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INTRODUCTION

In the framework of the Bologna process, the Ministers responsible for Higher education agreed in the
London Communiqué (2007) on a common definition for the objective of the social dimension: “the student
body entering, participating in and completing higher education at all levels should reflect the diversity of our
populations”. While there have been various projects concerning the social dimension in Higher Education,
less has been done so far concerning the access, retention and attainment of adults in Higher Education.
EU 2020 and the data published by Eurostat set out the scale of the task to be achieved in a relatively short
period of time and provides important analysis to frame this work.

Background evidence in the field has been collected in previous projects undertaken by eucen, partners
and members: BeFlex, BeFlex Plus, ALLUME, and COMPASS are the most directly relevant. In addition, the
work done by DIE on Opening Higher Education to Adults, ‘'HEAD' has confirmed the knowledge of this field.
COMMIT also built in the experience and results of other recently/currently funded relevant projects e.g.
Comparative research (627209-LLP-1-2012-1-RO-ERASMUS-ESIN), and PL4SD relating to national policies
(5627458-LLP-1-2012-1-AT-ERASMUS-ESIN).

The COMMIT project has tried to make a significant contribution to the work already done by developing
and testing a new and innovative tool to address the need for data which will enable effective monitoring of
participation and attainment strategies. By doing this, COMMIT has aimed to increase commitment to the
social dimension of higher education (HE) and support strategies for increasing attainment.

The Technical Report of COMMIT is the result of the transversal analysis done on the collection of data from H
the tools and the visit reports filled in by partners. Besides presenting the project, its specific objectives and

the Tools developed and used by the partnership, the report offers a comprehensive and detailed overview of

the data collected and of the findings.
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1.1. Approach

COMMIT built on the work of a previous project — ALLUME', which developed a set of self-evaluation tools
for universities to review their strategy for implementation of a comprehensive and coherent LLL university.

In the first project phase, the 3 self-evaluation tools developed in ALLUME were reviewed and adapted to
take on board a wider concept of the social dimension, with clearer definitions of participants in HE and
attainment levels. New features were added to include clearer descriptions of under-represented and non-
traditional groups, as well as relevant qualitative indicators of their participation. The review and development
of each tool was led by one of the members of the project Management Team, in consultation with the rest
of the partners: P2-BE reviewed the Strategy Process Tool, P3-Fl reviewed the Strategy Content Tool, P5-PT
reviewed the Benchmarking Tool.

In addition to revising and adapting the pre-existing tools, a new Tool for Monitoring Attainment was developed
by P4-FR), and its feasibility assessed through piloting with all the partner institutions.

P6-DE) led the review of the visit templates developed in ALLUME, including aspects emerging from the

capacity building activity organised by COMMIT in May 2014. This activity was organised following the
recommendations made by those COMMIT partners who had taken part in ALLUME. The main purpose of

the training activity was to make sure that all partners had a clear idea of the use of the tools and the scope

of the visits before the visits could take place, so that they could brief their colleagues in their own institution, n
prepare the self-evaluation effectively and organise the people and documents for the visits they would

receive and carry out.

The involvement of experts from other related EU projects contributed to enhance the quality of the training
activities. An expert in university management was also actively involved in the training event. In addition to
this, an external evaluator was sub-contracted to take part to the training event, guaranteeing an element of
externality and objectivity to the project and providing the partnership with useful insights.

In the following phase of the project, a total of 12 visits took place. Partners P2-BE-P13-HU visited a partner
different from the one who visited them, with P1 joining one visit as observer. The visits focussed on the
discussion of 2 out of the 4 self-evaluation tools, completed by the host partner institution, and were based on
the principle of collaborative and collective learning between visitor and visited institution, involving different
representatives of the visited universities in order to initiate and foster an organisational learning. A total
number of 172 individuals were involved in the visits, which makes an average of 14 people per institution. At
the end of each visit, a report was prepared in partnership between the visitor and the visited, summarising
the discussion, so that the transversal analysis could be undertaken.

In the subsequent phase, the consortium was divided in 2 groups to carry out the transversal analyses of the
visit reports and of the tools filled in by partners:

— Group A led by P4-FR, with P6-DE, P9-IT, P10-GR, P12-ES and P13-HU, analysed the results of using the
new monitoring attainment tool as reported in the visits and produce a feasibility report

— Group B led by P2-BE and P1-BE, with P3-FI, P5-PT, P7-IE, P8-TR and P11-RO, analysed the results of
the first three tools.

" http://allume.eucen.eu/
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The draft reports were then discussed and amended as thought necessary during a validation meeting
organised in November 2015. After the validation stage, the reports were finalised to produce the final
products:

— An executive summary
— A policy paper including recommendations
— A technical report covering the methodology and results of the data collection and analysis

In the following phase of project valorisation and exploitation, 12 national active learning events will be
organised, one in each of the partner universities, with the participation of around 10 other universities and
representatives from the relevant ministry and a European event with an active learning approach. The tools
and project results will be hosted in the Moodle platform of eucen in a friendly-to-use format.

Connection to previous work developed by ALLUME

COMMIT consortium was made up of two groups:

— 6 partners connected to a previous project — ALLUME: these partners, familiar with the ALLUME
products, were also aware of the challenges encountered during the peer-to-peer visits undertaken in
2010-2011 and therefore in a position to recommend real identified improvements

— 7 new partners that were not connected to ALLUME. these new partners did not have a pre-conception
of the tools and thus acted as testers of what was to represent a new product for them

To enable a better coordination and harmonization of the project activities and results, a Management Team
(MT) was established, with the responsibility to draft, consult and finalise the tools and the transversal analysis
reports on the outcomes of the activities. The Management Team took care of the academic content of the
project and supervised the collective learning process. Since the different perspectives of partners were
identified as a useful resource for the consortium, the Management Team was composed by 5 partners from
the ALLUME project, 1 tester university from the ALLUME project and 1 new partner that was not familiar
with the ALLUME work and could bring that particular perspective to the group. Each member of the MT has
taken overall responsibility for an aspect of the project work.

Overall, COMMIT work approach was based on social learning and learning from experience of self and
others. All project processes were based on a combination of individual and mutual learning, collective and
team learning, as well as organisational learning.
1.2. Products
COMMIT produced:
— Four self-assessment Tools (available in electronic format, in EN and FR):

e The Strategy Process Tool

¢ The Strategy Content Tool

¢ The Benchmarking Tool

¢ The Monitoring Attainment Tool
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— A "Visit Kit", consisting in a set of documents to be used by partners when organising the peer-learning
visits (available in electronic format, in EN and FR). The "Visit Kit" includes:

* \Welcome

Short Info Sheet

Fact Sheet

Template Agenda

Step by Step Procedure

Host Report Form
e Visitor Report Form

— An Executive Summary, summarising the project outcomes and achievements (available in electronic
and paper format, in EN and FR)

— Recommendations and Policy paper (available in electronic and paper format, in EN and FR)

— A Technical Report (available in electronic format, in EN), as the result of the transversal analysis done
on the collection of data from the tools and the visit reports filled in by partners. n

The last three documents reflect on the methods, process and lessons learned, the experience gained by
the partners at individual and institutional level, the policy lessons, as well as the analysis and results of the
project work.

1.3. Strengths of the project

Although there have been various projects concerning the social dimension in Higher Education in the
past few years, less has been done concerning the issues of access, retention and attainment of adults in
Higher Education. COMMIT tried to address these specific aspects of the social dimension, by adapting and
enhancing the tools and approaches developed by a previous European project — ALLUME and transferring
them to new countries.

The innovative aspect of COMMIT lied in its approach based on social learning, on learning from experience
of self and others, including from mistakes and failures. This approach required trust and confidence and is, at
the same time, about individual learning, mutual, collective and team learning, and organisational learning.

The promotion of peer learning was built on the idea that the difference of cultural, political, historical and
institutional structures brings a richness of experience and allows for stimulating exchanges to take place.
The learning process is at its best when shared internationally and fed back into a national and institutional
process. COMMIT facilitated this virtuous circle through the European partnership.

On one hand, the experience of the partners who participated in the previous project — ALLUME - offered a
solid basis for moving forward in the process. On the other hand, the new partners in new countries brought
new contexts, principles, practice and experience, challenging the existing responses to the challenges of
2020. In addition to bringing together a range of different institutional and national expertise, the project was
also fed by actors from other European projects and national and European networks who contributed to the
learning process within the project and also feed that back into other communities of practice.
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1.4. Project partners

COMMIT partnership included 5 countries with a good track record of attainment — Belgium, Finland,
France, Spain, Ireland — and 7 countries that have more work to do in this regard — Romania, Germany,
Greece, Hungary, ltaly, Portugal and Turkey. The partnership included 6 partners who were involved in the
ALLUME project (5 as full partners and 1 as testing university) to provide continuity with the previous project
experience, and 7 new partners. All partners were at different stages of developing the social dimension
of Higher Education, so that a valuable exchange was possible, each partner having something to teach
and to learn, promoting commitment by all. Apart from eucen, 10 partners within the consortium were
currently actors in their respective national network for ULLL (P2-BE, P3-FI, P4-FR, P5-PT, P6-DE, P7-IE, P8-
TR, P9-IT, P12-ES, P13-HU), and all partners acted as multipliers at national level through formal and informal
professional networks.

A number of considerations were taken into account when selecting the COMMIT project partners, with the
objective to ensure a balanced variety of partners that would allow the consortium to achieve and fulfil all the
planned work:

Territory

The partnership comprised 13 strong institutions from 12 different European countries, representing thus a
broad coverage of Southern, Northern, Western and Eastern Europe.

Expertise

The partnership demonstrated a wealth of experience and knowledge in the HE sector with their different
learning cultures, traditions and education systems. The project was coordinated by eucen, which counts
with 182 members from 34 different countries. eucen has coordinated multinational European projects for
over 20 years and disposes of ample experience in connecting key stakeholders form all educational areas
and sectors to contribute to the further development of LLL policies and practices.

National Attainment Record

According to the Eurostat data in 2011, the partnership combined 5 countries with a good track record of
attainment (BE, FI, FR, ES and IE) and 7 countries with more work to do to reach the targets (RO, DE, GR,
HU, IT, PT and TR).

Development of Social Dimension of HE at National level

The selected partners were at different stages of developing the social dimension of HE, some more
experienced, others less. But all were working on this topic in a different cultural context. All the partners
visited another partner and were visited. The peer-to-peer learning visits were key learning events to acquire
knowledge about what is happening in other countries in the EU.
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2.1. Objectives of the tools

COMMIT developed four self-evaluation tools aimed to help universities address and assess their approach
to the social dimension and its implementation.

COMMIT revised and adapted the 3 self-evaluation tools developed by the ALLUME project in order to take
on board a clearer definition and understanding of the concept of social dimension. New features were added
to include indicators of culture, as well as a clearer description of under-represented and non-traditional
groups and relevance qualitative indicators of their participation. The process led to the development of 3
revised tools:

1. Tool 1-StrategyProcess Tool: the tool uses the strategy-as-practice approach developed by Wittington
and invites universities to analyse in detail their way of “doing strategy”, taking into consideration the
social dimension aspects. It has a strong organisational focus and helps universities to identify key
internal and external actors, steps in making a strategy, methods, and communication issues. The
tool aims at supporting a collaborative work within HEIs in order to define for the first time a Lifelong
Learning / Social Dimension strategy or review and revise an existing one.

2. Tool 2 - Strategy Content Tool: the tool assists universities in developing a strategic overview of
their current strategy related to LLL and the social dimension, mission, vision and goals. It invites
universities to select key priorities for the future and to work in detail on them, leading to a revision of m
their current strategy and to the formulation of an action plan. It is meant to promote discussion about
the need to place emphasis on the social dimension of LLL in HElIs.

3. Tool 3 - Benchmarking/Charter Tool: the tool aims to benchmark universities against the 10
commitments contained in the European Universities’ Charter on LLL but also against a set of social
dimension indicators. It invites universities to assess their performance against these indicators and
to define their objectives. It intends to provide HEls with an insight into their performance in Lifelong
Learning and their third mission — Social Dimension. It was designed with the intention of fostering
awareness of the LLL-SD commitments, to allow ranking purposes and in-depth analysis.

In addition to the revision and adaptation of the 3 tools developed by the ALLUME project, COMMIT
developed a fourth, new tool:

4. Tool 4 - Monitoring Attainment Tool: the tool is specifically designed to monitor attainment. The
use of this new tool has been the object of a separate feasibility study.

2.2. Structure of the tools

Each tool contains an introduction and an explication of their rationale. A short description of the tool is then
provided, of its main structure and division into different sections. A table of contents delineates the sections
and the objectives envisaged in each section, along with the type of activity that respondents will need to
perform to achieve the expected goals and take the most out of the tool use.

Depending on the specific aspect to be assessed, the tools include a set of open questions to be addressed
in order to carry out the self-analysis process, as well as more specific key questions where respondents
need to grade the different items or tick the appropriate ones.
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The tools are very comprehensive and can be used in different environments and in different ways, depending
on what the respondents aim to find out or achieve. In general, a list of different actions are required or
recommended, among which: answering questionnaires, establishing key priorities, performing a SWOT-
analysis, plotting and visual understanding of the results, reflecting on a set of additional questions, and
others.

2.3. Methodology

The tools can be filled in on an individual or collective basis. In case they are filled in collectively, it is advisable
to proceed by focus groups: the group discusses the questions and summarizes their answers before
completing all the items of the tools questionnaires. This particular procedure involves 3 steps:

1. Collective discussion of the answers
2. Summarization of the answers collected by the focus group
3. Production of a final document

In general, given that LLL strategy and the social dimension involve a major cultural and organisational change
for universities, it is always recommended to engage several people around the process in order to get a
collective view of the reasons behind the existing processes and develop a common understanding and
vision of LLL and SD within university.

The goals of the tools are twofold: on the one hand, they aim to involve people within universities and help
them to start reflecting on the content of their Lifelong Learning strategy, on the other hand they aim to
collect information on the Lifelong Learning strategy of the universities concerned.

2.4. Strategy Process (tool 1):

According to the main conclusions of the ALLUME project, not only is the content of the LLL strategy
important, but the process of doing it is also crucial. This is aligned with the strategy-as-practice approach
proposed by Whittington (1996, 2002), viewing strategy as something that is done within an organisation —
and not something an organisation has.

The Strategy Process Tool is based on five key questions:

1. Why does the process of LLLU/Social Dimension strategizing begin? What are the external and
internal drivers of change?

2. Who are the people involved in LLLU/Social Dimension strategizing? Who are the internal actors?
What are their roles: are they doers, influential people, researchers, decision makers? Who are the
external actors? What are their roles?

3. How is the process of LLLU/Social Dimension strategizing done and organised? Is it a formal or
informal process? What is its level of development?

4. What are the tools and techniques used for LLLU/Social Dimension strategizing?

5. How are the products of LLLU/Social Dimension strategizing communicated?
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The tool could be applied at any stage of a strategy process, usually made up of the following phases:
strategic analysis, strategic plan, development, implementation and monitoring phasesOF2.

The objective of the self-analysis strategizing tool is to highlight five permanent guiding principles during the
process. These five principles are represented in figure 1 below.

Understand, make
explicit and share the
rationale to change

Communicate on a Identify actors and
recurrent and agree on leadership to

collaborative way pilot the change

Get a sustainable
commitment of the
top and other actors

Use pertinent
tools/techniques

Figure 1. Five principles in the LLLU/Social Dimension strategy process [inspired from de Viron & Davies, 2015]

The Strategy Process Tool allows respondents to familiarize with a strategic approach to university lifelong
learning and the university social dimension, by offering various possibilities to initiate and deploy a strategy
process regarding lifelong learning and social engagement within the institution. It aims at supporting a
collaborative work in order to define for the first time a LLL/SD strategy or to review or revise an existing one.
In this sense, the tool supports a potentially recurrent and collaborative work of reflexion about LLL and Social
engagement. It also helps to include newcomers in the strategy work.

