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Drift and currents – a summary

[image: image3.png]



1. What is the discipline or subject of your joint degree?

A glance at the aggregate sample of replies (the call to participate in this first round for the UNICA Manual on Joint Degrees has been answered by a total of 18 joint degree programmes – the complete list of which you find in an attachment) reveals a characteristic trend towards 7 major fields of cooperation. The survey supports concentration in the following fields: interdisciplinary studies, natural sciences, engineering, business studies, law studies, social sciences and languages. Within this set of studies, a slightly pronounced trend towards cooperation in the fields of business studies and engineering might be detected, whereas the remaining fields all share a similar and comparable response rate. 
Based on these answers it might be concluded that Joint degrees continue to occupy a niche position. Refraining from classical subjects these cooperative programmes tend to specialise in well-defined thematic segments by fusing competence profiles of the partner institutions to their mutual benefit. 
With reference to their location within the European degree architecture, Joint Degree Programmes are established almost exclusively on the Master level. An exception to this rule, only two Joint Degrees on the Bachelor Level feature among the first round of respondents. 
2. Who are the partners in the consortium
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3. How did you build your consortium?
Consortia tend to be based on existing relationships such as bilateral agreements. Alternatively they recur on ties and communication channels hitherto established in the context of CEEPUS or Tempus.

In addition, mobility programs (students/teachers) and/or research relationships were often in place prior to the establishment of the consortium.  

Thus personal connections based on tried-and-tested means of communication appear to be the most conducive context to the creation of Joint Degrees. This principle of faith and trust permeates Joint Degrees at various pivotal stages.   
Once a consortium is established it is usually quite stable. Very rarely a partner drops out due to lack of involvement. The prevailing scenario for modifications in the make-up of a consortium is the group’s expansion: the growth in consortium members. 

4. How would you characterize your consortium?

This question was in turn subdivided into four interrelated yet clearly discernible categories: rationale, concept, commitment and leadership. Rationale refers to the individual and later on collective objective(s) of the group with reference to the envisaged outcome of the programme. 

Concept chronicles the genesis of the core concept behind the programme, answering questions such as who acted as the original engineer of the programme – was this a joint effort or developed individually?

Commitment aims at establishing experiences pertaining to the varying degrees of dedication. Leadership, finally, integrates the previous categories, by naming the internal structure of the cooperation. Is there a prevailing model which might be recommended as a best-practice approach? 

1. Rationale: An overwhelming majority of respondents describes the ideas of the  consortium as homogeneous. As has been indicated above, familiarity (arguably in tandem with thus evoked qualities such as stability, predictability, in a nutshell: a projected guarantee for the success of the programme) seems to be a vital initial building block for further cooperation. Only a minority claimed that the consortium was composed in a mixed fashion, or in a clearly heterogeneous way. 

As for the effect potential differences of ideas have on the realisation of Joint Degrees, the bulk of answers emphasise mutual respect and trust as indispensable core values. Fully in line with the principle of faith and trust, this observation is played out on a number of levels: some accentuated the necessity of mutual respect of national and institutional differences. It was furthermore stressed that differences of rationale tend to ignite discussions about the content of the courses and definitions of specialisations. It clearly emerged that if these discussions are channelled they do support project advancement. Thus consortia with a moderated and transparent communication culture (face to face meetings) might profit from diverse ideas, the ensuing debates have the potential of critically reviewing and often sharpening the profile of the programme. 
In the best case the often-cited willingness to respect and understand your partners leads to partners working like one team (even the term of a "family" has been used to epitomise the role of close and friendly ties within the consortium). 

