD students to improve 

their performance is being introduced in a few in-

stitutions (mentioned in the Netherlands and the 

Slovak Republic), or a student log book as a new 

tool for keeping track of aims and progress (United 

Kingdom). Some mention institutional “agree-

ments” between doctoral candidates and advisors 

in order to detail work relations and expectations 

with respect to time planning, teaching, funding, 

publication of papers, intellectual property rights, 

and counselling (mentioned for example in 

Germany, Norway and Finland). At a few institu-

tions, doctoral committees or teams of supervisors 

have been introduced to ensure that doctoral re-

search is reviewed by more than one person, with 

the aim of softening the dependency of the doc-

toral candidate on his or her supervisor. 

Generally speaking, the common characteristics of 

ongoing reforms concerning doctoral provision 

seem to focus on more orientation, more 

guidance, more integration, more training 

of professionally relevant skills as well as 

clearer institutional structures to allow for 

more exchange and critical mass. These con-

cerns seem remarkably akin to the spirit of the 

Bologna reforms as implemented by many institu-

tions and thus may be said to be closely related to 

the heightened awareness of the quality of teach-

ing at many institutions in all parts of Europe. 

3.  Impact of Bologna reforms on 
research within HEIs

Strengthening the institutional approach to 

research

Given the overarching nature of the Bologna re-

forms, quite a number of institutions re-

ported that the reforms have had the ef-

fect of strengthening the institutional lev-

el, as well as intra-institutional communi-

cation and coordination. New bodies or coor-

dination groups had been formed or existing ones 

met more frequently to work out the details of the 

curricular reforms. Some institutions reported that 

this intensifi ed communication resulted in unin-

tended benefi ts for research cooperation, enabling 

academics to follow new links between education 

and research on the basis of recent research devel-

opments. The most frequently mentioned benefi t 

of such horizontal communication was the crea-

tion of new interdisciplinary programmes, cur-

rently a major organisational challenge for re-

search-intense institutions and an important add-

ed value to the curricular reforms. Conversely, in-

stitutions which were not able to establish such 

coordination and communication across faculty 

lines complained about the diffi culty to develop 

such programmes because of the vertical organi-

sation of the institution. 

However, the Bologna reforms seemed to have lit-

tle effect, if any, on the strategic positioning of the 

institution in relation to research. While a ma-

jority of institutions reported that the 

Bologna reforms were integrated into their 

strategic plans, the link to overarching re-

search aims was noticeably absent. This may 

well have to do with the fact that only a third of 

the visited institutions reported actually having a 

research strategy at institutional level – if one ap-

plies a generous notion of the term “strategy” 

which is not just restricted to setting priority re-

search areas but comprises all attempts to link 

overarching institutional goals with some meth-

ods of realising such goals. Half of these (i.e., one 

sixth of the institutions in the study) have defi ned 

research areas in which they want to concentrate 

institutional efforts in order to strengthen interna-

tional visibility. Of course, international research 

orientation was mentioned at many other institu-

tions, but only a few institutions (predominantly 

in the northern and north-western Europe) made 

references to an international research market in 

their own strategic development of which the new 

curricular were to form a part. It should also be 

noted that very few institutions mentioned inter-

national partnerships in their strategic refl ections, 

neither with respect to educational nor to research 

objectives. In contrast, there were a few cases 

where there were very concrete ideas about inten-

sifi ed regional partnerships intended to benefi t 

both educational development and research co-

operation.

In addition to establishing or extending support 

services for researchers’ grant acquisition or tech-

nology transfer activities, some institutions had 
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also defi ned incentives to promote excellence in 

research and reward high performance among re-

searchers or in research training. Most institutions 

seemed to be chiefl y concerned with maintaining 

research capacity in times of worsening budgets 

rather than expanding existing strengths or com-

petitive advantages. While research was regarded 

as an internationally relevant part of the institution 

and the Bologna reforms were usually seen as part 

of the internationalisation of the institution, only 

a small minority of institutions seemed to 

take the Bologna reforms as an opportuni-

ty to link the positioning of the new educa-

tional programmes with the positioning of 

its research strengths. 

Generally, it should be noted that research and 

education are separately managed at most institu-

tions with very little organisational interface above 

departmental level so that the institutional devel-

opment of education and research is only likely to 

be linked if the institutional leadership makes a 

conscious and targeted effort to pursue these links 

with and across the faculties.

Resources for education versus resources for 

research: the limits of time and funding

“Ministers will make the necessary effort to make 

European Higher Education Institutions an even more 

attractive and effi cient partner. […] Ministers under-

stand that there are obstacles inhibiting the achieve-

ment of these goals and these cannot be resolved by 

Higher Education Institutions alone. It requires strong 

support, including fi nancial, and appropriate deci-

sions from national Governments and European 

Bodies.” (Berlin Communiqué, 2003)

The implementation of the Bologna Process 

has involved an enormous time contribu-

tion from academics and administrators all 

over Europe. Given the fact that very few institu-

tions received additional support for the process 

or increased teaching or counselling tasks, this 

time was and is being spent at the expense of re-

search, as reported by practically all universities 

during the site visits. Accordingly, most academics 

urgently hope that they will not be subjected to 

another wave of such fundamental reforms again 

soon. But what worries many academics even 

more is the fact that the ingredients of the reforms 

that are meant to contribute to the quality en-

hancement of European higher education, such as 

greater attention to learners’ needs, more fl exible 

learning paths and regular assessment, which 

many institutions have implemented with full con-

viction, are going to negatively affect research 

since less time is available for the latter. As long as 

there are no additional resources provided by gov-

ernments or other sources, no additional staff can 

be hired to help with the increased teaching, 

counselling and exam load. In some institutions 

the regular administrative load also seems to have 

increased. Most groups emphasised that this mat-

ter will have to be urgently addressed in order to 

prevent competition between the EHEA and the 

ERA which, in turn, would eventually also under-

mine the quality of university education. An in-

crease with the quality of teaching in 

Europe should not have to be paid with a 

decrease in the quality of research.

Limited resources for research seem to be a major 

problem which many European countries are cur-

rently facing. Particularly in many eastern European 

countries but also in France and Italy the urgency 

of this problem was mentioned quite frequently 

without people even having been asked to ad-

dress the issue. Given that some other countries 

(such as Finland, Sweden, Denmark, Ireland, 

Norway) have realised the crucial role that re-

search plays for their future well-being and have 

developed policies and increased funds to serve 

those goals, there is a danger that the differences 

in research intensity and research competitiveness 

of the EHEA will increase rather than diminish, re-

sulting in further intra-European brain drain and 

lessening quality of higher education in some re-

gions of Europe – quite contrary to the overall 

aims of a common EHEA. 
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4. Challenges for the future

■ While focussing on matters of education, the 

Bologna reforms also bring opportunities 

and bear risks with respect to the quality of 

research and research training. Institutions 

and governments will have to mobilise ideas 

and resources to make sure the quality of 

education is not being developed to the det-

riment of the quality of research but rather 

in a mutually reinforcing manner.

■ To exploit the potential of the curricular re-

forms and new interdisciplinary approaches 

which universities have identifi ed, institu-

tions are facing the challenge of strengthen-

ing inter-faculty communication, coordina-

tion and overarching institutional approach-

es to the design of new programmes and re-

search emphases. To position themselves in 

their relevant competitive contexts, many in-

stitutions may benefi t from developing a 

more strategic approach to their overall pro-

fi le, relating their research strengths more 

clearly to their teaching offer.

■ Universities and other HEIs face the challenge 

of working together to exploit their strengths 

most effectively in addressing Europe’s profes-

sional and academic research needs.

■ Institutions and governments are facing the 

challenge of paying more attention to foster-

ing career prospects and development of 

young researchers and taking account of the 

diverse research careers for which master 

and doctoral graduates are heading.

■ Institutions are by and large facing the chal-

lenge of developing appropriate and suffi -

ciently targeted skills training which is rele-

vant for research-based careers, without un-

dermining the space for independent re-

search.