For the reasons above, the ideal way of using the tool is one which involves a range of diverse actors in LLL
and SD reflection. Throughout this process, a collective exercise can be carried out to develop a common
understanding and vision of LLL and SD within university, identifying the needs and expectations of the
environment and the capabilities and aspirations of the university.

2.5. Strategy Content (tool 2):

The Strategy Content Tool works on identifying and evaluating the institution’s current LLL-strategy. Once
the status quo of the current strategy has been mapped, it invites the user to review this strategy and to
formulate three priorities for the medium term, which will be analysed in more detail and for which an Action
Plan will be produced.

A new section has been added to enhance the ALLUME strategy content tool. It deals with lifelong learning
and social engagement as a part of the university mission. The section looks especially at how lifelong
learning and social dimension agenda are integrated into university structures and practices. This section can
be used independently or as a next step after the lifelong learning strategy analysis.

2 The phases - analysis of the context and the internal situation, design of objectives and action plans, operational development, implementation and mo-
nitoring of the action plans - are the ones commonly agreed in any change process even if specific content or boundaries vary in the literature (Johnson
etal 2011).
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The Strategy Content Tool allows to:

e document the strategic positioning of ULLL in the institution concerned

e identify LLL priorities defining the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats of the three
priorities

e position the social dimension of LLL/social engagement within the strategies and practices of
research, education and support activities in the institution. Understanding the various approaches
which can be chosen, when wanting to promote LLL in the university

e better understand the social dimension of LLL/social engagement in the university, including its
links to the strategies and organisation of the institution, its relation to the key processes, its
internal and external relations as well as interactions, its evaluation.

2.6. Benchmarking Tool (tool 3):

The Benchmarking Tool (also referred to as the Charter Tool) intends to provide HEls with an insight into
their performance in lifelong learning and the third mission — the Social Dimension. It was designed with
the intention of fostering awareness of the LLL-SD commitments, to allow ranking purposes and in-depth
analysis. In the remit of the COMMIT project, it also aimed to promote the success of the partners’ visits.

Through the Benchmarking Tool, HEIs are invited to reflect on their activities and to match them against the

10 Commitments of the European Charter on LLL. The Charter is presented next to the tool, as well as a m
definition of LLL, and every commitment is accompanied by illustrations of how it has been put into practice

in HEIs. The direct interaction of LLL with the Social Dimension of the commitments is also emphasised, and

can be further accessed via an exemplary matrix.

An overall picture, in the institution concerned, can be produced by the responses to a questionnaire (Annex)
directed to each of the 10 commitments, where every respondent can express his/her perceptions towards
the commitments.

2.7. Monitoring Attainment (tool 4):

In 1996, the European Commission and the European Parliament adopted a revision of the document, initially
designed in 1961 and called “The European Social Charter” [1] that has been ratified by Member States. This
Charter includes 31 rights and principles that must be implemented by each of them to achieve the minimum
level of social responsibility. Higher Education has a specific responsibility in this field and one could have
expected that the Bologna process, initiated in 1999, would have included these aspects. Unfortunately
we had to wait until 2007 and the “London Communiqué” [3] to have a clearer definition of what these
responsibilities are, from the point of view of the HE Ministries:

“WWe share the societal aspiration that the student body entering, participating in and completing higher
education at all levels should reflect the diversity of our populations. We reaffirm the importance of
students being able to complete their studies without obstacles related to their social and economic
background. We therefore continue our efforts to provide adequate student services, create more
flexible learning pathways into and within higher education, and to widen participation at all levels on
the basis of equal opportunity.”

The Council of the European Union delivered specific conclusions on the social dimension (SD) of higher
education in a communication published in May 2013 [2]. This document focuses on all aspects of SD
including LLL. We note specifically these two affirmations:
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“ While the challenges facing Europe today cannot be resolved by education and training alone,
it is critical both in economic and social terms to equip people with the high-level skills and
competences that Europe needs, including by striving to secure more equitable access to,
participation in and completion of higher education. There are still too many capable individuals who
do not participate in higher education for social, cultural or economic reasons or due to insufficient
systems of support and guidance. ~

“In parallel with efforts to improve skills through vocational education and training, high-quality higher
education and lifelong learning also have a crucial role to play in enhancing employability and
increasing competitiveness, while at the same time promoting the personal and professional
development of students and graduates, and stimulating social solidarity and civic
engagement.

The EC proposed ten recommendations to bring Higher Education in a better position towards SD. The tenth
one focuses specifically on the necessity of benchmarking and collecting quantitative data on all aspects of
social engagement: “ [the EC invites the Member States to] Engage in the systematic collection of relevant
comparable data - while making optimum use of existing resources - in order to enhance the evidence base
for policy development and to enable the effective monitoring of national objectives on access, participation
and completion rates among under-represented and disadvantaged groups in higher education.

This is why the COMMIT project decided to describe and define more clearly what is involved in the social
dimension of HE, promoting strategies for a more comprehensive approach to LLL and to monitoring not just
participation but also attainment levels. m

The Monitoring Attainment Tool includes two main sections: the first section is composed of a set of open
guestions, the second section is composed of a more detailed set of questions.

For the second section, a reduced set of selected indicators enable the monitoring of the achievement of
learners entering and passing through the arrangements of HEIs for LLL, with a specific vision of social
dimension. These indicators are not necessarily available in all countries or institutions and this is, in itself, an
indicator of the strategy of the country or institution towards the social dimension of HE. Focusing on lifelong
learning and adults in HE, it is clear in this tool that adult learners cannot be treated as a homogenous group
and that different criteria exist to define “what is an adult in HE"” according to the country.

— A first set of questions concerns the arrangements that are (or not) offered by the institution for
individuals and citizens. These arrangements include funding questions and cannot ignore the country
policies to foster greater equality in higher education, and specifically for adults.?

— A second set of questions is designed to try to monitor the reality of each of these arrangements, in
terms of the level of activity (quantitative per year) or usefulness (permanent or ad hoc arrangements)

— A third set of questions is designed to try to monitor the reality of the arrangements made at a collective
level. This could be with communities, authorities, public agencies, or others.

The questionnaires are based on the criteria used for the analysis of the participation of adults in Higher
Education conducted in the HEAD project in 2013* and several other documents coming from the EC (e.g.
and other organisations).®

8 2011 Eurydice: Modernisation of Higher Education in Europe. Funding and the Social Dimension. Brussels http://eacea.ec.europa.eu/education/eurydice/
documents/thematic_reports/131en.pdf

4 2014, Developing the Adult Learning Sector: opening higher education to adults, Contract EAC 2012-0074 Final Report http://ec.europa.eu/education/
library/study/2013/adult-opening_en.pdf

5 2014, Global University Network for Innovation (GUNI), Higher Education in the World 5, Knowledge, Engagement and Higher Education: Contributing to
Social Change, Palgrave Macmillan, March 2014, 368 pages
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The present SWOT ANALYSIS is intended as the base material to create the promotion strategy of the tools
use addressed to any university interested to evaluate/assess and develop its Social Dimension.

The reports on the use of the tools provided by COMMIT partners, and especially the comments made by
partners before and after using them in the peer learning visits, show that the tools are powerful instruments
to work with at institutional level.

Considering that some of the institutional representatives and university decision makers will be likely to
change after next academic elections, the results and experience drawn from the tools’ use can be useful
to identify the situation at the end of the current academic mandate. Changes in the university strategy can
therefore be approached in the managerial plan of the future leadership.

From the experiences reported by COMMIT partners, it is important, from the beginning of the process, to
establish and appoint the members of the working team who will work on each tool. Providing them with
the appropriate material to read, prior to the first meeting, is fundamental. The leading person of all working
teams should be familiar with working with/addressing the concepts and terms of LLL and Social Dimension
and if possible with working with similar working instruments.

The factors reported by COMMIT partners under Weaknesses are thought to depend on how clear the

process of working with the tools is and thus depend on a thorough explanation of the terms used. The role

of the person appointed as expert to train new users of the TOOLS is therefore fundamental. Bearing in mind m
this, the identified weaknesses can be easily eliminated.

These factors can be mostly eliminated. Factors reported under Threats mirror a subjective approach to
the tool and show how the tool use changes depending on how each university establishes the institutional
level of representation in the working groups and on the final answers given to each question when different
opinions are provided.

The experiences reported from the use of Tools 1, 2 and 3 resulted in the SWOT analysis below, accompanied
by excerpts taken from the Visitor and Host Reports and followed by suggestions on how to address the use
of all tools in general.

Since the analysis of the Tool4 has been carried out separately, the SWOT analysis of this Tool can be found
within the Chapter 8 of this Report, at Section 8.2.
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Topic assessed: Strategy Process (tool 1)

COMMITE

Helpfulness of the tool to analyse LLL and SD | Harmfulness of the tool to analyse LLL and SD
Strengths Weaknesses
Factors considered under strengths: Factors considered under weaknesses:
— Develops awareness on the necessity to — For those universities who are not familiar with a
4 include and create a strategy on SD (if it strategized SD, the tool may seem too long and
g does not exist) in the university mission and detailed;
s strategic plan or to further develop it (if it — Without a previous document to define and provide
= already exists); working examples on SD, the answers may be
.,E, — Facilitates communication between internal inadequate;
= and external drivers on developing the SD
- further;
— Provides opportunity for a mutual
understanding of decision makers;
— Proves useful in identifying and solving other
similar aspects within the university life;
Opportunities offered by the tool Threats for using the tool
Factors considered under opportunities Factors considered under threats for using the tool:
offered by the tool:
— The tool focuses on the evaluation of stakeholders
» | — Triggers the discussion on broader subjects with less regard to the regulatory and organisational
S and in depth reflections over the SD in environment;
- universities; — When separated from tool 2, it can lead to inconclusive
L | — Provides a solid framework to update the answers;
po existing strategy or to create one tailored
E to the national/regional benefits, given
s the existing legal, economic and social
perspective;
— Helps to develop initiatives and to alter
decision makers' attitudes towards the
medium to long-term benefits of the
university;

Excerpts from the Visitor and Host Reports

Sample Excerpts that relate to the “STRENGHTS"” of Tool 1

— From our point of view, the tools (1 to 3) have been very useful and work well to organize the discussion
and mutual understanding of the challenges, in spite of the short time we have. (P4-FR, Visitor Report,

on Tool 1 and 3)

— Both Tool 1 and Tool 3 were considered to be of real help and, at the same time, they proved useful in
solving other adjacent aspects within the university life. The team spent a long time trying to draw the

appropriate spider diagram that explains the real situation. (P10-GR, Visitor Report, Tool 1 and 3)

Sample Excerpts that relate to the “WEAKNESSES"” of Tool 1

— The tools (except tool 3) could be improved by being shorter, less detailed, and having more space for

comments. Some of the items were still not understandable or applicable. (P6-DE, Host Report, on Tool 1)

Sample Excerpts that relate to the “OPPORTUNITIES OFFERED BY THE TOOL" of Tool 1

— The tool is useful for all universities. The CRUI (Conference of Italian University Rectors) has recently
sent a questionnaire to all the universities concerning their involvement in LLL. So the tools used in

COMMIT project could be useful also for this purpose. (P4-FR, Visitor Report, on Tool 1 and 3).
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— Both Tool 1 and Tool 2 were considered to be the focus of the discussions. At the same time, they
just triggered discussion on broader subjects and in depth reflections over the correlations between
what seems fit for the university to develop and the European context of globalization, economic crisis,
the motivation to become an adult student, cost-effective supporting services, internationalization and

COMMITE

research in SD development of HEIs. (P11-RO, Visitor Report, Tool 1).

Sample Excerpts that relate to the “THREATS OFFERED BY THE TOOL" of Tool 1

— The tools rely too much on the evaluation of stakeholders and neglect the regulatory and organisational
environment and most relevant documents in support. The visitors should be able to consider also
databases and official documents of the visited university, in addition to analysing the tools and meeting

with the stakeholders. (P4-FR, Visitor Report, on Tool 1 and 3).

Topic assessed: Strategy Content (tool 2)

Helpfulness of the tool to analyse LLL and SD

Harmfulness of the tool to analyse LLL and SD

Strengths

Weaknesses

Factors considered under strengths:

— ldentifies the 3 strategic priorities of each
university concerning its SD, reasoning them
based on an individual SWOT analysis;

— Provides the structure for planning the
participation of the host university for the
incoming visitors;

— Facilitates better communication between
university units regarding SD strategy and
consequent actions;

— Triggers strong awareness about the related
issues;

— Helps to improve a ULLL based orientation

Internal Factors

Factors considered under weaknesses:

— Some considered the length of the tool as an issue.
Because of the length of the tools it was difficult to get
individual written replies.

— Content of the tool — there are overlapping parts and the
tools should be edited to eliminate them.

— People tend to think to the questions embedded in the
tools at two different levels: at their organisational unit
and at the university level. So they are confused about
how to fill in the forms.

— Different use of terminology, lack of understanding due
to different connotations in each country

Opportunities offered by the tool

Threats for using the tool

Factors considered under opportunities
offered by the tool:

— The tool offered a starting point for those who
want to evaluate their institution’s current LLL-
strategy and the ways to establish connections
between LLL and SD. This was new to many
stakeholders.

— The tool proved valuable for bringing together
people and making them discuss over the
issues of LLL and SD, although it was difficult
at the initial stages of the discussion, given
also the presence of an external “evaluator”;

— The tool helps to develop an awareness of the
importance to develop SD based on a proper
strategy.

External Factors

Factors considered under threats for using the tool:

— Some universities do not have an existing strategy
yet. Therefore, in these universities addressing the
questions and using the tools is problematic from the
university perspective rather than from the departmental
or individual one.

— As mentioned in the weaknesses part, language
differences represent a weakness but also a threat
since people may attribute different meanings in
addressing to LLL and SD. Therefore, they provide
answers for the tool based on what they consider as
related and relevant.