Subtle differences in the academic and wider culture have to be borne on mind right form the outset so as to effectively block potential misunderstandings. When facing the challenge of establishing a Joint Degree it is crucial to be aware of the different needs different partners might have. Only rarely partners start from the same position. Some are usually more advanced than others, who then have to be picked up at alternative spots on the way. Sometimes adjustments are required so as to fit the mould of local curricula, or idiosyncratic (from an outside perspective) formalities. At other times problems caused by national legislation stall progress within the group. 
The existence of a continuing groundswell/undercurrent of discussion within the consortium has been underlined as a constructive criterion in the evolution/genesis of a consortium. As a downside to such an idealistic image of stimulating exchange, and most probably due to practical limitations, debates are sometimes carried out not as efficiently as expected.  Despite these practical difficulties, the potentially slow and time-consuming advancement, the overall perception remains solidly positive. Within our scope of enquiry it can be safely argued that harmonious cooperation prevails. 
2. Concept: A significant tendency for the development of the underlying concepts of Joint Degree Programmes by one or two partner/s. On this basis, the programmes are then further developed in a joint effort. Another option is that they are devised and created independently, yet with an option to merge at a later point in time. 
To this day, Joint Degrees only scarcely live up to their envisaged character of authentic joint development. 
3. Commitment: The responses to this layer of the consortium’s character display one prominent result: a striking balance between evenly distributed commitment of the partners and the observation that some are more committed than others. No consortium replied that lack of commitment of a particular partner endangered the project. 
4. Leadership: Perhaps not surprisingly, core groups of partners actively advancing the project represent the prevailing leadership model. The clearly visible and unequivocal identification of one partner as the programme’s motor is appreciated throughout the variety of joint degrees. Next in a ranking of existing constellations with regard to leadership is leadership distributed fairly evenly, or, alternatively, taken over by one partner.
By and large at this point in time all versions of leadership exist. There is however a slight preference for a dynamic core group pushing things forward

5. How does your institution support the development of a Joint Degree curriculum?

In order to identify individual strains of support we have picked four integral dimensions that all feed into the overarching ‘support’ complex: while ‘policy’ focuses on the explicit institutional policy, ‘level of university leadership’ refers to the respective involvement of the university leadership’s key players. Activities seeks to determine the existence and nature of activities staged to further the development of Joint Degree Programmes. The last item in this list, information, has been included with the objective of establishing the accessibility of relevant Joint Degree information. 
In total these four dimensions inscribe and sketch the contours of the current support situation at UNICA universities. 

1 Support/policy: All the replying institutions are supportive. Several institutions, however, are not able financially substantiate this verbal support. 
2. Support/level of university leadership: It appears that all relevant players are involved to a similar degree. There is no significant difference in commitment. 
3. Support/activities: From an organisational angle, Joint Degree Programmes are often boosted by activities such as meetings and workshops. It is worth pointing out though that these meetings are not always funded by the universities. The hosting and staging of events and activities is carried out  as part of the institutions encompassing approach and philosophy

4. Support/information: Here a clear picture emerges: mobility, ECTS and information on the Erasmus programme rank as the most accessible information topics, whereas information on the Bologna Process is not always easy to retrieve and pales in comparison to the three aforementioned. This significant divide in availability and access might be based on the fact that well-established and connected International Offices remain the leading information brokers on these ‘traditional’ international topics. These offices have been established years ago, they have consolidated their position and remain vital in every internationally-oriented university. They successfully fulfil their role as ‘information multipliers’, whereas the structural and organisational unease of how and where to establish ‘Bologna Offices’ is reflected in the relatively (and surprisingly) low score of accessibility of Bologna-related information. Though it clearly represents the number one topic within International Higher Education, information on the Bologna Process remains hard to access and tap on to. 
Respondents furthermore voiced a distinct lack of access to another topical realm: universities across the board display considerably deficits when it comes to providing access to information pertaining to financial issues such as Staff cost, Infrastructure cost, Costs for shared lectures and Cost calculation for a curriculum. Despite its prominent position within the Bologna architecture, it can be argued that issues such as financial soundness and sustainability have not yet penetrated the collective mindset of universities to the degree championed by Bologna. Information regarding the Diploma Supplement and curriculum accreditation both come in in medium position. Given that the Diploma Supplement represents a visceral Bologna tool and ranks among the Process’ most topical and current issues this might give rise to a reconsideration of the institutional policy on sharing and distributing information on this document. 
6. How is your project funded?
Three ways of funding have been considered in this question: national, international and university-financed. Regardless of the means of funding the final question pertaining to financing seeks to find out the ramifications of a potential lack of funding.  