■ Governments and national authorities are 

facing the challenge of supporting institu-

tions fi nancially in order to meet these new 

and additional tasks which will require ad-

ditional staff and additional time and com-

petences in the part of the institutions.
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6.  IMPLEMENTING BOLOGNA AT HIGHER EDUCATION INSTI-
TUTIONS: SUCCESS FACTORS AND SYSTEMIC CHALLENGES
SYBILLE REICHERT

1. Implementing Bologna: The success 
factors

For the EHEA to become a reality it takes govern-

ments to set the right conditions and HEIs to con-

vert the possible into the real. The Trends IV site 

visits revealed that appropriate legislation is a 

good starting point for the reform issues to take 

shape. However, other factors, both national and 

institutional, play an important role in the success 

of the reforms. The visits to several institutions in 

one country showed that the same national condi-

tions could result in very different institutional ac-

tions. Some institutions chose to use the opportu-

nity which the Bologna Process presented in a 

very proactive manner, trying to optimise the in-

stitution’s position with the help of the new frame-

work for structural changes, while others refrained 

from reviewing their teaching and learning proc-

esses until it could no longer be avoided. But the 

Trends IV visits also revealed that different national 

methods of dealing with the Bologna opportunity 

can considerably affect institutional attitudes and 

actions. 

If success is defi ned in terms of the realisation of 

the aims of the Bologna reforms, one can distin-

guish different factors which have had signifi cant 

impact: at institutional level, the nature and con-

tent of other major reforms that were simultane-

ously underway also had an effect on institutional 

readiness to adopt the Bologna agenda as their 

own. Furthermore, the strength of internal hori-

zontal communication made a noticeable differ-

ence, as did the quality of the leadership exercised 

by the institutional managers of such a complex 

overarching reform process. Regarding the na-

tional context, the quality of information, guid-

ance and fi nancial support which national actors 

have provided, signifi cantly affected institutional 

capacity to act. Very importantly, the degree of 

autonomy defi ned the marge de manoeuvre and 

therefore the motivation with which institutions 

approached the reforms, depending on whether 

or not they felt they could forge their own future. 

These factors each deserve analysis.

Success Factor 1: The relation to other higher 

education reforms

The Bologna reforms were the dominant reform 

issue for HEIs in an overwhelming number of the 

countries visited in the context of this study. Most 

of these higher education systems have put in 

place a Bologna framework through legislation to 

which institutions are now adapting. Hungary and 

Spain were just passing such legislation around 

the time of the site visits; in Portugal, legislation 

was just passed in February 2005 that specifi es the 

use of ECTS as the future national credit system. 

Only in England and Turkey are the Bologna re-

forms deemed to be merely partially relevant to 

the national situation. (Scotland saw more rele-

vance of the Bologna Process to its own reform 

developments.) 

The reform wave in European higher educa-

tion seems to go even further and deeper 

than the Bologna reforms themselves: in a 

third of the countries visited, the national rectors’ 

conferences asserted that the comprehensive im-

plementation of the Bologna reforms formed an 

integral aspect of a wider review of the entire high-

er education systems (Belgium (Dutch-speaking), 

the Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, Germany, 

Hungary, Lithuania, Norway, Poland and 

Switzerland). Our data shows that European higher 

education is undergoing fundamental reforms of-

ten well beyond the already large scope of the 

Bologna reforms. The reform issues mentioned 

cover the whole spectrum of issues which defi ne 

HEIs, including steering and funding mechanisms 

(e.g., through the introduction of performance 

based funding), governance structures, distribu-

tion of competences between different levels of a 

federal structure, differentiation of and articulation 

between institutional types, and academic career 

conditions. All of these may go hand in hand with 

the Bologna reforms and are often triggered or ac-

celerated by the Bologna Process (for a full over-

view see Table 1). 

The relation of these reforms to the Bologna agen-

da is perceived quite differently in the different 

national contexts. In Austria, for example, the fun-

damental reform of governance structures and 

introduction of university autonomy with corre-

sponding management and funding mechanisms 
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is keeping the institutions fully occupied so that 

institutions have to push the Bologna reforms to 

the background at the moment. Even though the 

University Act of 2002 supports the implementa-

tion of several Bologna objectives, problems arise 

due to the two overlapping complex reform proc-

esses, resulting in the concentration of the univer-

sity members on national and internal matters. In 

contrast, in Norway, the Bologna reforms have 

been integrated into the so-called “quality reform” 

which affect all dimensions of higher education 

but are perceived to be complementary to and 

thus reinforcing the Bologna aims. 

In a few countries, institutional representatives feel 

that the label “Bologna reform” is used to intro-

duce reforms which are actually not part of the 

Bologna agenda. Restructuring the relationship 

between HEIs, reducing the number of study pro-

grammes, and introducing elements of competi-

tiveness are all examples of reforms introduced in 

some countries as part of the Bologna package.

While many institutional representatives observed 

that Bologna had triggered reforms that had often 

already ripened internally, it should also be noted 

that there were comments that the Bologna re-

forms had sometimes delayed other internal 

changes, either because it was decided to delay 

their implementation in order to have them coin-

cide with the full implementation of the Bologna 

reforms, or because it was felt that only one major 

reform should be pursued at a time.

Success Factor 2: Institutional problem 

awareness: converting top-down directives 

into an opportunity for bottom-up review and 

reform

Of the sixty-two institutions visited in the frame-

work of this study, two-thirds have decided to 

adopt and internalise the Bologna reforms, 

integrating them into their own institu-

tional development and thus transforming 

an essentially top down agenda into their 

own bottom-up interpretation of desirable 

change. Given the criticisms in the initial years 

after the Bologna Declaration, this result seems 

rather remarkable. Not only is the awareness of 

the Bologna reforms - still found to be low among 

academics just two years ago - now reported to be 

high at most institutions, but the acceptance of 

the overall aims and added value of the Bologna 

reforms is also wide-spread within institutions 

across Europe. Indeed, many academics seem to 

agree that some reforms of teaching and learning 

structures and approaches are needed. 

While some criticisms regarding the process of im-

plementation or individual aspects of the reforms 

were voiced at most institutions, there was only 

one institution that attributed no added value to 

the Bologna reforms and in which the overall 

Bologna reform agenda was actually rejected. 

Even taking account of the possibility of a slight 

positive bias in the institutional sample, this wide-

spread acceptance of the fundamental Bologna 

agenda should be particularly stressed. 

The added values which institutions associated 

with the Bologna reforms cover quite a wide spec-

trum of issues (see appendix 6), revealing a wide 

variety of reasons for integrating Bologna reforms 

into institutional strategic plans. Only a few insti-

tutions in Bulgaria, Croatia, Hungary, Portugal and 

Spain found it too early to tell whether any added 

value could be attributed to Bologna (nevertheless 

expecting the internationalisation and mobility of 

their institution to be furthered by the reforms).

The main reason why so many institutions trans-

formed the Bologna reforms into their own institu-

tional agenda seems to lie in the perceived need 

to review and reform curricula. At about a 

quarter of the institutions, different groups com-

mented that the Bologna reforms had a “trigger 

effect,” hastening the implementation of reforms 

that had already been prepared by many internal 

discussions beforehand. Sometimes, there were 

comments that the external pressure made it eas-

ier to focus on a set of reforms, to prune the exist-

ing offer of superfl uous or outdated elements and 

to push a reform agenda forward that could have 

been more easily held up by disagreements if it 

had been a purely internally generated agenda. 

Most often, it was appreciated that the Bologna 

reforms offered the opportunity to concentrate 

more on students’ needs and on competences 

(see details in Chapter 2) and to establish greater 

transparency inside the institution regarding the 

programmes offered in terms of content, method-
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ology, expected learning outcomes and workload. 

The Bologna reforms were also often appreciated 

as an opportunity to introduce more interdiscipli-

nary programmes. Some institutions in Finland, 

France, Denmark and Switzerland also reported 

that Bologna had provided an opportunity to in-

crease inter-university cooperation at regional 

level.

Success Factor 3: Strong communication 

across the institution and consultative but 

determined leadership

The implementation of the Bologna reforms clearly 

affects most groups within a given institution. This 

pervasiveness of the reforms does not just require a 

considerable additional time investment on the 

part of many institutional actors but also demands 

well-functioning horizontal communication inside 

the institution. Conversely, at some institutions with 

decentralised internal organisation, it was observed 

that the institution lacked the capacity to coordi-

nate. Interestingly, many institutions noted that the 

Bologna reform process had served as a spe-

cial opportunity for strengthening institu-

tional coherence, enhancing institutional 

transparency and coordination, and rein-

forcing horizontal communication channels, 

sometimes even resulting in less expected 

side-effects such as:

■ strengthened leadership; 

■ better distribution of work and resources; 

■ reduction in the number of faculties; 

■ organisational reforms driven by improved 

 inter-faculty cooperation;

■ more coherent post-graduate programmes 

across the university;

■ better integration of administrators.