Sample Excerpts that relate to the “STRENGHTS” of the Tool 2

— The broad framework of Tools 2 and 3 provided the structure for the meetings and interviews. (P7-1E,

Visitor Report)

— Thetools (2 to 3) have been very useful and work well to organise the discussion and mutual understanding

of the challenge. (P9-IT, Visitor Report)
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— Once we had the experience of working with the tools for our own university, discussions about SD
based on these tools is fruitful and develop a very concrete insight on “Ifs” and “Whats”. (P11-RO,
Visitor Report)

— The chosen tools work very well in an environment and institutional frame to improve a lifelong learning
oriented services and other education and research based work framed into collaborative, community-
driven approaches. (P13-HU, Visitor Report)

Sample Excerpts that relate to the “WEAKNESSES"” of the Tool 2

— Most people found them time consuming. Also, some of those without specific knowledge of the
topics, found them overlapping and somewhat confusing. (P7-IE, Visitor Report)

— Part of the difficulty was due to the fact that people tended to think about the questions involved in
the tools at two levels: at their unit of the organisation and at the university level. The participants had
confusion about how to fill in the tools (P8-TR, Visitor Report)

— The tools are heavy and unexpected. An on-line version of the tools would favour the answering process.
Most people in my University, to whom | sent tools 2 and 3 did not give written feed-back on them, due
to lack of time to fully get into them. Although later it was possible to obtain reactions, even if only on
tool 2. (P5-PT, Host Report)

— The Tools are lengthier than necessary... There is a need for thorough editing across all 4 Tools as there
is a good deal of repetition. (P7-1E, Host Report) m

Sample Excerpts that relate to the “OPPORTUNITIES OFFERED BY THE TOOL" of the Tool 2

— The tools were used during the visit more as a starting point for making connections between LL and
SD, which many stakeholders had not previously seen. (P7-1E, Visitor Report)

— The participants had confusion about how to fill in the tools, but when as a group we came together
we went over the parts that they had trouble to fill in. Therefore, at the end everyone involved in the
visit were content with the way they filled in the tools and the meeting together to discuss over the
questions helped a lot. (P8-TR, Visitor Report)

— | personally consider working with these tools, institutionally speaking, uncomfortable but meaningful. It
develops a true awareness of the importance to actually develop SD based on a proper strategy instead
of just doing random activities with some social impact. (P11-RQO, Visitor Report)

— The final discussion on Tool2 and, also, revisiting the minutes and other notes of the visit helped the
visitor build up a specific view on the development of ULLL at URV with a scope on social dimension.
The situation is the URV will be able to teach us on social dimension according to its programmes,
amongst other collaborative frames, at its Lifelong Learning Centre (LLLC) and its Service Learning
initiative. (P13-HU, Visitor Report)

Sample Excerpts that relate to the “THREATS OFFERED BY THE TOOL" of the Tool 2

— During the visit it was agreed that it is not easy to work with the tools when there is no existing strategy
yet. E.g. for URV it is difficult to analyse the Social Dimension in LLL Strategy because it is not yet
included. (P12-ES, Host Report)

— The tools work probably well with the participants and universities familiar with the concepts of lifelong
learning and social dimension but there might be some challenges with the others. (P3-Fl, Visitor
Report)
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— The main challenge of the tools might be that there really are 4 different tools plus the “tool 5", matrix.
There is lot of material with quite many overlapping issues and it takes time to digest everything. Thus,
if the hosting university is a bit uncertain on the issue it might be difficult to choose the best tool and
on the other hand use them all effectively and look for interlinks between the tools. The main concern
refers to amount of time required to conduct the self-analysis when we know the limited timeframes
of the key people. (P3-Fl, visitor)

Topic assessed: Benchmarking Tool (tool 3)

Helpfulness of the tool to analyse LLL and SD | Harmfulness of the tool to analyse LLL and SD
Strengths Weaknesses
Factors considered under strengths: Factors considered under weaknesses:
$ | — Defines/Selects a working group of — Extra explanation is needed about how to fill in the tool;
g internal and external actors to be involved — For some participants it was perceived as being too
s in the evaluation, for which it facilitates long;
= communication; — When used outside the project consortium, it is
.,E, — Ranks the 10 commandments as they work at important that the responsible person deals with the
= present; organisation of the working group ;
— | — Provides insight for what needs to be done in
developing the SD at the institutional level,
— Spider diagram to immediately develop an
awareness of the limitations of the SD;
Opportunities offered by the tool Threats for using the tool
Factors considered under opportunities Factors considered under threats for using the tool: m
offered by the tool:
— Working with the tool as individuals can make it
— The tool could be used by all universities impossible to accurately aggregate the answers at the
0 since it reflects already similar interests of institutional level;
S university; — Working with less relevant stakeholders may lead to
@ | — Itdevelops the internal visibility (within the inaccurate ranking required for the spider diagram
= university community) on all actions related to
g SD;
2 | — Itcan trigger an action plan for promoting
i externally the ULLL activities in a more
structured way;
— It can lead to new initiatives in developing SD
at the institutional level;
— It can lead to the development of new
consortia between universities, including
authority bodies and NGO's

Sample Excerpts that relate to the “STRENGHTS” of the Tool 3

— From our point of view, the tools (1 to 3) have been very useful and work well to organize the discussion
and mutual understanding of the challenges, in spite of the short time we have. (P4-FR, Visitor Report,
on Tool 1 and 3).

— From our point of view, the tools (2 to 3) have been very useful and work well to organise the discussion
and mutual understanding of the challenge. (P9-IT, Visitor Report, Tool 3).

— Both Tool 1 and Tool 3 were considered to be of real help and, at the same time, they proved useful in
solving other adjacent aspects within the university life. The team spent a long time trying to draw the
appropriate spider diagram that explains the real situation. (P11-RO, Visitor Report, Tool 1 and 3).

— During the visit, tool 3 was used successfully as a guide for discussion. During this extensive discussion,
we observed three things:
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e A global under-estimation of the actions developed by DCU and the results; in one word DCU
people have been too modest!

e Adifficulty to integrate different points of view or actions for each dimension; tool 3 was, before
the visit, filled by a group quite diverse regarding roles and responsibilities: averaged results were
reported in the tool. It would be worthwhile to provide, for each dimension, strong and weak
points illustrated by concrete actions/plans/projects in order to have a better view.

e A misunderstanding of question 10, DCU as a Lifelong Learning organisation.

Within tool 3, the sections on spider diagram and priorities are particularly useful to support the discussion.
(P2-BE, Visitor Report, Tool 3).

Sample Excerpts that relate to the “WEAKNESSES” of the Tool 3

— The hosts observed that the main challenges of the visit process were related to the arrangement of the
agenda and the explanation of how to fill in Tool 1 and Tool 3. (P4-FR, Visitor Report, Tool 1 & 3).

— Depending on the state of development of SD and ULLL within an institution, the effort can be too
much. For our University it was crucial to explain first what ULLL is and what we mean by SD. Less time
working on the tools and more time for shaping the construct of ULLL and SD and then develop suiting
projects and partnerships could improve the visits. (P6-DE, Host Report, Tool 1 and 3).

— The tools are heavy and unexpected. An on-line version of the tools would favour the answering process. m
Most people in my University, to whom | sent tools 2 and 3 did not give written feed-back on them, due
to lack of time to fully get into them. Although later it was possible to obtain reactions, even if only on
tool 2. (P5-PT, Host Report, Tool 3).

— The main challenge in using the tools was that for some participants the ideas of lifelong learning and
social dimension were quite new and that is why discussion required a lot of additional guestions and
examples before going to define questions. That excludes the faculty group that really knew LLL and
SD and the specific topics of the Charter. (P3-Fl, Visitor Report, Tool 3).

Sample Excerpts that relate to the “OPPORTUNITIES OFFERED BY THE TOOL"” of the Tool 3

— The tool is useful for all universities. The CRUI (Conference of Italian University Rectors) has recently
sent a questionnaire to all the universities on their involvement in LLL. So the tools used in COMMIT
project could be useful also for this purpose. (P4-FR, Visitor Report, on Tool 1 and 3).

Sample Excerpts that relate to the “THREATS OFFERED BY THE TOOL" of the Tool 3

— The tools rely too much on the evaluation of stakeholders and neglect the regulatory and organisational
environment and most relevant documents in support. The visitors should be able to consider also data
bases and official documents of the visited University, in addition to analysing the tools and meeting
with the stakeholders. (P4-FR, Visitor Report, on Tool 1 and 3).

Suggestions Related with the Development of Tools in General

As evident from the feedback reports, the tools are considered very powerful in defining or developing/
updating the strategy regarding the SD in universities. They also provide the visibility on what is already work-
in-progress in each university.
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In order to develop a pro-active attitude towards SD within the entire academic community, the use of
these tools should be extended to more stakeholders and feedback reports written to gather the necessary
documents for the later update of the strategy by the decision makers.

These are some suggestions and comments for the future use of the tools:
e There is a need for thorough editing across all four Tools as there is a good deal of repetition.

e There is a need for consistency across the Tools in the rankings used (e.g. some are on a scale of
1-4. Some 1-7 etc.).

e Part of the terminology needs to be re-examined (e.g.: will any university claim to have ‘totally
achieved’ any strategic objective?).

e Best practices on strategic approach to the SD and on implementation actions of the strategy could
be included in a separate document/material and provided to those who need working examples
before deciding to make changes in the structure of the university units.

e Although the tools are filled in before the visit takes place, during the visit, when discussions are
open to more participants and with the external point of view of the expert visitor, the answers in
the tools can be re-assessed and finalized with a fresh perspective.

e Given the previous suggestion, it is essential to carefully plan the groups that will discuss the tools

during the visits. m

e The tools already filled in by all partners could be examples for other universities, before they could
use them the first time.

e Some of the partners suggested that tool 1 and 2 can be joined in one tool, since decision makers
at the university levels are mainly involved in both the strategy process and strategy content.

¢ The updating of the strategy and action plan for implementing SD in universities should be based
on the use of these tools every 2 years (immediately after the management elections, at mid-term
and at the end of the mandate).
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4. FINDINGS

The transversal analyses presented in this report will focus on the strategic content of lifelong learning and
its social dimension in higher education institutions, the state-of-art of lifelong learning in relation to the EUA
LLL charter and the indications of social dimension in higher education institutions.

It is important to notice that the source material used in the COMMIT transversal analysis consists of the
information given by the twelve COMMIT project university partners to the four self-assessment tools and in
the visit reports. This prompts a series of warnings concerning the data collection process.

First of all, the data translate the self-representation of each university situation.

Secondly (and consequently), the ‘data collectors’ are different from one university to another. Some
collections have been made collectively while others are the result of a one-by-one approach.

Thirdly, the data shows results of a specific moment in time, giving a “snapshot” of the LLL/SD strategizing
process in the twelve partner universities in a specific period, without considering the later evolution of this
process.

Lastly, the nature of the collected material is not identical from one tool to another. Some tools are essentially
guantitative while others mix qualitative and quantitative data. The analysis had therefore to be adapted to
each tool in order to take into account these differences of nature.

Notwithstanding the warnings above, the data collected present very positive features: they ensure a wide m
geographical and institution-type coverage, and they constitute an authentic evidence of the present state of
ULLL and SD in HEIs as well as a clear indication of the great variance between institutions.

4.1. Overview of the 12 cases (universities description)

Year of ULLL embedded in Start of LLL strategy or | Start of SD strategy or
foundation university strategy first action first action

P2-BE 1425 1999 1975
P3-FI 1920 YES 1996 2010
P4-FR 1971 YES 1973 1973
P5-PT 1973 YES 1986 2005
P6-DE 1829 NO 2009 2016
P7-1E 1980 YES 1982 2005
P8-TR 1863 NO 2010 2010
P9-IT 14831 Upcoming 1999 2013
P10-GR 1964 YES 1970 1997
P11-RO 1937 YES 1950 1990
P12-ES 1991 YES 2001 2012
P13-HU 1367 N/A 2003 2013
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P2-BE

P3-FI

P4-FR

P5-PT

P6-DE

P7-IE

P8-TR

P9-IT

P10-GR

Number of students in
B-M-D
B (12.935)
M (12.535)
D (1969)

20111

B = 8399

M = 3400

D =592
Total : 12 391

14280

B=14.641
M= 7.008
D= 1.687

10,486 (8334-1505-620)

Number of students in 2011-
2012

Undergraduates in Faculties
and Schools: 7.468

Graduate students in
Institutes: 3.132

School of Foreign Lang.,
English Prep.: 2.614

(Facts and Figures: Bo azici
University 2012, 2013)

B - Lauree

M - Lauree magistrali

D - Dottorati

L+LM+CU+ DOTTORATO
35.047 (a.a. 2012/13)

B=12.000

M=1,300 students full-time
study to a Master’s degree

D=2,217 students at Doctoral

level

Number of students in
non-B-M-D

3660

Open university: 7483

Continuing Education and
Training: 8443

6054 (2014-2015)

About 1800

718 (+ about 1.000 so
called guest students per
semester, who are not
enrolled in a course)

1532

6000

Specializzazione +
perfezionamento + altri
percorsi formativi +(Italian)
master (a.a. 2012/13) =
3.469

N/A

COMMITE

Kind of degrees offered (if possible
include EQF)
Bachelor (120 ECTS, EQF 6)
Masters (60 to 240 ECTS, EQF 7)
Doctorates (4 years, EQF 8)

Other non-degree programs
(certificates...)

Bachelors, Masters, Doctorates

4,5, 6,7 and 8 (EQF)

Bachelors, Masters, Doctorates - In
some Engineering fields, the UA

offers integrated 1st and 2nd cycle
programmes called Integrated Masters.

B.A., B.Sc., Lehramt (state-certified
exams), M.A., M.Sc., Doctorate

5-8 (or 6-10 on the NQF - Irish National
Qualifications Framework)

Pre-bachelor’s
Bachelor's
Master's

PhD

Laurea (L); (EQF 6)
Laurea magistrale (LM); (EQF 7)

Diploma di specializzazione (DS); (EQF
8)

Dottorato di ricerca (DR); (EQF 8)

Master universitari di primo e di
secondo livello (EQF 7 or 8)

Corsi di formazione e perfezionamento
(not included in EQF)

Altri percorsi formativi (not included in
EQF)

Diploma = four years

Master' s Degree = 1-2 years
Doctorate = 3-8 years
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Number of students in
B-M-D

B+ M =13159; D = 547

13.874 (course 2013-2014)

19 746 (11 344 + 7 463 +
939)

Number of students in

non-B-M-D

44 (27 at the Department
of Teacher Education and
Training [DPPD] and 17 at
Architecture)

Students in continuous
training: 3816

2073

COMMITE

Kind of degrees offered (if possible
include EQF)

6, 7 and 8

Bachelor (EQF 6)
Master (EQF 7)
Doctorate (EQF8)

HE/C-VET (FOkSZ)/EQF Levelb - BA/
BSc/EQF Level6 — MA/MSc/EQF
Level7 — PhD/EQF Level8. Hungary
introduced the three cycle degree
structure in 2006 (BA/BSc, MA/MSc,
and PhD/DLA). There are a few fields
of tertiary education (e.g. law and
medical studies) where undivided long
programmes remain the standard form
of study (10 to 12 semesters) leading
to a first degree which is however
equivalent to an MA/MSc degree.
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P2-BE

P3-FI

P4-FR

P5-PT

P6-DE
P7-1E

P8-TR

Fee per semester for B-M-D

programs

835 euros / year

None

B: 184€ p/year
M:256€ p/year
D: 391€ p/year

B,M: 1067,85€ per year

D: 2000€ to 2750€/Year
depending on the scientific
area

None

B: from 1,375€/semester
plus 43€ student levy per
year

M/D: from 1975€ FT &

1147.50€ PT (for Irish and EU

students)

Students do not pay any fees

if they do not exceed the

official time duration of their

programs. If they exceed
it, then they have to pay
fees. The fees change from
program to program, and
level. International students

and foreign students pay fees
regardless of the official time

duration of their programs.

Fee per semester for
“continuing education/
lifelong learning
programs” (non-B-M-D)

From 200 euros to 4500

Each CET program is
priced individually. Open
university charges 8-10 €/
study credit

The fees are established
on a real cost basis,
depending of the service
delivered

Fees calculated according
to the course profile,
scientific area and market.
Always lees than or equal
to M and B fees.

Depends on programme

B: 850€

M/D: modular fees (from
1885€)

For Certificate Programs of
100 hrs, minimum 3000TL
& maximum 5000TL. For
Summer School (summer-
term semester) students
pay application fees, add/
drop fees, and tuition fees
per credit.

COMMITE

Access processes: taking into account
informal learning and experience

UCL has a complete system of learning
from experience validation (VAE) since a
few years and obtained new European
funds in order to consolidate it.

Examination to degree programmes.

Access: Baccalaureate; DAEU: Special
access diploma for adult which can
replace Baccalaureate; VAP: recognition
of prior learning for access (1985 decree);
VAE: VNIL for the delivery of diplomas or
part of diplomas.

National Contest for HE Access, Local
Contest, 7 different special regimes and
6 different special Contests that account
for special situation (family or academic
background, sport activity, for instance)
of prospective students, Re-entering,
Change of Course and Course Transfer

Formal access procedures only

DCU pioneered the first Access and
outreach programme in Ireland targeted
at developing pathways for students
from disadvantaged backgrounds (‘first
generation’) to gain entry to university. In
2014, approx. 240 students avail of this
alternative admission route.

Adults over the age of 23 are entitled to
apply for admission based on prior work
and other relevant experience.

In relation to informal learning, a draft
RPL policy was developed by the
Recognition of Prior Learning Working
Group (RPL WG) and circulated to
Faculties and other relevant parties in
September 2010. The RPL WG agreed
DCU should have a university wide policy.
All programme/awards which permit
entry through RPL will be identified.

Mainly formal. At BULLC (Bo azigi
University Lifelong Learning Centre,
BUYEM) people from all strata of society
would attend courses and certificate
programs. Depending on the program
characteristics, requirements for
admission change however minimum
high school diploma is required and also
interview is needed.
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P9-IT

P10-GR

P11-RO

P12-ES

P13-HU

Fee per semester for B-M-D

programs

B-M (L+LM): semester 459€
|l semester 967€

D (DR): | semester 461<€ |l
semester 394€

Tuition is generally free of
charge but there are some
exceptions, mainly in the
case of certain post-graduate
programmes and studies at
the Hellenic Open University

NA, the fees are fixed per
academic year and vary from
faculty to faculty. Thus, the
maximum is 890 euros per
academic year, while the
minimum is 450 euros per
academic year.