With the exception of France, no national funding is generally available. On the international level most participants receive funds from a host of sources, including Sokrates CD, Erasmus Mundus Action One, Tempus, Erasmus, NORFA, etc. 
With regard to university financing it turns out that the majority of respondents do not recur to this means of accumulating funds. However, there are institutions which rely on tuition fees. Some Joint Degrees are fully funded by participating universities. In these cases some universities usually agree to share the costs. Some split the costs.   
The concluding question whether funding has the potential to make or break a project/determines the project’s fate is denied by a slight majority of universities. According to their answers they deny the potentially fatal implications of funding shortage. There are however some who claim that severe consequences occur without sufficient funding on a very practical level. Some claim that without tuition fees there simply would be no such initiative. Due to the limited financial resources some explicitly point to the detrimental consequences for the program should there be lack of funding. This situation could manifest itself in gaps and incoherence in the curricula. 

Initial funding or funding at early stages of the program contributes to beneficial circumstances which enhance and foster the progress of a Joint Degree Programme. 
7. Progression of your joint degree project?
	University
	Answers

	(A) University of Vienna

Cognitive Science(s)


	1. Finding partners, 2004 

2. Preparation of first meeting, starting November 2004

· Questionnaire

· Preparation Sokrates - grant 

3. First consortium meeting, two days in February 2005

· Agenda

· Welcome, Introduction of the partners

· Presentation of your questionnaires: commonalities and differences

· Discussion and identification of additional points

· Social Event!

· “Inventory”: What can each partner offer? Synergies? Specializations?

· Rough goals of the programme and common framework for the curriculum

· Sokrates application   open points, working packages, budget

· Definition of “to dos”

· Planning of next meeting

4. Workshops on Modularization, June 2005

5. First formal meeting with local consortium, June 2005

6. OK for Sokrates-EU-funding, August 2005

What are the next steps?

· Formal set-up of Sokrates-funded project

· Meeting 3 days Octobre 2005



	(A) University of Vienna

Dutch Studies
	Could you please briefly describe the major steps your project has taken so far, including a rough timeline? 

Oktober 2005 Kick-Off meeting

November 2005: Definition of curr. Structure

2006- 2007 : development-evaluation

2007-2008: implementation

What are the next steps?



	(A) University of Vienna

Social and Cultural Anthropology
	Could you please briefly describe the major steps your project has taken so far, including a rough timeline?

1st meeting in November 2005

What are the next steps?

Development of curriculum, which courses where, admission, etc.



	(A) University of Vienna

Master for Business Informatics
	Could you please briefly describe the major steps your project has taken so far, including a rough timeline?

1. Finding partners, starting from summer 2003

2. Preparation of the First Meeting

· Questionnaire for information required in the application form

· Preparation of materials

3. Preparatory Meeting, February 2004

· Agenda

· Welcome, Introduction of the partners

· Discussion of concepts, goals, common framework and budget!

· Social event

· Open points for the funding application on March 1st, 2004

· Definition of “to dos”

4.Application for Sokrates-EU-funding on March 1st, 2005

5. OK for Sokrates-EU-funding, September 2004

6. Start of the project according to the proposed workplan

What are the next steps?

· January 2006, Interim-Report for the European Comission

· Finalisation of the Curriculum 

· Starting the Pilot Implementation in all Partner Universities


	(B) Université Libre de Bruxelles
	

	(B) Vrije Universiteit Brussel

Photonics engineering
	Agreement with U.Gent : two years 

Agreement with ULB : six months 

Erasmus Mundus joint degrees : is under way and will not be easy.



	(B) Vrije Universiteit Brussel

Economics of International Trade and European Integration


	Could you please briefly describe the major steps your project has taken so far, including a rough timeline?