The institutional organisation of successful imple-

mentation revealed a common element across 

Europe: one member of the institutional leader-

ship assumes the overall responsibility for the im-

plementation process. Most often this is the vice 

rector for teaching/education or academic affairs, 

in a few cases the vice rector for international rela-

tions. In addition, most institutions have either 

formed a new coordinating group or used an ex-

isting institutional committee to coordinate the 

processes at faculty level, with a view to develop-

ing overarching guidelines and oversee the whole 

implementation process. It is safe to say that in the 

advanced stage of implementation, the most in-

tense time investment happened at faculty level 

where the deans or vice-deans played the leading 

coordinating and managerial role. Many faculties 

also nominated a Bologna coordinator and either 

established faculty networks or committees for co-

ordination at faculty level or used existing bodies 

to implement the new curricular structures and 

credit system. In a few countries, especially in 

northern and Western Europe, the student unions 

or representatives played an active role in the im-

plementation process.

Given the complexity of the institutional relations, 

many groups within the institution commented 

that the implementation process was strongly af-

fected both by the leadership’s readiness to en-

gage in genuine dialogue (i.e., to inform and lis-

ten to different positions), as well as by their ca-

pacity to defi ne some overarching directions or 

guidelines early in the Process. The challenge re-

mains for the leadership to put in place a frame-

work for high-level management balanced with 

space for bottom-up initiatives within depart-

ments and faculties.

While our data does not enable this question to be 

pursued in detail, there were a few institutions 

that particularly stood out because of their proac-

tive attitude to the reforms, refl ecting successful 

institutional leadership. Particularly in countries 

where several institutions were visited it was inter-

esting to see how the same national constraints 

could result in very different institutional behav-

iour. It seems that the institutional leadership (be 

it one person or the leadership team) had a far-

reaching effect on the institutional capacity for 

change, on the readiness to translate national 

conditions to an institutional plan, and to recon-

cile confl icting attitudes. 

Interesting examples of proactive behaviour can 

be found, for example, in countries where the na-

tional level regulations or directives still remain to 

be defi ned. Thus, in Estonia, according to institu-

tional representatives, the Bologna reforms were 

pushed forward by the university while the minis-

try then caught up. In Portugal, while waiting for 

the new government to take offi ce before the rel-

evant legislation could be passed, one university 
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progressed as far as it could with internal delibera-

tions about the new structures, exploring the best 

ways to reform current curricula. In Spain, one 

university, while waiting for state legislation and 

framework to change, was preparing the imple-

mentation of the reforms by assessing the inher-

ent potential for educational innovation. Other 

institutions, for example in the Czech Republic, 

Finland, Germany and Switzerland, used the 

Bologna reforms to push their own reform agenda 

forward quickly in order to enhance their national 

and international positions. Very noticeably, all of 

the leaders from the seven non-university higher 

education institutions in this study made strong 

and proactive use of the Bologna reforms to en-

hance their position in the national binary systems 

and to strengthen their master level and applied 

research.

Success Factor 4: The right balance between 

national level regulation and coordination 

and institutional autonomy

The site visit interviews showed that the internal 

implementation processes were greatly affected, 

helped or hindered, by the guidance, support 

and regulations at national level. The latter 

affected the readiness with which the 

Bologna reforms were accepted as a mean-

ingful agenda for institutional change but 

also the extent to which they were used to 

enhance institutional quality. 

There were some countries in which the interplay 

between institutions and national authorities 

worked well and to the apparent satisfaction of 

most representatives at the institutions visited. 

While there were individual points of criticism, 

there was an assumption that both levels tried to 

understand each other’s positions and regarded 

the dialogue as an engagement in a complex but 

ultimately common cause. This seemed to be the 

case in Finland, Norway, Denmark, Ireland, 

Switzerland, and to a large extent (depending on 

the region) in Germany, for example. Here, the 

institutions reported and expressed appreciation 

for the considerable time that had been allocated 

to informing the institutions and inviting them to 

contribute to the deliberations on the contours of 

the national legislation or regulations. 

Bringing together a national reform agenda with 

institutional development agendas seemed to be 

feasible and mutually reinforcing. In Finland, the 

subject-based frameworks of the curricular reforms 

were regarded as particularly helpful and were felt 

to enhance inter-institutional cooperation consid-

erably. In Switzerland, it was appreciated that the 

national political level did not jump into rash leg-

islation but instead built strongly on the coordina-

tion by the national rectors’ conference which 

helped to prepare the national directives, safe-

guarding institutional autonomy as much as pos-

sible. Only on the point of nationally imposed ad-

mission rules was it felt that the national level had 

infringed on institutional profi ling capacity and 

institutional autonomy. At an institution in Belgium 

(French-speaking), where institutional autonomy 

was generally felt to be rather limited, this limited 

autonomy was found to be alleviated by the inten-

sity with which the HEIs had been included in the 

deliberation on the national legislation. 

More frequently, indeed in a great majority of the 

other national contexts, there were criticisms of 

the role of the ministry. In particular, there were 

complaints about the unsupportive mix between 

on the one hand too much and too hurried pre-

scriptive legislation produced after too little con-

sultation, and on the other too few incentives for 

action. Laws were felt not to be thought through, 

sometimes even inconsistent, and often insuffi -

ciently informed of the European debates. They 

often had to be revised later, implying some waste 

of time for all parties involved. In particular, fre-

quent criticisms were voiced concerning the often 

rigid and sometimes uninformed interpretation of 

the Bologna reforms within the ministries’ service 

units which were deemed much more problem-

atic and less in the spirit of the Bologna reforms 

than the high-level declarations and intentions. 

Many university representatives said they needed 

more information and guidance but found that 

civil servants were usually less informed than the 

university representatives about European devel-

opments. In the most extreme examples, legisla-

tion even imposed that ECTS credits be related to 

contact hours and a minimum of contact hours for 

any given programme or teacher, resulting in in-

consistencies and an overcharging of the new pro-

grammes which both academics and students felt 
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In some countries, the institutional imple-

mentation strongly depends on the nation-

al level guidelines from agencies such as 

accreditation bodies, as is the case in many 

eastern European countries, Germany, and the 

United Kingdom. For example, in Germany, the 

Accreditation Council holds a key position in the 

process as it is entrusted to supervise closely the 

implementation of the provisions for the accredi-

tation of Bachelor and Master Study Courses.9 

Such accreditation guidelines exert a straight-jack-

et infl uence, and institutions in Poland, as well as 

the Czech and Slovak Republics reported diffi cul-

ties with introducing interdisciplinary curricula. As 

a result, rather than encouraging creativity and in-

novation through inter-disciplinary development, 

academics are constrained by guidelines encour-

aging traditional programmes and minimal stand-

ards. In some cases a register of permitted courses 

also prevents the defi nition of new programmes 

around disciplinary interfaces, for example in 

Greece and Belgium (French-speaking).

With respect to course offer, further restrictions to 

institutional autonomy concerning the language 

of instruction were also noted in Belgium (Dutch-

speaking) and Greece. In Belgium (Dutch-speak-

ing), the new ministry prescription that only 10% 

of the courses could be offered in English present-

ed a serious problem to the more internationally-

oriented institutions wanting to position their 

competitive English language master programmes 

in an international market. However, apart from 

these restrictions of autonomy regarding curricu-

lar content, the majority of European institutions 

felt they had full autonomy with respect to the 

contents and design of their programmes.

University autonomy is much more restricted with 

respect to other dimensions of higher education. 

In this context the Ministers’ conviction expressed 

in the Berlin Communiqué should be recalled: 

“Aware of the contribution strong institutions can 

make to economic and societal development, 

Ministers accept that institutions need to be empow-

ered to take decisions on their internal organisation 

to be detrimental to the quality of the teaching 

offer. Complaints were also frequently voiced 

about either premature or unnecessary ad-

ministrative overregulation which inter-

fered with institutional autonomy. An ex-

ception on the other end of the spectrum was in 

the United Kingdom, where a lack of ministerial 

interest regarding the Bologna reforms was criti-

cised, rather than any interference. 

A serious problem also arises at institutional level 

when there is a mismatch between national 

or regional provisions for some subjects 

(like teacher training) and the new Bologna 

degree structures. Such inconsistent structures 

were said to prevent effi ciencies of scale at institu-

tional level which had been possible before when 

programmes leading to different degrees in the 

same subject could be combined and interlaced. 

Thus additional human resources were being used 

for no net benefi t.