Bachelor: €800 — €1300
approx.

Master: €1500 approx.
Doctorate: €550 per year

400 — 3 400 EUR - Fees

may vary according to
academic discipline and level
of study programme. Fees
are determined by faculties
referring to their autonomous
activities in education,
training and research

Fee per semester for
“continuing education/
lifelong learning
programs” (non-B-M-D)

DS: | semester 461€
semester 637€

Master: | semester 2.246€
|l semester 495€

Corsi di pefezionamento:
| semester 1.187€ |l
semester 597€

Depends on each Program
(fees vary)

For DPPD = 550 euros per
academic year

For Architecture = 400
euros per academic year

Average of €70 per credit

350-1000 EUR

COMMITE

Access processes: taking into account
informal learning and experience

Law 240/2010, art. 2, paragraph 2 limits
recognition to 12 credits: “Recognition
must be made only on the basis of the
skills demonstrated by each student.
Excluded forms of recognition attributed
collectively”.

A strong movement for the amendment
of this rule is in place, because since
2012 have been in force national law
providing for the recognition of non-
formal and informal learning in all
curricula.

Yes in some programs

Not legalized.

Access to B-M-D is mainly centralised
and strongly regulated; Universities
thus have small autonomy to decide

on such issues. By law, the maximum
amount of credits from informal learning
or professional experience that can be
recognised in a Bachelor's or Master's
degree is 15% of the programme.

There is no functioning VPL/RLP system
be used in Hungarian higher education,
therefore, VPL is only narrowly used in
the aspect of former HE studies being
entered into Faculty level of VPL process
so as to transfer former grades/credits
into current studies, according to law.

EMBEDDING THE LLL CONTRIBUTION FOR SOCIAL ENGAGEMENT INTO UNIVERSITY STRUCTURES AND PRACTICES



TECHNICAL REPORT cnmmrll.

5. TRANSVERSAL ANALYSIS OF TOOL 1: STRATEGY PROCESS

This first transversal analysis aims to identify and highlight experiences, differences and similarities in the
universities’ strategizing concerning the implementation of lifelong learning (LLL) and social dimension (SD)
from twelve European countries. Indeed, as a main conclusion of the ALLUME project (2011), not only the
content of strategy is important (see next transversal analysis), but the way to elaborate this strategy is also
crucial. The analysis of Tool 1 —a Tool that has a strong internal organisation focus (ALLUME, 2011b) - focuses
on the ‘strategizing process’ (Whittington, 2003) and the ways of developing strategy about LLL and SD.

Concerning this first analysis, we wanted to observe and record, through 12 experiences, the varied processes
of strategizing in order to create typologies of the eventual universities profiles. Furthermore, we aimed at
evaluating and improving Tool 1 in order to help universities that want to implement or to reinforce a LLL/SD
strategy.

The analysis had to take into account the nature of the collected data, based on self-reported answers to the
tools questions with no external review. Moreover, there has been no clear identification of the actors that
have been completing the tools: from one university to another, this varies from a teacher, a researcher or
an administrator. The tools have been completed by either a single person or by focus-groups. Therefore, we
propose to consider each university data set as a ‘case’ instead of a ‘case study’ as referred in a case study
research approach (Yin, 1989).

We present the transversal analysis through matrices regarding the tool’s main questions for each of the
partner universities.

Depending on the question, answers present a scale ranging from:

— 0to 1: 0 means 'non-existing” and 1 signifies ‘existing’
— 01to 3: 0 means ‘absent’ or ‘very low’ and 3 signifies ‘highly present’

— 310 3: -3 means ‘highly negative impact, 0 signifies 'no impact’ and 3 signifies ‘highly positive
impact’

In this way, by putting the items in rows and universities in columns, the similarities and divergences between
the different processes of strategizing and between the different universities are highlighted.

Inafirst analysis step, each category (the different steps of a change process) has been analysed independently
(intra-category) in order to observe the most relevant items.

In a second step, the data has been gathered together in spider diagrams (inter-category) in order to have a
visual representation of the strategizing process in each university and to try to define eventual LLL-process
profiles.

5.1. Strategy process: intra-category analysis

Why? Drivers

Why does the process of LLLU/Social Dimension strategizing begin? What are the external and internal
drivers of change?
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— External drivers

On a scale from -3 to 3, note how much these drivers have influenced and may still influence your university
for the implementation of LLL or SD.

External drivers

European Legislation

National legislation 1 8| 3 2 1 1 3 2 3 1 -1 8 23 -1
National Public finance 1 3 2 -3 0 -3 3 0 3 1 3 | 2 13 -1
Economy 1 2 1 3 0 83 1 1 2 1 -2 0 9 -8
Duty to support the

dev_elopment of 3 2 2 3 2 1 3 2 3 2 3 2 28 0
soclety

Labour market 2 2 3 3 0 1 2 1 1 3 2 17 -3
Problem of funding 1 2 1 3 0 -2 0 2 0 -2 1 8 10 -7
Demography
_lll-llll-------

Total ‘+ 11 16 15 11 13 13 16 - -

Total -’ o o o 12 0 8 0 0 O -3 -6 -2 - -31 m

Table 1 - External Drivers

Figure 2 shows that the most important external drivers with positive influence for the 12 universities (P2-
BE — P13-HU) are the duty to support social development, and the European legislation. The two next
important drivers are national legislation and demography, even if one partner considers that they may
have a negative influence. Other drivers as labour market, problem of funding or national public finance
or economic situation are considered as less important but also as having positive or negative influence.

Some other examples of external drivers are mentioned by the partner universities: regional councils, non-
profit organisations, needs of business.

Figure 2. Influence of the external drivers

Duty to support the development of society

. . 10
European Legislation - %Zl
|
. S -10
National legislation _2223
]
-1
Demography _1516
]
-3 .
Labour market _14 17
]
-7 I
Problem of fundin —— 10
g -3
—-11
National Public finance I 13
B 2

Economy

I Total '~

B TOTAL

B Total "+’
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The most negative impact comes from the national public finance, the economy and the problem of
funding, external drivers that also have the largest variation across the universities (Figure 3). For example,
the national public finance can influence very positively some universities (+3 for P3-FI, P8-TR and P10-GR)
while it influences very negatively some others (-3 for P5-PT, P7-IE, P12-ES). These variations are probably
representative of the double interpretation that the respondents can have of the question: for instance, the
national public finance can be considered very stimulating because lifelong learning university provisions
will bring more finance to the university while, at the same time, it may be considered very negatively
because these public finances are maybe very limited. These parameters are considered by universities as
opportunities (challenges) or, on the contrary, as constraints or limitations.

Figure 3. The most contrasting external drivers

| | |

-3 ||| |
P5 P7 P12

B National Public finance

N

-

o

|
N

N

B Problem of funding

B Economy

Furthermore, we can observe that most of the universities (10 out of 12) consider to be positively driven
by external factors to implement a LLL strategic plan. The most positively influenced universities are P3-Fl,
P10-GR and P4-FR. Between those 10 universities, 7 feel only positive impacts and no negative impact (P2-
BE, P3-FI, P4-FR, P6-DE, P8-TR, P9-IT, and P10-GR). The 2 universities feeling a global negative impact from
external drivers are P7-IE and P5-PT.

The overall picture of all partner HEls is that external drivers seem to have a positive influence on them and
the most negative influences (national public finance; economy; funding) come from drivers that may also
be considered positively in certain universities.

Few universities mention other external incentives to implement a LLL strategy, such as a regional council
strategy for LLL and socio economic needs (P4-FR), support of eucen and non-profit organisation (P6-DE) and
needs of business (P9-IT). Those factors could obviously be linked with labour market/economy, European
framework or regional Legislation, but they illustrate more precisely the role of European and regional legal
issues and European networks like eucen. We point out also the impact of European Commission upon the
achievement of a national LLL strategy, mentioned by P13-HU.
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— Internal drivers

On a scale from -3 to 3, note how much these drivers have influenced and may still influence your university
for the implementation of LLL or SD.

I Y ) N M

Previous experience in LLL 3

Previous experience of LLL

contribute to SD O 2 2 2 3 2 2 1 2 0 0 1 17 17 0
rame ff (Lo vt v 3 2 2 2 0 0 2 0 1 1 3 1= 17 0
university

CULUE @ AR T 0 2 2 2 0 3 2 0 3 0 0 1|8 15 0
university

Necessity/demand for LLL 2 1 2 3 2 1 92 2 3 1 3 1 23 23 0
programs

Necessity/demand for SD o 1 2 3 2 2 0 3 2 0 1 0 16 16 0
University structure T1@1 (3|20 1[2]1 1 1 - 12 13 -1
Desire to improve access to 1 1 2 3 3 3 1 1 3 1 1 2 22 22 0

university

Desire to make people
aware university offers 13 2 3 3 0 2 0 3 1 1 2 21 21 0
these programs m

Change in internal

organisationorastructural 0 O 1 0 0O O O 2 3 0 0 2 8 8 0
change
Budget available to invest o o 0 831 3 0 O -1 0 -1 -2 -9 1 -10
Staff devoted to thesetasks 2 2 2 3 3 -2 2 1 2 0 2
TOTAL 13 15 20 21 22 8 16 14 25 7 14
TOTAL of ‘+' 13 15 20 24 22 13 16 14 26 7 15
TOTAL of *-’ o 0o 0 3 0 5 0 0 -1 0 -1

Table 2. Internal Drivers

According to Table 2 - Internal Drivers, the most important internal drivers for the 12 universities are the
previous experience in LLL, the necessity/demand for LLL programs, the desire to improve access to
university and the desire to make people aware of the fact that the university offers these programs.
The most negative impact comes from the budget availability, the staff devoted to these tasks and, finally,
the university structure.

We can also observe that all the universities feel a positive influence from the internal drivers; 7 universities
identify only positive drivers and feel no negative internal impact. The most positively and internally influenced
universities to initiate LLL/SD strategizing are P10-GR, P6-DE, P5-PT and P4-FR.

The overall picture of all partner HEIs (Figure 4) is that internal drivers have a positive influence on them and
the most negative influences (budget available; staff devoted to these tasks; university structure) are
very limited.
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Figure 4. Global distribution of internal drivers influencing LLL /SD strategizing

Necessity/demand for LLL programs D 23
Desire to improve access to university . 22
Desire to make people aware university... I 21
Previous experience of LLL contribute to SD e 17

Culture of LLL within university I 17
Necessity/demand for SD I 16

Culture of SD within university I 15

Staff devoted to these tasks ———— 19
University structure —— 13

Change in internal organization or a... 8

Budget available to invest LI

15 10 -5 ) 3 10 15 20 25 30
I Total'— M Total'+' [ TOTAL

It is worth highlighting a structural change in P9-IT, where a position of ‘LLL delegate of the Rector’ has been
created and the university statute changed in order to confer teaching and research functions to the faculties
and departments that ‘promotes bonding with the needs of businesses and institutions'.

Some universities mention other internal incentives: the support of the successive university directions (P4-
FR) and internal institutions (P5-PT).

Those results reinforce an ALLUME recommendation regarding the support of the Rector’s office. “We have
to recommend to universities to secure the commitment of senior managers, vice rectors (...) in order to
obtain a sustainable development. (...) making the commitments binding and identifying a shared vision of
the future.” (ALLUME, 2011a, p.28).
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— Comparison and synthesis

In order to estimate if universities perceive more drivers or more obstacles to develop a LLL strategizing
process, we simply added the grades gained for external and internal drivers (Figure 5). We conclude that
overall universities perceive drivers positively.

Figure 5. Global, external and internal influence on LLL strategizing process

29
22
8 8
I 5I
|

35

‘ 2 20 21
|

-2

30

P2 P3 P4 P5 P6 P7 P8 P9

[ TOTAL [ External drivers [ Internal drivers

The universities mention that they get more internal incentives than external ones and there are more external
resistances to the LLL/SD strategizing process than internal resistances (principally the budget availability).
The external resistances (the national public finance, the problem of funding and the economy) are the
most contrasted items (Figure 3) and seem to explain why some universities feel a global negative external
influence while others feel a positive influence. So, these items are decisive for the perception of the global
external influence.

Comparing the situation of the 12 universities, it appears that the universities most stimulated by external or
internal drivers are P10-GR, P4-FR and P3-F| and the less stimulated are P7-IE, P11-RO and P13-HU.

EMBEDDING THE LLL CONTRIBUTION FOR SOCIAL ENGAGEMENT INTO UNIVERSITY STRUCTURES AND PRACTICES



TECHNICAL REPORT chMIT.

Who? Actors

Who are the people involved in LLLU/Social Dimension strategizing? Who are the internal actors? What are
their roles: are they doers, influential people, researchers, decision makers? \Who are the external actors?
What are their roles?

— Internal actors

Note on a scale from 0 to 3 how much these actors have influenced and may still influence your university for
the development of the LLL/SD strategy.

T o Y Y e

Responsible person of specific LLL

structure !

Responsible person of specific SD O 0 0 2 1 3 1 15 2 0 1 9 135

structure

Project managers o 2 2 0 1 2 0 1 0 1 1 0 10

Teachers 1 1T 2 3 2 1 1 1 2 1 2 0 16

Specific units created for strategizing 2 2 0 3 1 0 2 0 8 0 2 2 15

Researchers in LLL g1 |@| 3120 1 2 0 0 3 16

Researchers in SD o111 |31 2|0 1 0 0 0 3 11 E
Researchers in other topics 0o 1 1 2 1 1 0 2 3 1 1 1 14

TOTAL 7 11 8 19 11 14 5 105 12 6 7 13 | 1235

e A I T

Rector
Vice Rector in charge of LLL or SD 213|838 3|8 8 3 3 3 3 85
Teaching council 1 2 2 2 0 0 3 1 2 1 2 0 16
Lifelong Learning council 2 0 3 O 0O 0 O 0 2 1 0 0 8
Social council 1 0 0O O O 0 O 0 0 0 2 0 3
Head of specific LLL/SD unit 2 3 3 3 2 3 1 3 3 0 3 3 29
Administration 12 1 2 0 0 1 1 3 1 0 1 13
Outreach council or unit 0O 0 0O 3 0 0 O 2 0 0 0 0 B
Other 0O 0 o O 1 0 O 0 0 2 0 0 3
TOTAL 0 13 15 16 9 9 11 12 16 11 13 9 144

Table 3. Internal actors

The most active doers in LLL strategizing (Figure 6) are the responsible person of specific LLL structures,
the teachers and researchers in LLL. Other actors are mentioned by few universities: independent people
such as consultants and professors.
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Figure 6. Influence of the internal doers

Responsible person of specific LLL structure I 28
Teachers . e
Researchers in LLL I 16
Specific units created for strategizing? . 15
Researchers in other topics . 14
Responsible person of specific SD structure I 13,5
Researchers in SD I 1
Project managers I 10
(0] 5 10 15 20 25 30

Concerning the decision makers (Figure 7), the vice rector in charge of LLL, the rector and the head of
specific LLL/SD department are the three most influential actors in LLL strategizing.

Figure 7. Influence of internal decision makers m

Vice Rector in charge of LLL or SD I 35
Rector 32
Head of specific LLL/SD unit I 20
Administration I 13
Teaching council . 16
Lifelong Learning council I s
Outreach council or unit N s
Other I s
Social council Il s
[0] 10 20 30 40

The highest levels of hierarchy seem to be well informed about the strategizing process and are considered
as having an influential role. We need to point out that the influence of decision makers (rector, vice-rector
in charge of LLL or SD, head of LLL or SD unit) on strategizing is slightly higher than that of the doers. The
influence of researchers in LLL or SD is present but rather weak (Table 3). In addition to this, the number of
researchers in LLL or SD (43 identified researchers on LLL or SD for 12 universities - Table 4) seems very low
in relation to the other results.