The programme is now running for its twelfth year, so we were in steady state.

What are the next steps?

As we recently did obtain the Erasmus Mundus label, we are implementing additional screening procedures for applicants, involving some additional meetings.  This should be ready by December 2005.



	(CH) Université de Lausanne
	I cannot give such detailed information for the past because, as indicated, I was not involved in the establishment of the consortium and took over the responsability only last year.

What are the next steps?

1. First priority on our Agenda is the transformation of the DEA degree in a joint Master degree. 

· determination of the new curriculum for 2006 (the Swiss part is already fixed, we are waiting for the French inputs)

· elaboration of the future regulation and its approval by the University authorities (and in France by the national, ministerial authorities)

· signature of a new convention between the partner Universities

2. Publicity for the joint program (until now the publicity was very insufficient)

· information of the potential candidates in Lausanne

· preparation of publicity documents (leaflets etc.)

· creation of a website

· diffusion of the information in Switzerland and abroad

· contact of potentially interested colleagues abroad

3. Search for external funding (sponsoring, funds of international or interregional institutions?)



	(CY) University of Cyprus
	

	(CZ) Charles University in Prague
	

	(D) Freie Universität Berlin 
	

	(D) Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin 
	· 1995-2004 JD in form of one national degree with a trans-national diploma supplement 

· Start of JD-Discussions in April 2004 during the preparation of the ERASMUS MUNDUS application (Action 1 and 2)

· Failure of application for ERASMUS MUNDUS (for unclear reasons)

· April 2005: decision to proceed with the JD project

Planned: October 2005: Decision on the JD

	(DK) University of Copenhagen
	

	(E) Universidad Autónoma de Madrid
	Could you please briefly describe the major steps your project has taken so far, including a rough timeline? The first agreement started at 2000.

What are the next steps?

. To establish conjoint curricula

. The main objective is to adapt the agreements to the Bologna criteria (ECTS, Diploma Supplement,….) 



	(E) Universidad Complutense de Madrid
	

	(EST) Tallinn Technical University 

Joint Bachelor Degree in Business Studies (Nordbiz)
	1. Sept 2004 — exchange and clarification of ideas, checklist

2. Oct. 2004 — first JD meeting at HIBAT (Denmark), The deans of the faculties concerned were invited + institutional Nordplus coordinators 

3. Nov 2004 –April 2005  — number of meetings of different task groups (like deans meeting two times, Working Groups of different subjects groups)

4. Feb 2005 —project proposal submission (Nordplus)- accepted

5. Sept 2005 – the second year of the project (marketing, recruitment of students, final meeting of the deans)

What are the next steps?

Sept 2005, Reykjavik – Nordic Experience workshop – how to administrate the Nodplus JD (target group was the international students coordinators from each partner university, recommendation for the final meeting of the deans)

Dec 2005 – the deans meeting in Lahti

Jan 2006 – the marketing working group (leaflets, internet page etc)

Sept 2006- intake of students into JD programme



	(EST) Tallinn Technical University 

Joint European Master Program in Integrated Electronic Systems (IES)

	It is impossible to give a thorough timeline because TUT is not one of the leading partners but the main steps were as follows:

6. Oct. 2004 — exchange and clarification of ideas

7. Dec. 2004 — meeting at KTH (Stockholm)

8. March 2005 — meeting in Munich (at DATE conference), the structure was extended, new partners involved

9. May 31, 2005 —project proposal submission (Erasmus Mundus Programme)

10. Sept. 14, 2005 — rejection announcement

What are the next steps?

Analysing comments and deciding about possible/necessary changes.

[It is too early to say more about next steps]



	(F) University of Paris VI Pierre & Marie Curie
	

	(FIN) University of Helsinki
	

	(HR) University of Zagreb
	Could you please briefly describe the major steps your project has taken so far, including a rough timeline?