Institutions were also signifi cantly affected by 

the speed prescribed by national actors for 

the full implementation. A rushed process was 

reported to take away room for “creative manoeu-

vre” or a more fundamental redesign of some pro-

grammes. Not only were the most innovative 

ideas felt to need more deliberation time, it was 

also observed that some processes like the calcula-

tion of credits for individual courses or modules 

were done more superfi cially due to time pressure. 

With more time, the workload of the courses could 

be better checked and weighting attributed more 

appropriately. Conversely, it is also worth noting 

that the institutions which reported a particularly 

positive and deep institutional reform in the frame-

work of the Bologna were those that, for internal 

reasons and pro-active attitudes, had started their 

implementation process early and had invested a 

lot of time into a pervasive deliberation and well-

prepared decision-making process. This trans-

formed the Bologna reforms into a genuine insti-

tutional reform agenda, integrated into the strate-

gic plan, and supported by incentives and fi nancial 

decisions. 

9  As stipulated in the “Resolution of the Standing Conference of the Ministers of Education and Cultural Affairs of the Länder in the FRG” (2003), and in 
the “Common Structural Guidelines of the Länder.” Each dean of a faculty must elaborate a self-evaluation report on the ways these guidelines are to 
be implemented for the organisation of study programmes along the Bologna reform requirements, to be submitted to the Process of external review-
ing organised by the corresponding accreditation commissions. 
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the best qualifi ed applicants were reported to 

have lost interest in the positions.

All the above-mentioned restrictions of institution-

al autonomy were felt to undermine institutional 

fl exibility, effi ciency and motivation to institutional 

development. 

In some countries, the perceived lack of autonomy 

had been addressed in recent legislation. In Austria 

and Denmark, for example, university autonomy 

has increased with the recent governance reforms. 

In Denmark representatives observed that “the 

governance reform which introduced a profes-

sionally appointed rector and an external board 

improved the university’s independence.” In 

Austria, a university rector reported that he “sud-

denly found himself in the position of really run-

ning the institution. A new organisational plan 

had to be drafted, strategic aims defi ned, and le-

gal changes, study regulations, personnel status 

and fi nancing defi ned.” In spite of all the addi-

tional work which had to be invested in imple-

menting the new governance structures, this new 

situation was greatly appreciated. One tangible 

benefi t was that it was now felt to be easier, for 

example, to create new study programmes. 

Generally, the trend towards more autonomy 

seems slowly to be gaining ground in 

Europe. Only in one country (Lithuania), was it 

reported that previously introduced autonomy 

seems to be decreasing with the Bologna reforms. 

In Estonia, Latvia, Ireland and the UK, in particular, 

HEIs greatly appreciated their institutional autono-

my, and were fully prepared to accept the need for 

additional accountability measures in return.

Success Factor 5: Time to adjust and fi ne-tune

Across Europe, even in the most positively dis-

posed institutional environments, there is a grow-

ing sense of reform fatigue. Regardless of the 

added values and benefi ts which are attributed to 

the Bologna reforms, deans and academics ex-

press their concern at the enormous time invest-

ment which they had to subtract from other 

projects and functions.

There is a strong consensus at the institutions in 

this sample, from rectors and administrators to 

and administration. Ministers further call upon insti-

tutions to ensure that the reforms become fully inte-

grated into core institutional functions and process-

es.” Integration of reforms into the core institu-

tional development is naturally more diffi cult to 

achieve if core elements cannot be shaped by the 

institution itself. Such lack of autonomy was 

noted most often with respect to staff 

management and recruitment, as well as to 

student selection. 

With regard to staff recruitment and promotion, 

the impossibility for many institutions to introduce 

differentiated conditions and incentives in terms 

of staff salaries and other resources make the insti-

tutions less competitive on the international mar-

ket. Even more frequent than complaints about 

lack of autonomy regarding human resource man-

agement were the concerns that institutions could 

not select the most suitable students for their insti-

tutional profi le, but in many cases simply had to 

accept those with the nationally-defi ned qualifi ca-

tions. For the second cycle, Bachelor degrees from 

the same country were often supposed to be ad-

mitted without further selection criteria (however, 

this seemed to pose less of a problem to most in-

stitutions). University representatives felt that their 

capacity to defi ne the appropriate qualifi cation 

profi les for their programmes was seriously under-

mined by such nationally imposed admission 

rules. Especially with respect to internationally 

competitive programmes it was emphasised that 

standards of excellence should also be refl ected in 

the selective nature of the programme which 

should bring the best qualifi ed students together. 

The more autonomous institutions in the United 

Kingdom and Ireland openly commiserated with 

their European partners for such nationally im-

posed constraints.

National or regional prescriptions were also men-

tioned regarding teaching hours. For example, 

one university had to ensure that all staff taught 

the same number of hours. No variation was al-

lowed on the basis, for example, of research per-

formance. This meant that competitiveness on the 

international market of scientists was reduced 

since the particular ministry had just increased the 

already comparatively high number of teaching 

hours a professor had to teach. As a consequence, 
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academics and students, that such far-reaching 

reforms as the complete restructuring of curricula, 

the change to credit accumulation systems and 

new assessment procedures engendered by the 

Bologna reforms, require considerable time not 

just for deliberation but also for subsequent ad-

justments and improvement. The many open 

questions and the frequently noted high speed of 

implementation led a large majority of insti-

tutional actors to emphasise that time was 

needed for fi ne-tuning of the reforms. Many 

were concerned that politicians may want to de-

sign another major reform to enhance their own 

profi le or visibility rather than letting these major 

reforms settle, allowing them to develop and pro-

duce the best possible benefi ts. Hence there was a 

frequent plea from institutions to governments 

not to impose yet another wave of reform on them 

too soon before the full potential of the Bologna 

reforms can be realised. As one student phrased it, 

“Tell the ministers that it takes a lot longer to im-

plement a reform than it does to conceive it.”

Success Factor 6: National fi nancial support

During the site visits, it was often observed that 

there was a considerable gap between the 

aims of the Bologna reforms as stated in 

political declarations by the ministers, on 

the one hand, and the means and support 

given by the state to the institutions to re-

alise these aims, on the other. Unfortunately, 

the impressive consensus and commitment which 

the Ministers of Education of Europe have found 

and confi rmed every two years after the Bologna 

Declaration has remained a cost-neutral proposi-

tion in most European countries. Most Bologna 

signatory countries expressed their ministerial 

commitment only by setting the legislative frame-

work which institutions should conform to, but 

have not supported the Bologna reforms with ad-

ditional fi nancial means, neither for the consider-

able implementation costs nor for the higher staff 

costs which many institutions fi nd to be associated 

with the Bologna structures. 

Many HEIs emphasised that the introduction of the 

new degree structures and more fl exible student-

centred learning and teaching imply considerable 

time investments not just for information, discus-

sion, decisions, staff training and development 

when introducing the changes, but also for the ex-

tra provision offered through such restructured 

teaching and assessment, which involves more 

counselling, and more contact with students. Only 

a few governments, such as Norway, Finland, 

Ireland, the Netherlands and Switzerland have at-

tempted to meet the costs incurred, in the light of 

the profound upheaval and potential that the 

Bologna reforms imply. Yet even in these countries, 

the extra costs of the Bologna reforms at institu-

tional level are far from being covered. Indeed as 

most of the costs of Bologna reforms have 

to be borne by the institutions themselves, 

in times of restricted institutional budgets 

this means that resources are being taken 

away from other essential functions of high-

er education, such as research. 

Many comments could be quoted to show how 

the lack of government funding is presenting a se-

rious problem for universities all over Europe, and 

preventing them from realising the full potential 

of Bologna reforms (see Appendix 7). It was fre-

quently emphasised that fi nancial strain on the 

part of universities will inhibit reform and under-

mine the EHEA project. Institutions felt that gov-

ernments should demonstrate their commitment 

to the quality dimension of reforms by supporting 

them with suffi cient funds. 

2. Bologna reforms as systemic 
challenges

In 2005, there is enough evidence to judge that, 

as the most wide-reaching reforms in European 

higher education in recent decades, the Bologna 

reforms have not only contributed to laying a 

common ground for the different national systems 

of higher education but have also had profound 

effects on the individual national systems them-

selves, and these main systemic shifts deserve con-

cluding attention. 

The move to student-centred learning

Apart from the intended effects of building more 

compatible degree structures and common trans-

parency instruments such as ECTS and the Diploma 

Supplement, far-reaching changes are taking 

place in approaches to learning, with many tradi-

tionally teacher-centred systems refl ecting upon 
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ways to place the students’ needs at the centre of 

their attention. Such a change of focus is also 

making itself felt in the internal quality culture re-

garding teaching, with heightened attention to 

teaching performance, and feedback being sought 

from students on teaching and learning processes. 