Regarding the results per university, some consider that many doers influence their LLL/SD strategizing (19
for P5-PT and 14 for P7-IE) while for other universities (5 for P8-TR and P12-ES, 6 for P11-RO) only a few do.
Regarding the decision makers, the gap between universities is significantly lower (16 for P5-PT and P10-GR
and 8 for P12-ES). Interestingly, the decision makers are proportionally more involved than the doers.
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Approximately, how many internal actors (Full Time Equivalent) are involved in your University LLL/SD
Strategizing?

How many internal actors P7 TOTAL
involved?

Doers-practitioners 20 10 10 20

Doers-researchers 2 5 1 4 5 10 0 10 1 10 1 B 54

Decision makers 1,5 5 5 4 1 3 2 2 7 5 3 3 41,5
TOTAL 265 30 26 18 16 33 5 22 11 65 7 28 287,5

Table 4. Number of internal actors

The number of people involved in LLL/SD strategizing varies a lot: from 5 people (P8-TR) to 65 (P11-RO). On
average, the number of people seems to be between 20 and 30 (P2-BE, P3-FI, P4-FR, P9-IT, P13-HU).

From table 4, it appears that the number of doers involved in LLL/SD strategizing is quite higher than the
number of decision makers (roughly 4 times). This result and the percentage of doers/decision makers involved
in strategizing for each university suggest that even if the influence of decision makers is higher than the one
of doers in strategizing, a bottom-up (or middle-bottom-up) approach is more likely than a top-down one.

According to ALLUME (2011a) a bottom-up approach consists of development by some practitioners who E
would like to insert LLL as a catalyst within the university, considering it as their mission, with or without

an official support of the leadership. A middle — bottom — top approach consists of decisions coming from

a faculty’'s dean or a LLL director to implement LLL University principles within their spheres of influence,

acting as a pioneer unit.

— External actors

Note, on a scale from 0 to 3, how much these external actors influence the LLL strategy of your university.

External actors P7 TOTAL
(influential people)
Private enterprise
Public administration 1 2 2 2 0 1 8 2 2 0 2 1 18

Specific ministry 2 1 3 3 2 3 3 0 8 2 0 3 25

Government — national or
regional authorities

Other stakeholders 2 1 0 3 0 1 0 2 0 2 0 11
TOTAL 8 6 10 12 4 8 9 6 9 3 7 8 90

e A A N E Ea TS

Other national universities
International universities 1 1 2 3 2 2 1 3 3 1 1 3 23

Specific research units created
at national or regional level

Other 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 7
TOTAL 4 3 5 7 5 6 3 7 6 3 3 5 57

1 1 3 2 2 2 8 1 8 0 1 3 22

o
—
—
o
N
-
o
o
o
o
~

Table 5. External actors
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The most influential external actors (Figure 8) are a specific ministry and the Government (national or
regional). In terms of researchers, other universities (national or international) are the most influential
actors (specifically international universities). Some other external actors are mentioned: non-governmental
organisations, professional associations and ‘third sector’ for the influential people and research and
practitioners groups (European Society for Research on the Education of Adults (ESREA), European University
Association (EUA), European Association for Practitioner Research on Improving Learning (EAPRIL), European
universities on Continuing Education Network (eucen)) or scientific poles concerning the researchers.

Figure 8. Influence of external actors (influential people and researchers)

o Specific ministry . b
§ Government — national or regional authorities I 22
:; Public administration I 18
§ Private enterprise I 14
£ Other stakeholders .
» International universities 23
% Other national universities I 20
2 Other I
&
Specific research units created at national or... IINIINIG N 7

_“_m

Moreover, universities highlight the role of external actors such as research groups (e.g., ESREA or EAPRIL-
P2-BE), European practitioners associations (e.g., eucen - P2-BE, P6-DE, P9-IT), national LLL universities
networks (P13-HU) and international networks (e.g., RUIAP - P9-IT). For instance, P4-FR points out that
participation in European project has a great influence.

— Comparison of internal and external actors

The collected data do not really allow to compare the influence of internal and external actors but a common
result to be highlighted is the low influence and presence of researchers in LLL and SD. Internally, the highest
levels of hierarchy have more influence than the researchers or the teachers and, externally, specific research
units are quite rare.
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How? Processes

How is the process of LLLU/Social Dimension strategizing done and organized? Is it a formal or informal
process? What is its level of development?

— Informal processes
What are the informal processes used to develop the LLL/SD strategy?

Scale: 0 = non used process; 1 = used process

e I A D T Gk

University teaching Culture

University research culture 1 0 1 0 1 0o 1 1 1 1 0 1 8
Culture of Administration 1 1 0O 0 1 0o 1 0 0 1 1 0 6
Culture of dealing with central units 1 o 0 O0O o0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 4

Mobilization — Motivation of all people
involved into the strategizing

Recognition 1 1 10 1 0 0 O
General tendency to support cooperation
within university

General tendency to support competition
within university

o O

Interaction with the society 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 11
Various funding bodies 1 1 1T 0 1 1T 0 1 0 0 0 0 6
Evaluation by the university itself 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 7

TOTAL 9 7 9 5 9 5 8 6 5 8 4 b5 80

Table 6. Informal processes

The mostimportant informal elements (Table 6) playing a role during the strategizing process within universities
are the general tendency to support cooperation within university, the interaction with society and the
university teaching culture. (Figure 9).

Figure 9. Informal processes use

Geneal tendency cooperation within... T 11
Interaction with the society T 11
University teaching Culture T 10
University research culture I s
General tendency to support competition ewithin... . 7
Evaluation by the university itself I,
Mobilization — Motivation of all people involved into... N 6
Vaious funging bodies . s
Culture of Administration G
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Culture of dealing with central units I -
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A surprising result is the relatively average score of the research culture for research based institutions.
The less pronounced processes are the culture of dealing with central units, the recognition (of all kind
of learners and staff of their work) and the culture of Administration. Some universities indicate up to
9 informal processes supporting LLL/SD development and 1 university (P12-ES) identifies only 2 informal
processes. On average, universities use 6 informal processes (out of 11 proposed processes).

— Formal processes

What are the formal processes used to develop the LLL/SD strategy?

= fomiprowses | 72| b2 v o1 o 0| o o 0 s 1z ra| oL
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 4

Research based 1
University strategy 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 6
Mainstreaming holistic 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 7
Global Learning strategy (LLL) 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 10
Global Learning strategy (SD) 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 7
Creation of working groups 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 7
Collaboration - Partnership 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 7
Specific council 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 6
Allocation contracts 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 5] m
Implementation plan 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 5
cademic sttt mvolvement vlojefvjojejafelijijoli] e
Couston OISO o 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 o 0 3
by extornal private stractures. . © 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Others 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
TOTAL 3 10 7 6 5 7 5 0 10 4 8 8 73

Table 7. Formal processes

The global learning strategy (LLL) is the most used formal process (Figure 10). Table 7 shows that, in 10
universities out of 12, a LLL-strategizing process is formally organized and, in 6 universities, this process is
apparently connected to the university strategy process.
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Figure 10. Formal processes use
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The less used are the evaluation of the LLL/SD strategy by external private structures or external E
institutions. However, even if an external evaluation is not used, it appears that the most used formal

processes are collaborative ones: 'Holistic mainstream’, ‘creation of working groups’, ‘collaboration and
partnerships’ are mentioned in 7 universities. As for the informal processes, a great disparity is observed
between universities concerning the number of processes used: from 0 processes (P9-IT) to 10 processes
(P3-FI, P10-GR). On average, universities use 6 formal processes (out of the 14 proposed processes).

Rather surprisingly for universities — as research based institutions - we observe a very low score for a formal
‘research based’ approach. This reinforces the finding made on informal process. Does that mean that the
research-based approach or culture is not really applicable or not convenient for the development of new
activities like LLL or SD? This question deserves to be studied in more detail and depth.

It is worthwhile to mention that, after the data collection period, a global university strategizing process
including learning and LLL was initiated in P2-BE and that a vice-rector in charge of LLL was nominated in
P9-IT. These two institutional changes could probably impact the look and feel of P2-BE and P9-IT on figure
10, where informal processes are currently dominant.
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— Comparison on formal and informal process

Informal processes are more used by the partner universities (Figure 11) than formal processes (proportionally,
59% against 41%).

Figure 11. Informal and formal processes per university
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9 9 9 9
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Even if the difference of intensity is not so high, it is insightful to realize the status of the LLL/SD strategizing
process in the universities; a lot of work is done informally but it is not always recognized as officially
known (explicit) and formal. It is coherent with the results concerning the drivers (3.1.) and the actors (3.2.).
Furthermore, the highest levels of hierarchy are well informed about the LLL/SD strategizing process but
almost all the universities face a problem of funding and resources allocation which echoes and is reflected
by the number of researchers in LLL/SD for instance.

The data therefore indicate a possible relation between the informal approach commonly adopted by the
partners and the bottom-up (or middle-bottom-up) approach identified previously.
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How? Tools and techniques
What are the tools and techniques used for LLLU/Social Dimension strategizing?

On a scale from 0 to 3, note how much these tools and techniques are used to define the LLL/SD strategy.

T P N E T E ) E C R
2 0 1 3 3 3 0 3 2 3 3 23

Strategic plan 0

SWOT analysis 2 2 8 0 0 3 8 0 8 0 8 1 20
PESTEL analysis 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 2 0 7
Resources Based Approach 3 1 0 3 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 11
Benchmarking 2 1 3 0 2 2 1 0 3 0 2 1 17
Cost management 3 0 0 2 3 3 3 0 3 0 0 0 17
Cost model 1 0 0 3 2 3 0 0 2 0 0 0 11
Collecting Statistical data 0 2 3 3 0 2 2 0 2 1 2 0 17
Monitoring Statistical data 0 2 0 3 2 2 2 0 2 1 0 0 14
Quality procedure 3 3 1 3 2 3 2 0 2 1 3 0 23
Others 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

TOTAL 16 13 10 18 17 21 17 O0 25 5 15 5

S

Table 8. Tools and techniques

The most used tools (Figure 12) are the strategic plan, the quality procedure and the SWOT analysis. The
literature suggests that the strategic plan is the most popular one among universities (Holdaway and Meekison,
1990, cited by Kadir, 2012; Buckland, 2009). A large majority of universities uses a 'quality procedure’ (10
universities out of 12) and/or a ‘strategic plan’ (9 universities out of 12, but we know that P2-BE is currently
developing a ‘strategic plan’ including LLL objectives and action plan).

Figure 12. Tools and techniques use
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Quality procedure T 23
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Some universities (Figure 13) use no tool (P9-IT®), while others use up to 10 tools and more intensively (P10-
GR). On average, universities use 6 different tools (Figure 13). We notice that each university (except P9-IT)
uses at least one of the tools proposed.

Figure 13. Number of tools and techniques used per university
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8 8 8
7 7 7
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| TOTAL [ Internal communication tools [ External communication tools

The intensity of the tools’ use (Figure 14) varies from a university to another. For instance, P10-GR uses tools
up to 5 times more intensively than P11-RO or P13-HU.

Figure 14. Tools’ use intensity

30
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5 Institutional changes ongoing (nomination of a LLL vice rector).
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How? Communication
How are the products of LLLU/Social Dimension strategizing communicated?
— People

For each of the following internal and external persons, note on a scale from 0 to 3 how intensively they are
informed of the Lifelong Learning/Social Dimension strategizing process.

I I N I

Deans and Departments heads

Teachers 0 1 1 1 2 1 3 0 2 0 16
Researchers 0 1 1 1 1 0 3 0 2 0 3 2 14
Students 0 1 1 1 3 2 3 0 2 1 2 0 16
All University members 1 1 1 1 2 2 3 0 2 1 3 0 17
Trade Union 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 5
Alumni Organisation 2 2 0 1 1 1 0 0 2 0 2 0 11
Other 3 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
TOTAL 7 8 8 8 13 10 15 0 12 8 16 3 108

B I O CO T

Policy Makers

Other Universities 0 1 1 1 3 2 0 0 2 0 2 2 14
Enterprises 3 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 2 0 2 0 11
Social Associations 3 1 2 0 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 10
Social Partners 3 1 2 0 1 1 0 0 2 0 2 2 14
Press 3 2 2 1 1 1 0 0 3 1 0 0 14
Scientific Publications 0 1 1 3 2 1 0 0 2 2 0 2 14
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 2 0 5
TOTAL 3 9 117 5 10 10 6 O0 15 4 8 9 100

Table 9. Communication (People)
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The most well informed people (Figure 15) within universities are deans and department heads, all
university members and the students.

Figure 15. Internal and external actors informed about LLL/SD strategizing
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=
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€ Enterprises I 11

% Social Associations . 10

Other
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We observe that the highest levels of faculties and departments - what we could name the ‘LLL/SD offer
providers' lines are very well informed. This finding might strengthen the hypothesis of a middle-bottom-up
approach of strategizing.

Externally, the most intensively informed people are the policy makers (Figure 15). The less external people
informed are social associations, enterprises and other universities. In terms of communication targets,
there are a little bit more internal communication targets (562%) than external ones (48%).

Regarding the global picture of communication targets, we observe a large diversity (Figure 16): the intensity
varies from 0 (P9-IT) to 27 (P10-GR) - the average being 17 — and differences in communication between
internal and external actors are also important. While P10-GR informs numerous internal and external targets,
some universities (P12-ES) inform considerably more internal targets than external ones or vice versa (P13-
HU). Overall, communication seems quite underused by the universities; the total scores do not reach half of
the possible maximum.

Figure 16. Communication to internal and external actors
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— Communication tools

For each of the following tools, note on a scale from 0 to 3 how intensively they are used internally and
externally to communicate about the Lifelong Learning/Social Dimension strategizing process.

Internally, how? P2 | P3| P4 |P5|P6|P7 |P8|P9 |P10|P11|P12|P13| TOTAL
Meeting (specific) 3 1 3 1 2 1 3 0 3 1 3 2 23
Internal Newsletter 0 3 1 0 2 0 0 0 3 0 2 0 11
Intranet 3 3 2 2 2 0 3 0 3 1 3 0 22
Other 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 5
TOTAL 8 7 6 3 6 1 6 0 9 2 11 2 61

B N I I TG iy

University communication paper

University Web Site 3 | & 213 | 3 1 3| 03| 2|3 | 2 28
Round table Consultation 1 2 2 1 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 2 12
Events, conference 1 1 2 2 2 3 0 0 2 1 0 3 17

TOTAL 7 9 8 8 9 6 3 O 9 3 4 38 74

Table 10. Communication (Tools)

Internally, the most intensively used tools (Figure 17) are meetings and the intranet. The less intensively
used tool is the newsletter. Externally, the most used tool is the university website and the less used is
the round table consultation. The data show a similarity of tools used internally and externally, namely
a combination of quite collaborative and interactive communication methods (meetings, round tables) and
structured communication ways (intranet, website).

Figure 17. Internal and external communication tools use
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Again, we observe a large diversity between the use of internal and external tools (Figure 18): some universities
do use intensively a lot of internal and external tools (P3-FI) or do not use any tool (P9-IT), while others do
use intensively a lot of internal tools but only a few external ones (P12-ES). Some others, instead, use a
few internal ones but many external ones (P13-HU). Overall, if we compare the use of internal and external
communication tools, we observe that the external ones are a little bit more used.

Figure 18. Internal and external communication tools per university
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— Comparison and synthesis

In terms of communication, there is no evident link between the number of people informed about the LLL/
SD strategizing process and the intensity of the use of communication tools. Some universities may inform
many internal actors but use more external communication tools (P6-DE) and vice-versa.

5.2. Strategy process: inter-category analysis and university profiles

When analysing the results of the evolution of the strategy process for LLL/SD — Why? Who? How? Tools,
Communication (Johnson et al., 2011), the transversal analysis shows a great disparity between the different
universities - partners of COMMIT project - and does not allow to draw some general conclusions about
universities’ strategizing process.

However, at this stage, it would be of great benefit to lead intercategorial analyses in order to answer the
following questions: do some universities, led by numerous drivers, have more internal actors dedicated to
the strategizing process and more communication tools than universities led only by a few of drivers or is
this relation not proportional? Does the number of internal actors influence the degree of formality of the
strategizing? So, a further analysis step has to be done that will help us observe the possible complementarity
of treatment of several of these phases of strategizing by the universities.

To complete this analysis, two more analytic steps have been done. First, the results of the self-assessment
tools have been transformed in percentages and an intercategorial analysis has been led. Secondly, the data
collected has been transformed in 12 spider diagrams, in order to obtain a visual representation of each
partner university. In this way, the last analysis step will assist in the attempt to define university profiles in
relation to their strategy process for LLL/SD.
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Inter-category analysis — data pre-processing

As mentioned above, the results of the self-assessment Tool 1 have been transformed into percentages in order
to attempt an intercategorial analysis concerning the different phases of a change process. For methodological
reasons, the categories presenting an answer scale going from 0to 3 (‘internal and external actors’, ‘communication’
(people and tools), ‘tools and techniques’) have been selected while the others have been excluded from this
analysis because of their different answer scale (-3 to +3 for the ‘drivers’ and 0 or 1 for the ‘processes’).

Several intercategorial analyses were led but no clear findings have been identified. Several categories were
compared (the influence of internal actors and the use of 'tools and techniques’ or internal communication tools;
the influence of external actors and the use of external communication tools; the number of communication
targets and the use of communication tools ; the influence of internal and external actors with the number
of communication targets) and no clear correlations between the categories are emerging, that is to say that
universities having a score higher than the average for one category do not react clearly the same way for
another category it is compared with.

To go beyond these results, a last analysis step is to gather the data collected for each university in an
individual visual graph, which is the spider diagram.

University profiles — data pre-processing

This last analysis step is based on spider-diagrams that are a visual representation of each partner university
in order to observe if university profiles concerning a strategy process for LLL/SD may emerge. The objective
of this spider representation is to find out similarities or dissimilarities in the spider shape and to link these
similarities or differences with external and objective factors as the university experience in LLL or SD
activities on one side and the intensity of drivers for LLL/SD development on the other.

The grades presented in the spider diagrams are the results of the transformation of the scores mentioned
by each university in two steps.’

Firstly, the scores have been transformed in percentages from the maximal possible grade. For example,
concerning the influence of the internal actors (Table 3), P2-BE mentioned an influence of 17 (doers and
decision makers) on 51 (17 different actors proposed in the table multiplied by 3 (maximum possible of the
scale of influence). The result is reported on a scale of 100 and then rounded off. The calculation is presented
like this (for the internal actors of P2-BE): (17/51)*100 = 33). This calculation has been made for all the steps
of the tool (Who, How, etc.).

Secondly, it was decided to present ‘relative values’ instead of these percentages. By relative values, we
mean that the maximum grade obtained by a university for a specific category (actors, communication, tools,
etc.) is considered as the maximum reachable grade for all universities. For example, on its spider diagram,
P5-PT has a grade of 10 to 10 concerning the actors because it is the university that has obtained the highest
score for this category. The percentages of all the other universities have been relativized in this way.

In order to propose a more complete university profile, two additional pieces of information are added next
to the spider diagrams. Firstly, two dates are mentioned: the start of LLL strategizing or first action and the
start of the social dimension strategizing or first action. This information, which was not collected in the
tool answers but during the analysis step, may be insightful to analyse the global view of the strategizing
process offered by the spider diagram. Secondly, the grade concerning the drivers is not integrated in the
spider diagram or reported on a scale of 10 because of its more distinctive and explanatory character (the
grade obtained by each university for its drivers is probably a decisive factor concerning all the other grades
of tool 1) and because of its dual impact (positive, having a fostering effect or negative, acting as a barrier or
obstacle). The grade of each university is mentioned between the lowest grade obtained by a university (P7-
|[E=5) and the maximum obtained by a university (P10-GR=41).

7Two main categories have been excluded from the diagrams because of the type of answers they suggest: most of the categories were expecting answers
going from 0 to 3, when the influence of the drivers could be estimated from -3 to +3 and the processes were described as absent (0) or present (1).
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Start of LLL strategizing or first action: 1999. Start of SD strategizing of first action: 1975
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Start of LLL strategizing or first action: 1986. Start of SD strategizing of first action: 2005
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Start of LLL strategizing or first action: 2010. Start of SD strategizing of first action: 2010
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Start of LLL strategizing or first action: 1950. Start of SD strategizing of first action: 1990
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First of all, we need to remind that these spider diagrams have to be considered snapshots based on data
collected during 2014. They do not translate the evolution of the strategizing process in each of the 12 partner
university but the state of this process at a particular time.

The spider diagrams reveal very different shapes but seem guided by a first distinctive point: the extension of
the process. Some universities present a limited process extension (P9-IT, P11-RO, P13-HU), while others
reveal an extended process (P5-PT, P10-GR).

Concerning the universities presenting a limited process extension and regarding the start of LLL strategizing,
we distinguish two profiles: universities presenting an (a) emerging process (P9-IT, P13-HU) and universities
presenting a more (b) established process (P11-RO).

Concerning universities with an extended process, one shows (c) high scores on almost all dimensions
(P10-GR) while others present (d) high scores on one or two dimensions and average scores on the
other dimensions (P2-BE, P3-FI, P4-FR, P5-PT, P6-DE, P7-IE, P8-TR, P12-ES).

Concerning the first profile (c), the start of the LLL strategizing process may be an explanation of the high
scores shown by P10-GR (1970).

Concerning the second profile (d), P2-BE, P6-DE and P12-ES reveal a similar shape presenting high scores on
the communication items (tools and people). Neither the start of the strategizing process (1999, 2009, 2001)
or the influence of the drivers (24, 30, 18) are relevant to explain this similar profile but this profile reveals the
importance of communication for some universities.

For the other universities presenting this profile (d), no regular shapes are identified but some elements E
are observed: there is no specific link between the importance of the (internal and external) actors and
communication. For instance, P5-PT has declared an important influence coming from the actors while
communication is not very extended. On the contrary, universities may present high communication scores

when they do not declare high influence coming from the actors (P2-BE, P3-FI, P6-DE, P10-GR, P12-ES).

More globally, these spider diagrams show that a process such as LLL strategizing is profoundly singular from
a university to another and that many factors (start date, drivers, actors, etc.) may intervene and influence
the process. Moreover, it is important to keep in mind that a process is progressive by nature and that the
spider diagrams presented in this analysis have to be considered as “snapshots” of the process at a particular
moment, at a specific stage of a global evolution. Universities could complete the tools every year to observe
the evolution of their own LLL strategizing process.

5.3. Theoretical settings — food for thought

Tool 1is dedicated to the process of implementation of a LLL-SD strategy. The analysis of this process highlights
the functioning of university organisations more than the problem of LLL and SD. So, in order to refine our
analysis of the data collected, it seems relevant to attend to theoretical elements about organisations and
about strategy in HE organisations, to see how a transversal problem like LLL or SD (which implies multiple
missions of university, several faculties, and various types of actors) can be treated. Therefore, some major
reflections stemmming from sociology of organisations firstly and from management secondly, will allow us to
interpret the data collected through the COMMIT project.

A university: three organisational point of views

Sociology of organisations refers generally to three major North American studies in order to describe
the organisational logics which characterize universities. All ‘form themselves around the guestion of the
autonomy of the professionals and, corollary, around the weakness of the university organisation’. (Dahan,
2015, p. 17).
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Several studies have described the university as an ‘organized anarchy’ (Cohen et. al., 1972; Cohen and March,
1974; Olsen, 1976; Elwood and Leyden, 2000 - (cited in Kadir, 2012): namely, an organisation characterized
by the absence of objectives shared by all, a low material and technological process of production, the low
supervision of the tasks and finally by the fact that the members participate in an irregular way in the various
decision-making processes concerning the organisation. From then on, the decision-making rarely results from
a linear or rational process but results rather ‘from the unpredictable meeting between flows of problems,
solutions, participants and occasions of choice’ (Dahan, 2015, p. 128) called 'garbage-can theory’ (1972).

The hierarchy is weakly operational and the organisation is set back compared with its members who are
placed in strategic position: we do not ask them to subscribe to a common project and they act alone, without
direct control over the tasks which they make. ‘It is not ‘the organisation’, as homogeneous entity endowed
with a clear identity, which shows itself in the decision-making (for example by means of a hierarchy which
indicates the strategic subjects, or which manages the debates, or still which pushes a solution rather than
another), but a series of phenomena escaping widely any global university level strategy’ (ibid.).

This low presence of the organisation, which would engender a wide autonomy of the professionals, is put
in perspective by Friedberg and Musselin (1989). Indeed, these authors consider that a university is not
anarchy as Cohen et al. suggest but rather that certain processes of decision-making are regulated by two
principles: ‘In the first place, everything is made to avoid any qualitative evaluation of the activities of research
and teaching within the university, and secondly, the actors lean on criteria of impersonal, explicit and stable
choices’ (Musselin, 1996, p. 67). However, even if a certain regulation is perceptible, the decision-making
principles put forward by Musselin and Friedberg protect the autonomy of the professionals in the driving of
their activities by avoiding the creation of links of dependence between them. E

The concept of the ‘organized anarchy’, as well as the critique that has been made to it, underline in a rather
convincing way how the professionals succeed in maintaining at a distance any intervention of the organisation
in the tasks they carry out. We will find this same narrative in the concept of the weakly interdependent
system developed by Karl Weick.

Indeed, Weick (1976) joins this analysis of the university by considering educational organisations (e.g.
schools and universities) as loosely coupled systems because of the disconnection between the hierarchical
level from the ‘technical’ activity structure (teaching and research assured by the professors) and because
this activity itself is disconnected from its effects (on the students). The advantages of this way of functioning
are the facility of adapting to the local needs, the possibility of change without disturbance of the set (group),
but it involves a limited hierarchical line. Consequently, neither the hierarchical constraints nor the technical
arguments can carry the decisions concerning the organisation because of their limited legitimacy.

In a research on UK universities’ strategy, Buckland describes loose-coupling organisations as ones which
operate ‘without fixed ‘machine’ relationships of their constituent parts and where actions and processes
across and within the organisation may change, progress (or decline), without overt initiative or control from
other, loose-coupled parts’ (Buckland, 2009, p. 527).

Finally, Mintzberg (1982), trying to establish different organisational configurations, will call an educational
organisation a ‘professional bureaucracy’ because of the two different - but complementary - organisational
logics that universities rest on: the bureaucratic and the professional logics (Bidwell, 1965). On one hand, the
bureaucratic rules are numerous in a university (division of work between operators, standardised skills and
roles attributed to the different actors, hierarchical relations between people...) in order to allow to manage
on a very large scale, and by minimizing the local costs of coordination, the services offered by the education
systems. But these bureaucratic rules will concern the operators only to a limited extent. In effect, beyond
these rules, the professional logic — requiring highly qualified ‘operators’ — grants a large autonomy to these

& Translation by the authors
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actors in order to let them exert their profession confronted to very changing realities (both for teaching and
research). Therefore, professionals are quite resistant to regulation because that makes them programsmmable
and thus reduce their autonomy.

It seems to us that these three different theoretical frames are enlightening to understand the difficulties to
implement a strategizing process in a university. Indeed, trying to have a global strategy at university level,
while the hierarchical line is very weak and while the operators are professionals benefiting from a wide
autonomy, may represent a real challenge.

Strategy and strategizing within Universities

The current results are put into perspective with previous research results on strategy approach and processes
within universities.

A first characteristic is the dominance of strategic plan in the methods used by universities, as mentioned
by Thomas, (1980) (cited in Kadir (2012)). We observe the same result in this project. Moreover, as mentioned
by Holdaway and Meekison (1990), strategy planning within universities requires a collective approach or
collective development due to multiple constituents and expectations from governments, from customs,
from environment and due to a very well-defined legal contexts. What we observe here for LLL strategizing,
is the involvement of a large wide diversity of internal university members who actively act in the process
or who influence it as shown in Figure 6 and Figure 7. Moreover, this process is also influenced by external
people amongst whom dominant ones are specific ministers, government, national or regional authorities.
University staff involvement in strategy planning is highlighted by Kadir (2012). m

A second characteristic is the global approach for doing strategy within a university. A top-down approach
was mainly observed by Thomas (1980) in a first study, but in more recent studies, Kadir (2012) mentions
bottom-up or middle-bottom-up approaches. What we observe in this project (Figure 4), is that a middle-
bottom-up approach is more likely than a top-down one. This result is aligned with ALLUME (2011a) results
and conclusions. It means that there is a decision of faculty’'s deans or LLL director to implement LLL/SD
strategy principles in collaboration with teachers or researchers, and then those actors support and promote
the principles to the Rector's office or presidency.

A third characteristic is the importance of strategy commmunication. Fumasoli and Lepori (2011) conclude that
effective communication is necessary in order to strike a balance between central power and the academics.
In this project we observed a quite intense communication activity regarding the number of internal targets
(especially the highest levels of faculties and departments) and the external targets, and regarding the diversity
of communication tools used.

A fourth characteristic is the unicity of LLL/SD strategy process within each university, due to the specificity
of its environment and its culture. The need for universities to understand their unique cultures and
characteristics to develop strategic plan is highlighted by Elwood and Leyden (2000). Moreover, they outline
the importance of a supportive strategy culture in HEI (Elwood and Leyden, 2000). Higher Education Institutions
need to understand that ‘this supportive strategy culture includes treating strategic planning as a norm rather
than a necessity during crisis; linkages with external enterprises; effective leadership; involvement of faculty
members in the strategy agenda; support for innovation; and delegation of clear responsibility of desired
outcomes’ (Kadir, 2012, p.30., presenting Elwood and Leyden (2000) work). Those observations are in line
with the results of this project.

Finally, we observe a very low influence of a formal ‘research based’ approach in the LLL strategizing
and this missing link between strategic planning and the research is also highlighted by Pidcoks (2001) when
looking at universities strategy process in general.
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6. TRANSVERSAL ANALYSIS OF TOOL 2: STRATEGY CONTENT

TOOL

The focus of this report is the strategic content of lifelong learning and its social dimension in higher education
institutions. It is the second part of the COMMIT project transversal analysis.

The transversal analysis report makes use of the materials provided by the COMMIT partner institutions and
linked to the visits done by other partners. The information used is collected from the universities that made
use of the ‘Strategy Content Tool" of COMMIT, also referred to as ‘Tool 2'. The tool is a modified version
of the strategy tool prepared in the ALLUME project with the addition of a sub-tool focusing on the links
between social dimension and lifelong learning as well as their occurrence in the structures and strategic
processes of the institutions.

In total, the strategy content tool was used by twelve universities, seven of which also used the sub-tool for
social dimension (in bold):

s P5-PT

« P8R

« P4-FR

« P2-BE

» P7-IE E
s PO-T

« P10-GR
«  P11-RO
« P13-HU
«  P12-ES
« P6-DE

+ P3-FI

The report of the strategic content of lifelong learning and social dimension is made up of two parts: the first
nine chapters analyse the strategic status, practices and priorities of lifelong learning using the information
provided in the answers to the original content tool. The final three chapters deal with the contribution of
lifelong learning to the social engagement of universities using the materials collected through the additional
sub-tool. It is important to understand the focussed essence of the materials: in this part of the report, the
‘social dimension’ is discussed especially in relation to the LLL and institutional strategies. You can read the
main findings of ‘social dimension’ of the COMMIT project in part 4 of the report.

Senior adviser Kari Seppéla from the University of Turku wrote the chapters 6.1.1 t0 6.2.2. Assistant professor
Tamer Atabarut, who is the Managing Director of the Lifelong Learning Centre of the University of Bo azigi in
Turkey, wrote chapter 6.2.3.