The development of adequate student support 

services is also an increasing concern as expansion 

of systems and institutions continues. 

There is considerable divergence in Europe regard-

ing teaching approaches and the degree to which 

student-centred learning can be said to defi ne the 

everyday life at universities, with a clear northern/ 

north-western European dominance in student-

centred learning environments and some scepti-

cism in other parts of Europe towards the idea of 

competence-based learning and fl exible learning 

paths. Nonetheless, there seems to be a growing 

number of institutions across Europe that are be-

ginning to move in the same direction. These 

changes do not only demand rethinking curricula 

and staff development but also result in a consid-

erable demand for additional guidance and coun-

selling services, as well as for new forms of tutor-

ing and assessment. This presents a major chal-

lenge to institutions as well as to the governments 

supporting them. 

The move toward more compact programmes

Whether student- or teacher-centred, one fre-

quently mentioned trend should be highlighted, 

although it may be transitional in nature: the 

move from longer to shorter fi rst cycle pro-

grammes often results in too much content being 

pressed into too little time. Sometimes this trend 

is motivated by the fear of losing essential discipli-

nary knowledge, i.e., the inclination to regard too 

many course units as being fundamental. 

Sometimes the nationally prescribed number of 

required student contact hours contributes to the 

problem. Whatever the cause, some academics 

and students fear that the compressed nature of 

new programmes does not allow enough time to 

develop a critical and refl ective approach to the 

materials presented and generally does not foster 

an independent mind. There were frequent com-

ments that effi ciency, time management and 

completion in due time are now playing a greater 

role than before, while academic curiosity and in-

tellectual development have become less impor-

tant. Some were also worried that part time stud-

ies, which is a mode of study required by many 

contemporary students, was being made signifi -

cantly more diffi cult to manage in the new regime 

(see chapter 2).

The blurring differentiation between 

universities and other higher education 

institutions

A particularly striking outcome of this study’s fi eld 

research was that the broad differentiation be-

tween the two predominant “types” of European 

higher education institutions, the universities and 

other higher education institutions, seems to have 

become blurred by the introduction of the new 

degree systems. It seems that the differentiation is 

not only reduced by virtue of introducing the 

same titles for qualifi cations from both types of 

institutions – in most systems giving access to the 

same subsequent stage of progression – but also 

because of the importance now attached to the 

idea of employability which used to be the main 

competitive advantage of the non-university high-

er education institution. 

While universities are often struggling with the 

idea of what an “academic Bachelor” could actu-

ally offer to the labour market and how labour 

markets will accept students with such qualifi ca-

tions, other higher education institutions are often 

expanding their teaching offer to the master level 

and expanding their (applied) research capacity 

along with it. These experiences were reported in 

Austria, Belgium, Croatia, Finland, Germany, 

Hungary, Ireland and the Netherlands. Meanwhile, 

Lithuania and the Slovak Republic have newly in-

troduced a non-university sector. Some systems 

already foresee applied professional and academic 

research degrees existing side by side within the 

same institutions (Hungary, Latvia and Portugal). 

Whatever the national situation, all systems share 

the belief that greater permeability between the 

sectors should bring added value for students and 

graduates. 
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In a large number of national contexts, HEIs are 

wondering about the future scope of state fund-

ing and the extent to which such funding will al-

low them to maintain or expand their competi-

tiveness. While many are extending their private 

partnerships, they feel that the advantages of a 

largely state funded system of higher education 

regarding its long-term orientation, critical dis-

tance and innovative potential should not be un-

derestimated.

Stronger higher education institutions for 

Europe

Implementing Bologna in Europe’s HEIs has not 

just involved many different groups tackling a 

common agenda, but also heightened awareness 

of, and in some cases identifi cation with the over-

arching institutional perspective, beyond the con-

cerns of particular departments, programmes or 

individuals. The Bologna Process has challenged 

institutions to reinforce their internal communica-

tion, coordination and decision-making processes. 

It has also made them more aware of the limits of 

their autonomy, and of their legal and fi nancial 

leeway. Many institutions see clearly where they 

should be heading in order to become stronger 

and more competitive, but are still wondering 

where they will mobilise the goodwill and resourc-

es to support this movement. The Bologna reforms 

have strengthened and confi rmed institutional ca-

pacity to change. The future European Higher 

Education Area and the European Research Area 

depends on strong HEIs which are able to pursue 

excellence in regard of their respective missions.

Retreating state funding of higher education

There is a frequently voiced fear that the Bologna 

reforms will exacerbate the wide-spread under-

funding of higher education. 

Firstly, these fears are fed by the perception that 

most governments have not supported the most 

fundamental overhaul of higher education in 

Europe in recent decades with fi nancial support. 

In spite of ministerial commitments to the Bologna 

reforms, only few governments were committed 

enough to help the institutions with covering 

huge additional staff time invested. Thus many in-

stitutions have to stop short of the desired aims of 

quality enhancement which often would involve 

additional staff time and competences, or subtract 

the needed resources from other essential univer-

sity functions such as research. There is wide-

spread concern that the prospected increase of 

the quality of teaching in Europe which the 

Bologna reforms helped to bring about will have 

to be paid with a decrease in the quality of re-

search. Moreover, the widely appreciated idea of 

linking the quest for a European Higher Education 

Area with that of creating a more competitive 

European Research Area would obviously be lost if 

such constraints were to continue.

Secondly, many institutions fear that Bologna is 

being used as part of an agenda for the state to 

retreat from funding higher education. According 

to this thesis, state support of higher education 

will recede further by restricting full state funding 

to the fi rst cycle degree, and keeping the Master 

level for a more select group of best qualifi ed and/ 

or fee-paying students. The Master level would be 

restricted to an elite who manage to obtain a sti-

pend granted on the basis of their earlier perform-

ance and to those who can afford the tuition im-

posed. Such a scheme would likely reduce the 

number of students able to carry their studies be-

yond the three or four years commonly associated 

with the Bachelor degree. This raises questions 

about having different public/private funding 

models at different levels of higher education, and 

may also raise questions about the fi nancial incen-

tives of the state to further reduce the length of 

four year Bachelors to three years.
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3. Challenges for the future

■ Most HEIs would benefi t from strengthen-

ing further their internal communication 

and institutional coordination in order to 

allow for coherent implementation and opti-

mal use of the innovative potential of the 

Bologna reforms. 

■ Institutions and governments should allow 

for enough time for adjustments and fur-

ther optimisation of the Bologna reforms. 

■ Institutional autonomy of HEIs should be 

expanded where it is still restricted to in-

crease their motivation and capacity to 

change.

■ In order to allow the Bologna reforms to 

lead to overall quality enhancement at HEIs, 

governments should express their com-

mitment to the Bologna Process through 

fi nancial support. Otherwise institutions 

and higher education systems may run the 

risk of enhancing the quality of their teach-

ing to the detriment of the quality of their 

research which in turn would harm the qual-

ity of teaching sooner or later. 

■ Governments are facing the challenge of 

meeting increasing demand for higher edu-

cation and providing adequate state fund-

ing in order to maintain a high level of qual-

ifi cations among university graduates.

■ Universities and other HEIs would benefi t 

from (re)defi ning their differentiating insti-

tutional profi le to allow more complemen-

tary, open cooperation and creative inter-

faces for the future. They will also have to 

work out the best possible progression of stu-

dents between institutions, maximising fl ex-

ibility but also doing justice to t heir different 

profi les. Governments should create the right 

conditions to allow for permeability, fl exibil-

ity and differentiation between institutions. 
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1: List of participating institutions

Institutions participating in Trends IV site visits

University of Salzburg, Austria 

Fachhochschule Vorarlberg, Austria 

Université Libre de Bruxelles, Belgium 

HEC Liège, Belgium 

University of Ghent, Belgium 

University of Veliko Turnovo, Bulgaria

University of Split, Croatia

Brno University of Technology, Czech Republic

University of Copenhagen, Denmark

University of Tartu, Estonia

University of Helsinki, Finland

Helsinki Polytechnic Stadia, Finland

Université de Lyon 1, France

Université d’Aix Marseille 3, France

University of Konstanz, Germany

University of Bremen, Germany

FH Oldenburg/Ostfriesland/ Wilhelmshaven, Germany

University of Ioannina, Greece

Debrecen University, Hungary

Budapest Business School, Hungary

National University of Ireland Galway, Ireland

Università degli Studi di TRIESTE, Italy

Università degli Studi Federico II di NAPOLI, Italy

University of Latvia, Latvia

Kaunas Technological University, Lithuania

Mykolas Romeris University, Lithuania

University of Amsterdam, Netherlands

Fontys Hogescholen, Netherlands

University of Bergen, Norway

Jagiellonian University, Poland

Wroclaw University of Technology, Poland

University of Algarve, Portugal

University of Aveiro, Portugal

Babes-Bolyai University, Romania

Comenius University in Bratislava, Slovakia

University of Ljubljana, Slovenia

Universidad de Barcelona, Spain

Universidad de Cantabria, Spain

Umeå University, Sweden

University of Stockholm, Sweden

Universität St. Gallen, Switzerland

Université de Fribourg, Switzerland

Istanbul Technical University, Turkey

Sakarya University, Turkey

York St. John, United Kingdom

University of Strathclyde, United Kingdom

University College London, United Kingdom

University of Cardiff, United Kingdom
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Contributing Coimbra Group Network institutions

Karl Franzens Universität Graz, Austria

Katholieke Universiteit Leuven, Belgium

Turun Yliopisto (Turku), Finland

Åbo Akademi University, Finland,

Eötvös Loránd University (Budapest), Hungary

Trinity College Dublin, Ireland

Università Degli Studi di Bologna, Italy

Università Degli Studi di Padova, Italy

Università Degli Studi di Siena, Italy

Universiteit Groningen, Netherlands

Universidade de Coimbra, Portugal

Universidad de Salamanca, Spain

Université de Genève, Swizterland

University of Bristol, United Kingdom

Appendix 2: Trends IV team members

Trends IV Researchers : International

Andrée Sursock, EUA Secretariat

Andrejs Rauhvargers, Latvian Rectors’ Conference

Antoinette Charon, Université de Lausanne

Bernadette Conraths, EUA Consultant

Christian Tauch, German Rectors’ Conference (HRK)

David Crosier, EUA Secretariat

Dionnysis Kladis, University of Peloponnese

Hanne Smidt, EUA Consultant

Howard Davies, London Metropolitan University

Karel Van Liempt, Universiteit Antwerpen

Kate Geddie, EUA Secretariat

Lars Ekholm, formerly of the Association of Swedish Higher Education

Lazăr Vlăsceanu, UNESCO-CEPES

Lewis Purser, EUA Secretariat

Sandra Bitusikova, EUA Secretariat

Sybille Reichert, ETH Zürich

Trends IV Researchers : National

Andrea Frank, German Rectors’ Conference (HRK)

Andrejs Rauhvargers, Latvian Rectors’ Conference

Andrzej Krasniewski, Conference of Rectors of Academic Schools in Poland

Anne-Marie de Jonghe, Vlaamse Interuniversitaire Raad

Bengt Karlsson, Association of Swedish Higher Education

Carla Salvaterre, Università degli Studi di Bologna

Claire Sourbès, Conférence des Présidents d’Université

Constantin Bratianu, Bucharest University of Technology

David Bohmert, Association of Universities in the Netherlands

Egbert de Vries, HBO-Raad

Ellen Hansen, Rektorkollegiet

Freddy Coignoul, Université de Liège

Gerard Madill, Universities Scotland

Istvan Bilik, Confederation of Hungarian Conferences on Higher Education

Ivan Leban, Univerza v Ljubljani
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Ivan Vickovic, University of Zagreb

Julia Gonzalez, Universidad de la Iglesia de Deusto

Karin Riegler, Austrian Rectors’ Conference

Katerina Galanki, Athens University of Economics & Business

Kestutis Krisciunas, Lithuanian Universities Rectors’ Conference

Maria Cikesova, Slovak Rectors’ Conference

Mart Laidmets, Estonian Rectors’ Conference

Nicole Nicolas, Conférence des Présidents d’Université

Öktem Vardar, Isik University

Ola Stave, Norwegian Council for Higher Education

Patricia Ambrose, Standing Conference of Principals

Raffaella Pagani, Universidad Complutense

Susanne Obermayer, Conférence des recteurs des universités suisses

Tapio Markkanen, Finnish Council of University Rectors

Tish Bourke, Universities UK

Vaclav Cepjek, Czech Rectors’ Conference

Coimbra Contribution : Report authors

Piet Henderikx, Katholieke Universiteit Leuven

Erno Lehtinen, Turun Yliopisto (Turku)

Ole Karlsson, Åbo Akademi University

Gurli-Maria Gardberg, Åbo Akademi University

László Boros, Eötvös Loránd University (Budapest)

Alexandra Anderson, Trinity College Dublin

Catherine Williams, Trinity College Dublin

Luigi F Donà dalle Rose, Università Degli Studi di Padova

Paolo Monari, Università Degli Studi di Bologna

Carla Salvaterre, Università Degli Studi di Bologna

Giovanna Filippini, Università Degli Studi di Bologna

Carmela Tanzillo, Università Degli Studi di Bologna

Marco Gori, Università Degli Studi di Siena

Jan Kok, Universiteit Groningen

Rafael Bonete Perales, Universidad de Salamanca

Cristina Robalo Cordeiro, Universidade de Coimbra

Olivier Vincent, Université de Genève

Guido Langouche, Katholieke Universiteit Leuven

Ulrike Krawagna, Karl Franzens Universität Graz

Sabine Pendl, Karl Franzens Universität Graz

Coimbra Contribution : External Experts

Zdzislaw Mach, Jagiellonian University

Carla Salvaterre, Università Degli Studi di Bologna

Carmela Tanzillo, Università Degli Studi di Bologna

Luigi F Donà dalle Rose, Università Degli Studi di Padova

Emanuela Pavia, Università Degli Studi di Padova

Roberta Rasa, Università Degli Studi di Padova

Giovanna Filippini, Università Degli Studi di Bologna



54

Appendix 3: National Rectors’ Conferences that completed questionnaires 
Austria, Austrian Rectors’ Conference

Belgium (NL), Vlaamse Interuniversitaire Raad

Bulgaria, Bulgarian Rectors’ Conference

Croatia, Croatian Rectors’ Conference

Czech Republic, Czech Rectors’ Conference

Denmark, Rektorkollegiet

Estonia, Estonian Rectors’ Conference

Finland, Finnish Council of University Rectors

France, Conférence des Présidents d’Université (CPU)

Germany, German Rectors’ Conference (HRK)

Greece, Greek Rectors’ Conference

Hungary, Confederation of Hungarian Conferences on Higher Education

Italy, Conferenza dei Rettori delle Università Italiane (CRUI)

Latvia, Latvian Rectors’ Conference

Lithuania, Lithuanian Universities Rectors’ Conference

Netherlands, Association of Universities in the Netherlands (VSNU) and Association of Universities 

of Professional Education (HBO-Raad)

Norway, Norwegian Council for Higher Education 

Poland, Conference of Rectors of Academic Schools in Poland

Slovakia, Slovak Rectors’ Conference

Slovenia, Association of Rectors of Slovenia

Spain, Conferencia de Rectores de las Universidades Espanolas (CRUE)

Sweden, Association of Swedish Higher Education

Switzerland, Conférence des recteurs des universités suisses

Turkey, Turkish University Rectors’ Conference

UK, Universities UK
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Appendix 4: Questionnaire sent to National Rectors’ Conferences

EUA TRENDS IV REPORT
NATIONAL RECTORS’ CONFERENCE 

QUESTIONNAIRE

This questionnaire has been formulated to gather national level data that is readily available within your 

offi ce. Should you not have the information available, please do not search extensively for the information 

among your members institutions. Rather, we prefer to be told that the data is not readily accessible. 

Please submit completed questionnaires to TrendsIV@eua.be by October 15, 2004.

I. General

1.  Number of higher education institutions (HEIs) in your country:

 a. Number of universities?

 b.  Number of polytechnics or specialised colleges?

 c. Other? 

2.  Number of post-secondary students (including fi rst year to doctoral degree)?:

 a. 1999: Total number of students: 

  i. Percentage of students in universities:

  ii. Percentage of students in other HEIs:

 b. 2003: Total number of students: 

  i. Percentage of students in universities:

  ii. Percentage of students in other HEIs:

3. Student continuation rates in 2003:

 a.  Number of students to enter fi rst-year of higher education studies:

 b.  Number of students to complete a fi rst-cycle study programme:

 c.   Number of students to enter a second-cycle study programme:

 d.  Number of students to enter a PhD programme:

4.  If any, what recent changes to national legislation have been made related to the Bologna 

Process? 
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II.  Awareness / attitudes regarding Bologna

5.  How comprehensively are the Bologna Reforms being implemented in your country? (please 

circle the most appropriate statement):

 a.  The Bologna Reforms are being comprehensively implemented, and the entire system of higher 

education is under re-examination and reform.

 b.  Legislation has changed to provide a Bologna framework but not all action lines have yet been 

tackled. Changes are expected to be made by 2010.

 c.  Many elements of the Bologna Process are currently being concentrated upon. Full 

implementation will be made as time and national circumstances permit. 

 d.  Only some action lines are deemed to be relevant in our national situation and we are making the 

relevant changes.

 e.  We believe that no changes need to be made.