6.1. The strategic content of University lifelong learning

6.1.1. Vision of University lifelong learning

Based on the reports of the COMMIT visits, the general definition of University lifelong learning from the
BeFlex project is still valid and up-to-date:
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ULLL is the provision by Higher Education Institutions of learning opportunities, services and
research for: the personal and professional development of a wide range of individuals - lifelong
and lifewide; and the social, cultural and economic development of communities and the region.
It is at university level and research-based; it focuses primarily on the needs of the learners; and
it is often developed and/or provided in collaboration with stakeholders and external actors.
Agreement number 2006/0073-001-001, Socrates)

The number of reports related to the theme of strategic content does not give ground to statistical analysis,
but the experience of the COMMIT partnership gives clear evidence of certain features of the state-of-the-art
of ULLL in 2015:

The strategies and ULLL

e The universities may be active in producing various services of LLL, although no official policies or
strategies are in place.

e Launching an independent lifelong learning strategy or including the vision, mission and principles of
LLL into the general policy statements of the institution will enhance progress.

e Thetrendsinsociety, work-life and economy have an essential and concrete effect on the development
of ULLL. Typical drivers of change have been the increase of social and professional mobility and the
rising volume of knowledge production. The mastery of the interface with society is essential for m
ULLL success.

e The European agenda and discussion of lifelong learning have promoted the progress in various
countries. Participating in European networks and projects have been concrete forms of practical
international cooperation to support LLL at the home ground.

LLL within the university

e Linkage to research is an essential feature of lifelong learning at the academic level. It can take
many forms e.g. making use of research results, researchers as teachers and using research
methods as a part of the learning process.

e Lifelong learning and social engagement are usually considered as principles of action that are
intertwined with the activities of the fundamental missions of the university rather than a separate
‘third mission’. On the other hand, in many universities, the offer for adults is an independent
whole of activities and services.

e Astothedegree studies, lifelonglearning is present both in open access, open and flexible organisation
and implementation of studies and work-life relevance of studies for better employability as well as a
success base for permanent expertise. Part of the universities offer degree programmes specifically
designed for mature students and professionals.

¢ Client-oriented, flexible and cost-effective student and administrative services are an inherent part of
contemporary ULLL.

LLL for various audiences

e The focus of ULLL is typically both at the level of individual students, companies as well as regional,
national and international stakeholders.
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e ULLL covers the general lifelong viewpoint of degree studies and separate offer of adult education
e.g. in continuous education.

e ULLL serves both the individual needs in their professional and personal life as well as the needs of
society, especially economy.

e Lifelong learning does not only concern external stakeholders, it is also necessary for the faculty and
the whole personnel of the university.

e The socio-cultural and economic development of the region are seen as relevant roles for the
university, realized typically in collaboration with various stakeholders.

Some examples of visions of lifelong learning
The University of loannina makes it concrete:
e Professional Development
e Socio-cultural and economic development of the region
e (Collaboration with stakeholders
The vision of the University of lasi in Romania carries the tradition of a technical university:

“TUIASI is contributing to the welfare of our society using its most efficient tools, student- focused
education, training and research. TUIASI provides programs of continuous training of the labour force.
The University also offers extensively consultancy and expertise to business operators in order to
solve and assist with specific technical and scientific problems.”

The University of Turku has included lifelong learning in its main strategy:

Education at the University of Turku is based on scientific research and lifelong learning. The vision
of the University for 2016: The University is an open, motivating, interactive and international
environment for research, learning and working, attracting both staff and students. The needs of
lifelong learning are taken into account in addition to undergraduate and postgraduate education.
Administrative services are customer-oriented, flexible and cost-effective.

6.1.2. Mission of the university towards ULLL

In the COMMIT visit reports we can find examples of clear and structured definitions of lifelong learning
visions and missions that are based on developed strategic practices. It is not rare, however, that the features
and elements of LLL that are described in the visions and missions tend to overlap and intermingle. This
can be an indication of the condition of lifelong learning in the institutions but also of different approaches
to strategic documentation and argumentation. The analysis of the responses to the questions about the
mission of the university to lifelong learning gives proof of both general common qualities in all universities,
features that are typical for certain types or groups of universities and also some characteristics that are
special for individual institutions.

University missions on lifelong learning take shape in various formulations and documentations. If the mission
is defined in the university-level statutes they tend to be general and the lifelong learning element is embedded
in the mission statements concerning research and education. Often the more specialised or concrete LLL
mission formulations are written in lower-level documents, e.g. in a charter for social engagement, the
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statutes of the UCE department or mid-term contracts for the independent institutions. In these cases they
may include descriptions of the way the mission is implemented in the university. In the partnership we can
also find universities where the mission found its documentation only as an answer to the COMMIT exercise
as it had not been provided explicitly earlier.

External pressures have enhanced the strategic formulations in many universities. They may have come
from the regional stakeholders and the growing interaction with companies and lifelong learners. National
authorities have produced reports to enhance the interaction between the higher education institutions
and their region. In some cases the legislation has been a key driver to encourage the universities to take
ownership of their lifelong learning and social engagement. In some universities, the fact of taking part in
European cooperation and the European lifelong learning agenda as such have had an effect. Even though
the lifelong learning community in universities had in general expected a stronger impact from the Charter of
European universities lifelong learning on the European level, it was an important support for development
in some countries and universities.

Societal and individual missions

The mission statements typically cover both societal and individual pursuits. The main societal seams are

social, economic and cultural. One university is in generally not only limited to one of them but aims to serve

various audiences in various circumstances. The individual learner is at the core of the lifelong learning mission,

but it is usual to justify the efforts with the needs of the companies and other organisations, the region as well

as work-life and economy in general. We can see the emphasis on social and economic spheres in the current

offer but in the mission statements the cultural thread is often documented too. Sometimes it is sharpened m
by the critical role of the university as the reciprocal agency of thinking with a special interrelationship with

the financial and political sphere.

Individual values are part of the ground where the missions grow. The student-centred approach is at the
heart of the idea of lifelong learning. The universities want to respect diversity and to offer equal opportunities
for multi-fold groups of students. Access to university studies is not enough, but equal opportunities also
cover real possibility for successful studies. The general idea is to offer high-quality teaching but also wide
support for students in terms of guidance, housing, financial conditions etc.

The ideal is to “develop creative, analytical, enterprising and socially-responsible citizens“(Dublin City
University). Various audiences demand various approaches and services. One grouping rests upon the
individual goals, essentially professional, social and cultural. Secondly, the experience of academic studies
differs from the non-experienced, both young and old, to experts with experience both from academic learning
and knowledge-intensive work-life. For them, returning to university may mean updating, specialisation or
broadening know-how, each requiring different kind of offers. For many participants, registration to studies
stems from social responsibilities, and active citizenship. Some students aim to a certificate or degree, for
others the relevance comes from a sheer will to acquire new skills and knowledge. The types of use of
learning outcomes are similarly diverse.

Certain approaches and audiences have become almost necessities in the discussion of lifelong learning, and
they appear in the majority of ULLL strategy statements. These include:

Approaches Audiences
e making use of digital learning ® widening access
environments e age-friendly university
e recognition of prior learning e special minority groups such as
® modularised programs immigrants
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The general university missions to produce new knowledge, to build capacity for work and to enhance critical
thinking carry the lifelong learning ethos. Through their lifelong learning offer, the universities both pay back
for the resources received from society and strengthen their scientific and academic role in society. In addition
to the dissemination of knowledge, the universities strive to raise the scientific, cultural and professional
capacity of the whole nation.

As parts of the international academic community, the universities are also responsive to the international
pressures and current global problems. Embedded in the universities that fundamentally search for the new,
the lifelong learning mission is rooted into the future. The function is not only to react to the present-day
needs and expectations but also to be proactive in relation to the foreseeable developments. For many
universities, offering a wide selection of courses is not enough, but they also want to regenerate the methods
and practices of LLL. Even more, some institutions see the role of their university as an active participant,
even leader in the discussion and debate of future options.

Where appropriately implemented, the vision and mission formulations have a great effect on the demands for
both the internal structures and processes as well as the external networks and practices of the universities.
Diverse solutions are made for the realisation of the LLL principle in degree studies and offering learning
opportunities as special service. In the next chapters we take a closer look on the principles and execution of
the strategic formulations.

Some examples of formulations concerning the mission
P13-HU mission is to reach both for the individuals and the region: E

The mission of the university towards ULLL is to open the university to lifelong learners with quality
services and, simultaneously, participate in the learning city-region developments of the City of Pécs
with distinguished stakeholder groups, so as to raise participation and performance of adult and
lifelong learners.

P12-ES documents its approach through audiences and functions:

e TJo develop and provide comprehensive and high quality lifelong learning opportunities, services and
research to people and organisations for:

— the personal and professional development of citizens and professionals throughout their lives;
— the social, cultural and economic development of the community;
— the promotion of innovation and knowledge transfer in companies and throughout the region.
In Ireland, the National Strategy for Higher Education to 2030 has a strong focus on social engagement:

e ‘Engagement with the wider community must become more firmly embedded in the mission of
higher education institutions. Higher education institutions need to become more firmly embedded in
the social and economic contexts of the communities they live in and serve.’

P7-IE is a forerunner by its mission:
“To transform lives and societies through education, research and innovation
e by developing creative, analytical, enterprising and socially-responsible citizens,

e by creating and translating knowledge to address major global challenges,
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e by leading public debate and providing critical analysis on areas of societal importance

e by engaging with enterprise for the benefit of our students, our region and the wider economy.”
Also P4-FR includes statements with a clear focus on the social dimension:

e Tofight against discrimination, for the reduction of social and cultural inequalities and to the achievement
of equality between men and women by ensuring all those who have the will and the ability access to
the highest forms of culture and research. To this end, it contributes to the improvement of student
living conditions, promote a sense of belonging to the community of students of their establishment,
strengthening social cohesion and the development of individual or collective initiatives for the solidarity
and animation of student life;

e TJobuild an inclusive society. To this end, it takes care to encourage the inclusion of individuals without
distinction of origin, social background and health condition.

6.1.3. Implementation of LLL strategies

It is self-evident that designing the vision and mission for any activity is not enough to make a change. The

COMMIT universities have been active in launching out implementation plans. During the visits, the hosts

and the visitor discussed the developments. The picture is very rich in institutional variations and details.

The universities are able to report concrete results in producing courses and developing the lifelong learning
structures and practices. At the same time, a lot of work remains to be done: there seem to be plenty of both

internal and external obstacles for the execution of the carefully designed action plans. Struggle for efficiency, m
assurance of quality and enhancing client satisfaction are never-ending stories.

Education offer and access

All the COMMIT universities have been able to launch an offer of lifelong learning opportunities. Often, the
best results have been reached by the faculties and institutions that originally have the strongest links to
the professional world. Teacher training and education of engineers are common examples. Success is also
reported in the production of online programs.

University lifelong learning is not only about launching new programs but also about the regeneration of
existing e.g. degree studies. “Another goal of the strategy was to strengthen the relations between the
B-M-D programmes and LLL. First steps to analyse the structure of Master's Degrees have been taken to
promote the organisation in competence modules. A lifelong learning programme has also been designed for
doctorate students.” (P12-ES)

Recognition of prior learning is high up in the European agenda of lifelong learning, and many universities
and their networks have been active in promoting the principle and practices. Regardless of the European
and national investments and decisive diligence, the outcomes have not been equivalent to the expectations.
This may be due to different axioms of academic teaching and learning but also sheer resistance against
anticipated reforms in authority doctrines.

The expansion of the educational offer has not been very carefully examined, especially scientific research of
academic lifelong learning has been limited. It is also evident that coherent data collection is insufficient both
at the institutional, national and European level.

Widening access has been one of the key tendencies of lifelong learning all around Europe. Political ambitions
and access programs have made a change in some universities and “cycles of exclusion have been broken
and have helped realise the potential of many who otherwise would never have benefited from a university
education”. (P7-1E).
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Organisation

Structures of lifelong learning differ remarkably. Some universities mention the foundation of a LLL unit as a
significant milestone. At the same time, we know that there are many views of the most functional structural
arrangements. Finland is an example of a country where a part of the universities have mainstreamed LLL
after quite some success of independent units for adult education and social engagement activities.

‘The first strategy implemented at UCL concerns organisation through the adoption of a highly ‘decentralized
organisational model’ that confers large autonomy to the different faculties to imagine and organize their
training programs and the possibility for them to find help in a special unit called “University continuous
training unit”’. ‘At the faculty level, the strategies differ depending on demands or requests they receive from
the external environment (evolution of legal or professional context, alumni needs, ... ), depending on their
diversification capabilities or objectives (in relation with their research activities) and depending finally, on

their vision of their duty towards the society (assistance for some societal issues, for example).” (P2-BE)
Quality and staff development

While opening the university studies to new audiences it is fundamental to keep to the high quality of
education. Quality assurance procedures for lifelong learning are taken into use in part of the universities.
They may be LLL-specific or follow the general quality guidelines. “The second strategy concerns quality: the
COFC has set up an “agreement procedure” that gives, to the different faculties and program organizers, the
quality indications expected for any new program created.” (P2-BE)

P12-ES has defined specific quality assurance processes for lifelong learning as part of the Internal Quality m
Assurance System, implemented quality indicators for lifelong learning and increased the external accreditation
of national and international quality standards in the lifelong learning programmes and services.

Quality enhancement is not only about quality assurance through guidelines and quality handbooks.
Respectively, it is not about sticking in a rigid way to the academic formalities but ensuring the excellence of
teaching and support. “DCU is committed to ensuring an excellent learning environment for our students and
staff. This entails a constant exploration of developments in pedagogy, learning innovation and technology-
enhanced learning (TEL). DCU will actively embrace ‘the future of learning’ by pioneering research and
implementation in TEL and by providing a ‘state-of-the-art’ infrastructure to support this.” (P7-1E) The ULLL
mission demands both the mobilisation of potential resources including experts in the university and the
improvement of faculty pedagogical skills. This demands improving the lifelong learning commitment of the
faculty, also through concrete incentives.

Region and networks

Success in making use of lifelong learning to support social engagement typically demands active cooperation
with distinct stakeholders. Effective partnerships are integral especially in the construction of learning
environments that support non-traditional learners. " First and foremost, DCU is committed to active and
positive engagement with its community, which not only includes our current staff and students but also
our alumni, our retired staff, our trustees and supporters. Both DCU’s track record to date and its future
successful development are highly dependent on establishing synergistic relationships across all elements of
the ‘DCU family’.” (P7-IE) “In Master and Postgraduate Courses very important is the co-design of courses
with businesses, their participation in the teaching and the attention given to the placement output.” (P9-IT)

The ULLL mission statements often emphasize the advancement of the economic, social and cultural well-
being of the region. Here, bridging the internal networks of the university and the external connections to
work-life and third sector are of utmost importance. Even after lengthy collaboration, the external stakeholders
have great difficulties in finding appropriate expertise in the multifaceted hierarchies of the universities.
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The COMMIT universities share the attitude that developing lifelong learning with the alumni is one of the
substantive bedrocks of companionships. For many universities, it seems to be a possibility rather than a
success story. In general, the lifelong learning experts in the COMMIT universities want to be more involved
and actively participate in the networks and organisations of their contexts.

6.1.4. Goals of University Lifelong Learning

All the COMMIT universities are able to describe their main goals of lifelong learning at the institutional
level. The stage of formality varies whereas a part of the formulations are officially approved either in the
university decision-making bodies or in the faculties or independent units. The answers demonstrate that
in some universities the goal definition is more informal but still thorough and purposeful. The reports from
the COMMIT visits do not incorporate the faculty-level goals but it is easy to conclude that, as the status
of LLL differs exceedingly between faculties, so do the goals and objectives. As an example of a need to
clarify and structure the ULLL offer and practices, the P12-ES aims “to elaborate an annual plan for all lifelong
learning activities in conjunction with the Third Mission Commission”. The statement includes the important
connection between lifelong learning and other elements of social engagement.

Education and audiences

The simple but important goal of organizing more courses for more students is present in many universities.

Usually this also means searching for new audiences. An example comes from P6-DE: “To provide academic
knowledge to a broader student body”. Key concepts are opening access, widening participation, non-
traditional learners. But also the post-experience education for graduates is essential, like for P9-IT: “Even E
the training of professionals is an important goal that concerns not only medicine, but also architecture and

other departments.”

New forms of delivery make use of modularization of programs, which is also relevant to ensure accessibility.
Naturally, e-learning and digital education are in the agenda of the majority of higher education institutions.
Both modularization and virtual learning environments demand advanced systems and practices of guidance:
“Develop more flexible progression processes to facilitate students in navigating and customising their
pathways through our degree programmes (P7-1E).” " More guidance is given to potential students for more
knowledgeable choices of study fields by recruiting a university level guidance and counselling professional
(P3-Fl).”