6.  Is specifi c funding provided for the implementation of Bologna reforms? Y c /N c 

 a.  If so, is this funding suffi cient?

7.  Are other national reform processes with an impact on higher education occurring at the same 

time as the Bologna reforms?

Y c /N c 

 a.  If yes, what are the main aspects of these reform processes?

III.  Structural and Curricular Reform and Qualifi cations Framework 

8.  Please explain the defi nitions used at national level for the following terms:

 a.  First-cycle degrees?

 b.  Second-cycle degrees?

9.  Is there a fi xed national deadline for institutional implementation of a two-cycle system? 

 Y c /N c 

 a.  If yes, when is the deadline?:

10.  To your knowledge, what percentage of HEIs in your country have completely implemented a 

two-cycle system?

11.  Are there nationally-defi ned requirements for obtaining a PhD degree? 

Y c /N c 

 a.  If yes, what are the main aspects of these requirements?

12.  Are doctoral degrees currently included in structural reform discussions? 

Y c /N c 

13.  Please describe what impact you foresee on the doctoral level from your two-cycle reform?

14.  Master degrees: 

 a.  Do different “kinds” of master degrees exist? 

Y c /N c  

 b.  If yes, please explain the main differences:

 c.  Does there exist professionally-oriented master degrees that do not give access to PhD 

programmes? 

Y c /N c 
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IV.  Credit Systems

15.  Is ECTS used in your national system for the following purposes:

 a.  to facilitate credit student transfer/mobility periods? 

Y c /N c  

 b.  for measuring all students’ progress within a programme/institution? 

Y c /N c 

16.  Is there a credit system that differs from ECTS in your country?

17.  Is ECTS used as a tool for curricular reform? (please circle the most appropriate statement)

 a.  The implementation of ECTS has initiated complete curricular rethinking and restructuring in all 

institutions.

 b.  In some institutions and some departments discussions of ECTS have initiated complete curricular 

reform, whereas in others “ECTS credits” are simply super-imposed on traditional curricula.

 c.  Little curricular reform has yet occurred in most institutions.

 d.  ECTS is used only for student transfer/mobility periods.

 e.  Neither ECTS nor another credit system is used.

V.  Quality

18.  If the system of national quality assurance has changed in the past fi ve years, please explain 

the main elements of the change:

19.  If evaluations are done at the level of the institution, what areas are addressed (ex. teaching, 

research, internal management, etc.)?

VI.  Mobility

20.  From what source do you obtain information on student mobility in your country?

21.  Number of foreign students in an HEI:

 a.  in 1999:

  i.  Number of foreign European students:

  ii.  Number of foreign non-European students:

 b.  in 2003:

  i.  Number of foreign European students:

 ii.  Number of foreign non-European students:

22.  Foreign academic staff:

 a.  in 1999:

  i.  Percentage of foreign European academic staff members:

  ii.  Percentage of non-European academic staff members:

 b.  in 2003:

  i.  Percentage of foreign European academic staff members:

  ii.  Percentage of non-European academic staff members:

23.  Please explain what national fi nancial support is available to promote student and staff 

mobility?

24.  What do you consider to be the main obstacles to mobility for staff and students?
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VII.  Joint degrees

25.  What is the national legislation situation regarding the permissibility of an institution to 

award a joint degree?

26.  In Trends III, the interest among the majority of RCs and Ministries for joint degrees was 

ranked “medium to low importance.” Has this changed in the past two years? (please circle 

the most appropriate statement)

 a.  Yes, the level interest has increased

 b.  Yes, the level interest has further decreased

 c.  No, the level of interest has not noticeably changed

27.  Is there information available on the number of joint programmes involving institutions from 

your country exist? On the number of students that participate?

VIII.  Employability

28.  Is the employment of higher education graduates monitored either nationally, institutionally, 

or neither to your knowledge?

 a.  What is the percentage of fi rst-cycle graduates who enter the national labour market within six 

months of completing their degree?

 b.  What kind of information is gathered on the destination of second-cycle graduates?

 c.  What kind of information is gathered on the destination of PhD graduates?

29.  How would you describe the level of awareness and/or acceptance among employers 

concerning the employability of “new” fi rst-cycle degrees?

IX.  Research careers

30.  In national discussions of higher education reform and development, is particular attention 

paid to research training and research careers? Y c /N c 

 a.  If yes, please explain what are the main issues under discussion:

31.  What, if any, have been the main changes in public support for research training?

32.  Is there any discussion at national level to encourage private sector employers to support and 

be more closely involved in university research or research training? Y c /N c 

 a.  If yes, please elaborate:

33.  Within the context of Bologna reforms, have there been any national developments to 

promote research at the fi rst- or second-cycle degree levels?

X.  Bologna Priority

34.  In your opinion, what is the single most important issue with regard to the Bologna process in 

your country?
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Appendix 5: Interview questionnaire framework used during institutional site visits

EUA TRENDS IV REPORT
ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED DURING SITE VISITS

Introduction: 

explanation of objectives of Trends IV and the aims of the meeting 

use of these questions: not for distribution - to guide discussions 

I.  Attitude and general assessment of Bologna reforms 
Objective: gain overall impression of awareness of/support for Bologna Reforms

1.  How would you describe the current level of awareness of the Bologna Reforms?

2.  How is your institution responding? (how is the Bologna Reform process organised in your 

institution and who are the primary actors?)

3.  Have the Bologna reforms brought any added value to the institution or to the education it 

offers so far? 

FOR RECTOR, DEANS, PROFS, and ADMIN only:

4.  Are there other reform processes at your institution?

5.  What is the relation of these other institutional reforms to the Bologna Reforms?

6.  How does the Bologna Reform process fi t into the institution’s strategic plan?

7.  Funding of Bologna Reforms? allocation of additional internal funds? outside funds? Have 

fi nancial incentives been used by the state?

8.  How “autonomous” do you feel your institution is with respect to implementation of the 

Bologna Reforms (decision making, fi nancing mechanisms, timing)?

II.  Curricular Reforms/Introduction of the 2 cycle structure
Objective: ascertain the scope of the implementation of 2 cycles (Bachelor/Master) and their impact

1.  New structures

 a.  Are there differences among the disciplines in terms of implementation of the structures?

 b.  What % of students are enrolled in “new” (2 cycle or Bachelor/Master) study programmes? 

 c.  What is the signifi cance of the Bachelor-level? What do students do upon completion (continue 

their studies, enter specifi c professions etc.)? 

 d.  Masters courses: what types of “master” courses are offered in your institution? (and who do you 

target?) 

 e.  Do you foresee an impact on the doctoral level of your two cycle reforms?

 f.  Have structural changes had an impact on student mobility patterns?
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2.  Teaching/learning and assessment 

 a.  What does the concept of “learning outcomes” mean to you?

 b.  Are you considering defi ning learning outcomes for each course/study/degree programme?

 c.  How have courses been “restructured”? Are courses “modularised” or divided into units? 

 d.  Are (ECTS) credits used for transfer and/or accumulation? 

 e.  What diffi culties have you experienced in the restructuring of curricula?

3.  Progression through the system:

 a.  Can you select students for entry into programmes? What are the differences at each level (e.g. 

Bachelor, Master or PhD)?

III.  Recognition of Degrees and Periods of Study
Objective: ascertain the transfer and recognition procedures and defi ne the related challenges.

1.  Are diffi culties encountered in the recognition of students’ exchange/mobility periods? 

(especially for students)

2.  Are ECTS/other credits used for transfer purposes? Are there diffi culties that differ among 

disciplines?

3.  Do you recognise non-academic/ non-formal qualifi cations? (inclusion of adult learning) If so, 

how? Have limits been set to the number of non-academic credits permitted?

4.  Is a Diploma Supplement issued to all graduates? Are there issues of cost/language involved?

5.  What are the institution’s procedures for recognising other diplomas from your country?

6.  What are the institution’s procedures for recognising foreign diplomas?

IV.  Quality
Objective: ascertain what institutions do for internal quality procedures and how useful it is - or if 

the concept of internal quality culture is known at all.

1.  Internal quality monitoring mechanisms: What mechanisms exist with respect to:

 a.  Teaching activities

 b.  Research activities

 c.  Student performance

 d.  Administrative processes

 e.  Entrepreneurial activities

 f.  External relations (local, regional, national and international)

2.  What are the responsibilities for internal quality monitoring across institution?

3.  How regularly are activities monitored and to what extent are the outcomes effective for the 

institution?

4.  Defi ne the link between internal/ institutional procedures and external/ national quality 

assurance procedures?
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5.  (if time permits): Is there a budget provision for internal quality processes? How are activities 

fi nanced?

6.  (if time permits): What are the advantages/disadvantages of the internal procedures for 

quality enhancement?

V.  Link between Teaching and Research
Objective: ascertain the extent to which there are links between different institutional reform 

processes, i.e. between the Bologna Reforms and the institution’s research strategy.

1.  The research strategy of the Institution 

 a.  To what extent does the institution have a clearly defi ned research policy/strategy?

 b.  How is research managed in the institution and who is responsible, in particular for doctoral 

programmes?

2.  Organisation of the link between teaching and research?

 a.  Are undergraduates involved in research activities?

 b.  How are Masters students involved in research?

 c.  What is the balance between research and taught-courses at doctoral level?

3.  Major new developments in terms of the training of researchers

 a.  Are there specifi c structures for the training of young researchers, e.g. the organisation of 

graduate/doctoral schools?

 b.  In addition to carrying out independent research are young researchers learning other skills?

 c.  Is thought being given to the development of career paths for young researchers - inside and outside 

academia? If so, how is such support organised?
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Appendix 6: Table 1 - Other ongoing national level reforms 

COUNTRY REFORMS

Austria The University Act of 2002 has brought signifi cant changes in the legal status, 

organisational and governance structures and funding of public universities. Some 

organisational changes are also expected for the teacher training colleges by 2007.

Belgium (nl) Finance system for higher education will be reviewed, new context of associations 

(cooperatives between hogescholen and universities).

Bulgaria (Legislative changes, mostly related to BP.)

Czech Republic Change of the system of fi nancing which should enable structural changes in the 

system of higher education and more effi ciency in using state funds at HEIs.

Denmark Management reform at the universities. Political focus on research and on the idea 

of the Barcelona target of using 3% of GDP used for research.

Finland Discussion on two-tier degrees in a university – polytechnic HE system.

Germany Reform of the salary scheme of professors, Reform of the qualifi cations period of 

young scientists (Junior professor), essential decrease of funding for higher educa-

tion, reform of the regulation of the student recruitment and selection process.

Greece Re-examination of the national examination system for entrance into higher edu-

cation.

Hungary a completely new steering system of Institutions, more autonomy, instead of the 

former binary system a new linear system will be introduced, the differences 

among Universities and Colleges/Polytechnics will be diminished.

Italy The area of arts and music is currently undergoing a process of signifi cant reform 

that began in 1999 with law no. 508 to create a system of higher advanced educa-

tion and specialisation in the arts and music “Sistema dell’alta formazione e spe-

cializzazione artistica e musicale” or AFAM system. 

Latvia Changing selection principles at admission to HEIs – selection has to be carried out 

according to candidates’ results at centralised school-leaving examinations. Stricter 

rules and higher requirements to staff qualifi cation at opening new HEIs.

Lithuania Modernisation of secondary education.

The 

Netherlands

New Dutch law for Higher Education in 2007.

Norway National Quality Reform Project: a new result-based funding system and “con-

tract” defi ned between the student and the institution for the whole study period. 

There is also a new law for HEIs since March 2005 for both public and private insti-

tutions with a main focus on institutional management.

Poland Act on the Rules of Financing Science: strengthening of the Minister’s impact on 

scientifi c policy and promotion of innovation, encourage support for research from 

private (also foreign) sources.

Slovak Republic Reform in the area of science and technology.
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COUNTRY REFORMS

Slovenia The ministry already substantially changed the primary education system (from an 

eight-years to a nine-years scheme) and also the reform on the secondary educa-

tion system is foreseen. In 2004 the “lump sum” of the fi nancing of the HEIs was 

introduced based partially on the numbers of enrolled students and graduates with 

the different ranks of the faculties.

Spain Professional careers in academia. Habilitation and accreditation of professors and 

lecturers. Creation of Quality Assurance Agencies both at national and regional 

levels.

Sweden Discussion in various areas: principles for allocating resources to the institutions, 

monitoring the match between the professional (market) needs of society and the 

offered programmes, qualifi cations needed to enter HEIs, curricula of upper sec-

ondary school.

Switzerland Discussions on how to simplify the complex distribution of competences and to 

create the legal basis for better cooperation between the parties responsible for 

higher education (federal government and cantons).

United 

Kingdom

Higher Education Act (introduction of variable tuition fees), Government Decision 

on University Title (change to the basis on which the university title is accorded).
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Appendix 7: Table 2- Added value of the Bologna reforms 
- presented in decreasing order of frequency of response

Opportunity for and contribution to process of self-refl ection for review of teaching and curricula either 

leading to a complete redesign of curricula or accelerating long needed reforms

o rationalisation of the old course offer

o introduction of competence based teaching and learning 

o more fl exible learning paths and student choices, more student-oriented approach

Internationalisation

• Internationalisation of study programmes 

• Increased mobility

• Improvement of international communication

Opportunity for institutional positioning

Fostering interdisciplinarity and encouragement for discussing, comparing and implementing measures 

across faculty borders

Greater competition between different types of institutions

Enhancing research orientation and cooperation

Increase quality culture, increased awareness of the need to increase institutional autonomy

Better understanding of the university as a whole

Better involvement of the teaching staff in the institutional life

Opportunity for more intra-institutional exchange

Improved intra-institutional transparency

Improving orientation process of new students and student services

More cooperation between universities nationally or regionally

Reduction of drop-out rates, analysis on every level on how the “fl ow through” of students could get 

more effi cient

Chance for graduates who wish to return to the university after work experiences, LLL provision easier

Earlier and more distributed assessment accompanying the studies rather than one big exam at the very 

end 

More transparency, also as a result of the implementation of ECTS and Diploma Supplement

Improved employability and international employability of students

Possibility to continue second cycles at another university

Implementation of Joint Degree Programmes

More intensive discussion about quality issues on faculty level

(Source: Trends IV data)
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Appendix 8: Table 3 - External state funding for the Bologna reforms according to 
institutions and national rectors’ conferences

COUNTRY FUNDING PROVIDED FOR BOLOGNA REFORMS, 

ACCORDING TO INSTITUTION AND NRCS

Austria None

Belgium (nl) Yes, some (but not suffi cient) i.e. three-year government funding for the implemen-

tation of the educational development plan (2003-2006)

Belgium (fr) None (according to the institutions/ no information available from the NRCs)

Bulgaria None

Croatia None

Czech Republic None according to the institution.

According to the NRC some funding is provided under the Programmes of 

Development (introduced in 2000) but there is still need for more funds.

Denmark None

Estonia Yes but not suffi cient, (despite the initial plans)

Finland Yes some, for the university sector.

No additional funding for the polytechnic sector

France None (even cutbacks in core funding)

Germany Yes some support measures (i.e. government funding for the establishment of the 

Bologna Competence Centre for the period 2004-2007/ funding of projects relevant 

to the BP)

Greece None according to the institution.

According to the NRC some funding is provided but it is not suffi cient

Hungary None (even cutbacks in core funding)

Ireland Yes, through the Higher Education Authority. Also, funding of projects relevant to 

the BP at national level (no information available from NRC)

Italy No government funding for the implementation of the reforms. 

Some government funding for related projects (for a three-year period)

Other funding sources: the European Social Funds and the Region

Latvia Yes some funding through structural funds, but not suffi cient

Lithuania None

Netherlands Yes some funding for the university sector (for the implementation of the Bachelor-

Master structure)

No additional funding for the Institutions of professional education

Norway Yes suffi cient (the government promised to fully fi nance the reforms) 

Poland None

Portugal None (according to the institution/ no information available from the NRCs)

Slovakia None

Slovenia None
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Spain No funding from the central government.

Some limited fi nancial support from the regional government.

Sweden None

Switzerland Yes some (federal government funding), but not suffi cient

United Kingdom None

(Source: Trends IV data)