The need to reorient the career paths of professional students is a reality in many countries: “To extend
the course offer for professional reconversion” (P11-R0O). At the same time, the operational environment
is challenging for ULLL as well: “At university level, UCL has to stay present in a competitive environment
where many education actors are present” (P2-BE). The aim of growing numbers and proportion of mature
students is shared in many universities.

It is not only about education - two viewpoints

Building up the educational offer and assuring its quality is necessary in bringing about real lifelong learning
universities, but it is certainly not sufficient. The universities are active in making learning possible through
diverse support services like guidance, grant systems, housing, health care etc. It is evident that universities
cannot be responsible for the whole array of necessary functions and resources but they are in any event the
expert actors, while the other relevant stakeholders adapt their amenities to catch up the lifelong learning
demands. One of the important associates is the student union: “Continue to develop initiatives that enrich the
lives of our student body. These will include enhancing our high-quality student support services, supporting
a vibrant Clubs and Societies culture and deepening a symbiotic partnership with DCU Students’ Union (P7-
IE).” The organisation of networks to defend the interests of adult learners has been especially challenging.
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While concretely a tool to be used in professional and other fields of life, for many individuals lifelong learning
is a value in itself. For universities, lifelong learning may be an element in the value system, but it seems to
have lost some of its force as an independent driver. Instead, lifelong learning shows to be essential as one
thread of the social engagement of the higher education institutions. ULLL alone may not be as hot a political
concept as it was at the time of EUA ULLL Charter, but it certainly contributes to progress in the contexts
of regional development, innovation systems, solving wicked problems etc. The COMMIT visit reports give
examples of the ULLL socio-economic connections:

e “TJo establish platforms of knowledge transfer through the formation of learning city-region
developments” (P13-HU)

e “UCL wants to stay in contact with the professional world because research and teaching are and
have to stay related to the economic, scientific and social phenomena of society.” (P2-BE)

e “To focus the research transfer on the development of society needs” (P11-RO)

e “(DCU) Aims to be a driver of social and economic development of our locality through active
partnership with local authorities, enterprises and community organisations.” “(P7-IE) Aims to
perform a major review of processes employed in universities renowned for innovation worldwide
with a view to adopting best practices at DCU. " (P7-IE)

Capacity building

To be able to fulfil the lifelong learning mission, the universities need to build capacity in terms of internal and m
external resources. Within the university, it is important to increase the commitment of academia into lifelong

learning. This commitment is not the self-explanatory main driver of university development or number one

priority as compared to research or traditional education. It is intrinsic that the cooperation with society is

two-way at all the levels: on one hand the institution needs to be sensitive to external expectations, on the

other it has the role of contributing to its environment.

e “Involve both Academia and external actors” (P5-PT)
e External visibility and participation to partnership or decisional authorities (P2-BE)

Several COMMIT universities raise the issue of staff development, pedagogic regeneration and new demands
of learning culture and environments. The requirements for success in teaching and learning are divergent
with the new audiences and learner-centred practices. On the other hand, the need to bring closer together
the development of traditional degree studies and the lifelong learning offer is generally witnessed. Both
the practitioners and lifelong learners would remarkably benefit from closer links to research. The training of
trainers extends to the partners in cooperation outside the institution. Examples of formulation in COMMIT
universities:

e “Becoming a learning institution and increasing employee satisfaction.” (P8-TR)

e “To strengthen the relations between the B-M-D programmes and LLL." To boost the international
profile of lifelong learning.” (P12-ES)

e “The University recognises its responsibility in training internationally competitive experts in a range
of fields. It also reacts to the needs of society by creating new combinations of expertise across the
traditional discipline boundaries.” (P3-Fl)

e “Research on education for adult and LLL organisation.” (P4-FR)
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Structures and arrangements

As mentioned earlier, high-quality lifelong learning demands proper operational preconditions and functional
support services. Organising the structures and procedures may take various forms but the higher education
institutions need to be clear about their internal ULLL roles and responsibilities as well as principles and
practices. In modern universities, lifelong learning cannot succeed outside the confirmed quality assurance
systems. This is especially important because of the new audiences and renewed learning environments.
The prolonged period of difficulties in the economy has changed substantially the financial context of lifelong
learning and social engagement. The universities have faced the question of the real essence of LLL: how
much is it about offering possibilities for lifelong learners and client organisations, how much a mechanism
for income generation. At the grassroots, the concrete facilities matter.

e “Even if it is not the first goal, we have to deal with the budget constraints. So, for both University
and faculties, ULLL is viewed as a way to increase the budget. Nevertheless, the social responsibility,
supported by our organisation, which is a part of the “public service”, is also a strong “engine” to
develop the commitment in LLL." (P4-FR)

" ou

e “To reinforce the quality assurance strategy related to lifelong learning.” “To create a new structure
to manage the entire postgraduate studies and lifelong learning programmes.” (P12-ES)

e “Aim to provide the DCU community with the best possible education and research environment,
including learning spaces, library, and laboratories.” (P7-1E)
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6.1.5. Three lifelong learning priorities

In the table in the next page you can see the priorities that the universities have selected to enhance their
lifelong learning. Some general overarching themes exist although each defined priority is embedded in the
institutional context with its own special emphasis. Also, each defined goal tends to have connections to other
themes. Furthermore, the grouping could be made from many other perspectives. The perspective chosen
here aims to be literal to the collected data and reflects the perspective of lifelong learning contributing to
the social dimension of higher education institutions. In order to make the themes visible, the priorities are
marked by different colours in the table.

The content and characteristics of the priorities are discussed in more detail in the next four chapters of
strengths, weaknesses, options and threats. Here below are only the first comments:

New audiences

The interest in wider access is necessarily not only about large volumes but also about new groups of
learners. The priority may be general but it is more typical that a special interest lies in the non-traditional
groups. Achieving the old age cohorts, immigrants, unemployed, socially excluded etc. is at the heart of social
dimension.

Respectively, reaching for adequate supply of education consists of both a sufficient volume but also
diverse selection of programs in line with the university’s profile and mission. The growth can take place at E
various levels, simply organising new courses and programs, attracting new institutions and faculties into
cooperation, but also launching a totally new format like the specialisation studies in Finland. It is founded on

new legislation and based on cooperation of higher education institutions and work-life.

Quality enhancement in ULLL sets the sight on quality of service as in any other service production but
particularly on its essence as academic research-based activity. The COMMIT universities are active in seeking
possibilities for research and development projects that would benefit lifelong learning both at national and
international level. Serious efforts are made to make concrete the ideals of ‘learning institutions’, ‘learner-
centred pedagogics’ and ‘learning regions’. Web-based learning, guidance in all its forms and recognition of
prior learning remain in the agenda of gradually regenerating the university traditions.

New audiences create the core of social engagement in many universities. In more general terms, the social
dimension is present in the conventions of interaction with society. Consideration of external expectations
and needs is integral to the development of work-life relevant education and (especially applied) research
that is valuable for society. The COMMIT universities clearly see ‘social engagement’ as activities to support
the disadvantaged or underprivileged cohorts but also more generally as cooperation and coexistence with
their operational environment. It is essential however that social engagement takes place in the limits of the
university profile and strategies, taking into account the missions and services of other public, private and
third-sector actors.
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P5-PT Pa-TR PR

* Consolidate new access .
pathways

e Diversify of LLL offer .

* Implement research based .

recommendations for
students’ success

Improving the social service
contribution

Developing a “green” and
sustainable campus

Becoming a learning
institution and increasing
employee satisfaction

*  Modularisation of all our programs
to ensure accessibility

e Quality in all its aspects

* External visibility and participation
to partnership or decisional
authorities.

* Expand intergenerational .
learning and opportunities for
older adults

e Opportunities for non- o

traditional learners

¢  More flexible progression .
processes to facilitate student
pathways through the degree
programmes

Social dimension

Placement

Change teaching

* Research programs

* More Greek language courses

*  Entrepreneurship courses in more
Departments

e  Support the participation in .
international projects that
develop training of academics
to design web based learning
materials in their field of

study

*  Widening the student U
recruitment among adult
population

. Increase the link between .

TUIASI and students in
secondary education

Increase the implication of
each faculty in continuing
education and communicate
internally on lifelong
education as a priority
element at UCL

Communicate more externally
about ULLL

Identify more systematically
the learning needs of society

* Develop the skills of lifelong learners
in order to achieve social mobility;

. Promote quality teaching and
learning;

*  Provide specific platforms in
learning city-region model so as to
collect and share of good practices
of learner-centred educational
programmes both in formal and in
non-formal environment

. Let more non-traditional .
students engage in academic
learning

e  Establish a system for RPL .

¢ Help university with drop-out
rates/help students to have
good learning experiences

To meet the LLL needs of
individuals, communities and
organisations

To encourage a more
diversified student population

To strengthen the relations
between the B-M-D
programmes and LLL

6.1.6. Strengths of the top-priorities for LLL

* Broadened study fields and
competency-based curricula

* Specialisation studies

* Recognition of prior learning

After naming the three priorities for lifelong learning, the COMMIT universities were asked to analyse
the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats for each priority. This exercise produced carefully
contemplated and relevant information about the conceptions of capacity and context for each priority
independently and for lifelong learning in the institution in general.
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The conventional approach?® of swot-analysis considers ‘strengths’ and ‘weaknesses' as internal factors and
‘threats’ and ‘opportunities’ as external ones to the organisation. In their reports, however, a part of the
COMMIT partners gave their answers in line with the common language meaning, where the split between
the internal and external elements does not follow the swot-analysis structure precisely. Also, the networked
essence of the delivery of lifelong learning offer obscures the division into ‘internal’ and ‘external’. In the
following chapters, the results of the swot-analysis are analysed under the heading where they were reported
independent of their occurrence inside or outside the institution. \We chose this style of reporting so as to be
loyal to the authentic data reported by the project partners, even though it is not totally in line with the original
swot-approach.

In this chapter, the strengths of the entirety of ULLL are covered. The strengths can be classified into four
main categories: internal excellence and support of the university, external influence, lifelong learning practice
itself and structural clarity. Typically, success in lifelong learning is considered to increase on the basis of
fruitful cooperation between the higher education institution and its environment.

High-quality research and faculty

As a part of the university, lifelong learning can reach the level that the expertise of its faculty can offer. The
essence of research-based learning underlines the significance of both the general level of research but
also the pedagogic excellence of the academic staff and their ability to work in the external context. The
demand to support surviving in the complex work-life and society calls for versatile knowledge in various
fields. Tradition to cross the borders of scientific "tribes and territories” and the organisational culture are also
relevant, not to mention the concrete facilities.

Academic expertise that is combined with activity outside the institution is especially valuable. Also the
methods of working between the knowledge production and its use were mentioned. In addition to the
general knowledge-base for the production of education, some universities highlight the benefits from
research and development projects that deal with relevant themes of lifelong learning.

e “Theinterdisciplinary nature of education and research activities, and its departmental based structure.
Several research projects (ongoing and submitted) whose objectives are the characterisation of non-
traditional students and the identification of recommendations to gear the change towards success.”
(P5-PT)

e “Astrong cultural climate and internalised values.” (P8-TR)

e “Staff engaged in many regional or national networks, workgroups or councils.” (P4-FR)

e “Bridging scientific research with knowledge transfer and related actions.” (P13-HU)
Support from leadership

The most significant strength that many COMMIT universities documented was maybe the support from
university leadership. Launching activities that are traditionally not considered as number one priorities can
benefit from an explicit support from the rector. On the other hand, persistent endeavours to promote lifelong
learning may be frustrated because a new Rector’s office puts the emphasis on other issues. Especially in the
institutions where the faculties have extensive autonomy, it is important to win the support from the deans.
Examples of emphasizing the necessity of support are many: “A real political will”, “Commitment from
institutional leadership”, “The constant support of the rector”, “LL Commitment of the new Rector’s team”,

“ULLL commitment of the respective Deans.”

% See for instance Johnson, G., Whittington, R., Scholes, K., (2011), Exploring Strategy, Ninth edition, Prentice Hall, p106.
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Capacity to find support from external sources

Without intervention from external stakeholders, many universities would have great problems in opening
their lifelong learning offer. Traditional academic values and higher education institution priorities often give
too little room for regenerating the missions. During times of economic challenges and concrete financial
cutbacks, the problem degenerates, unless the university is considered as an actor worth additional resources
to contribute solving the (wicked) problems.

At the bottom of the external pressure is the demand for opportunities for learning post experience, for career
advancement, at old age, to reach competitive edge etc. It is important that each sector finds stakeholders to bring
the message to the university decision-makers. There is a risk that the activities of social dimension lose against
other more well-paying sectors. Policy making is often a mechanism to speak for audiences whose voice may
otherwise be lost. Legal regulations and political programs have shown to be concrete drivers of change.

To win the confidence and support from external stakeholders, universities need to show that their offer is
appropriate and worthwhile. Practitioners of lifelong learning have way back learnt to listen to the demands
of learners and client organisations. Often, the programs and courses are designed together with the clients;
this is particularly the case for in-house training.

s

. “An explicit demand by many students and users.
institutions in the area.” (P9-IT)

Established relationships with companies and

e “Concentrated actions for platform developments with stakeholders having local and regional
background and potential.” (P13-HU) m

e “Most of our LLL courses are developed in partnership with companies and public institutions, at
local, regional and national level.” (P12-ES)

ULLL practices and organisation

The experience and expertise of staff as such, as well as credible references, are central success factors also
in lifelong learning. Examples of this kinds of strengths in COMMIT universities:

e “A pro-active attitude to answer to all kind of demand” (P4-FR)

e “Opportunities of cross-fertilisation throughout faculties” (P2-BE)

e “Citizenship University addresses the needs of +55 learners.” (P12-ES)

e “The program to help students with disabilities” (P12-ES)

e “Competency-based curricula is being developed and good practices emerge in faculty level.” (P3-Fl)

As a relatively new approach in higher education, ULLL has sometimes faced difficulties in positioning itself
into the university structures. Attaining the institutionalization phase gives a solid background for future
development. References to formal structures and procedures included organisational and quality assurance
elements. A clear organisational structure may have centralized or decentralized features; in the COMMIT
materials the benefits from specialised units were frequent. While documenting the necessity of organisational
regularity, the need for flexibility in implementation was also seen as valuable.
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Examples of quality assurance and specialised units:

e “There are already administrative and academic procedures approved in order to support the
integration of non-traditional students.” (P5-PT)

e “(We) have standards for adult learners & University teachers.” (P6-DE)
e “University level policies and process descriptions.” (P3-Fl)
e “Well developed and efficient quality system.” (P2-BE)

e “A professional organisation and a complete set of services offered.” (P4-FR)

6.1.7. Weaknesses of the top-priorities for LLL
Educational offer and institutional arrangements

Often the universities are able to organize courses and programs only in part of the fields represented in the
institution. Usually, some educational fields have closer links to professional networks and practices than

others and have better starting points for lifelong learning. Teacher training and engineer education are typical
examples. Obviously, there are also institution-specific reasons for limited participation of certain faculties

and departments. Achieving the international market is often limited because of language barriers. (In this

chapter, it is better not to refer to any individual university, but the formulations below are direct quotations m
from COMMIT institutional reports.)

e Only few courses are offered and not in all Departments.
e Only few LLL courses are internationalised.

Lifelong learning suffers from insufficient institutional support in terms of structures and procedures. The
systems of higher education are typically constructed in line with the needs and assumptions of traditional
degree studies. Itis not rare that lifelong learning has to adapt to the effective arrangements. Several COMMIT
universities reported problems of impractical uniformity. Also the strong emphasis on high-quality research
may take room from development of teaching. Especially the in-depth regeneration of teaching and learning
seems to be challenging, like in the case of recognition of prior learning. Likewise, lifelong learning data
collection and statistics are sometimes inadequate.

e Undergraduate (Bachelors) administrative and academic systems all geared towards full-time
students.

e The selection of teachers, their careers and bonus systems do not take into account most of the
teaching.