At the moment we are at the initial phase of developing the curriculum (detailed info and working plan is available in the application to Sokrates) ; the plan is to develop the curriculum by Spring 2006 in order to be able to start the program in Fall 2006

What are the next steps?

We have just had a meeting in Vienna, and the next meeting to work on the content of modules and programas whole is planned for januarry 2006 in Budapest



	(I) University of Rome "La Sapienza"
	

	(I) Università degli Studi di Roma "Tor Vergata"
	

	(IRL) University College Dublin 
	

	(LT) University of Latvia
	Initial exchange of ideas – in two international conferences of Baltic studies, minor workshops, from previous cooperation, faculty exchange, requirements and interest of international students (~5 years)

Real establishment of the programme – meetings, development of joint study programme framework, including coordination of curricula and course content, accession requirements, licensing in all involved countries (2 years, 2003-2005)

Programme running – started at different time in different universities 

What are the next steps?

Common programme realisation, incl. study programme further development

	(N) University of Oslo 
	

	(NL) Universiteit van Amsterdam 
	

	(P) Universidade Nova de Lisboa
	

	(PL) Warsaw University 
	

	(RU) Lomonosov Moscow State University 
	

	(S) Stockholm University 
	1. In 2003/04 partners were contacted by the initiators of the project at Deusto and a first meeting was held in Bilbao in June 2004. Discussions concerning outline of programme.

2. A second meeting was held in Bilbao in October 2004.  Further discussions of draft of programme.

3. A third meeting was held in Barcelona in January 2005.  Discussions of contents and distribution of modules, teaching hours etc.

4. A fourth meeting was held in Stockholm in June 2005. Further discussions of the planning of the programme and the admission of students, and of the Agreement of Cooperation.

5. Admission of students carried out by Deusto and Barcelona in September 2005.

6. Programme starts at the University of Barcelona in October 2005.

What are the next steps?

Next steps will be to follow up the studies pursued by the first group in order to assure the coherence of the programme, and to ascertain the possibilities to obtain funding from Erasmus Mundus. It is also important to continue anchoring the programme at the respective universities and maintain the contacts that have been established. 



	(SK) Comenius University in Bratislava
	

	(SLO) Univerza v Ljublijani
	

	(UK) University College London 
	


8. What is your advice to colleagues who want to start a joint degree?

Lessons learned: tried-and-tested ‘to do’ advice:
Those involved in the implementation of Joint Degrees unanimously stressed the superior importance of mutual trust and the good will of all involved. On this basis the following have been laid down as guiding principles for a successful JD launch:
· time for social events and getting to know each other, social and cultural activities work well as ice-breakers and are tremendously important to strengthen relations

· face to face meetings are sometimes needed

· the role of the key players is often underlined: Reduce complexity by naming one contact person per partner, nevertheless you should place importance of adressing anyone involved in the development of the JD (i.e. this includes regular meetings also at your own university, so that the flow of information at home is safeguarded), including the heads of department right from the outset and give students a say in the development stage 

· establish a communication structure: when and how do you communicate – regularity is pivotal!

· specify the partners’ responsibilities and involvement (or level of involvement) from the outset

· vital: feedback of students as a continuous quality check

· communication and information policy – effective, transparent and easily accessible information and publication strategy

· take legal prerequisites into account: take care of the varying legal situations in the partner countries

· take local prerequisites into account (what are the procedures to modify a curriculum, etc) 

· vital that the group agrees on a clearly defined goal of the program and to define the added value for the prospective students
· make sure you can count on the support from and commitment of the universities involved

· define and agree upon quality standards and means and procedures of quality assessment

Lessons learned: tried-and-tested ‘do not’ advice:
With hindsight and years of experience these things should be avoided at all costs:

· Do not start with too ambitious plans
· Do not automatically assume identical or even similar points of departure in terms of experience, structure, commitment 
· Do not underestimate differences in concept and terminology across Europe: some words, ideas, concepts, etc. might look the same, yet mean a whole different thing in a different context! Make sure you talk about the same things!
· Do not neglect publicity and the necessity of widely spreading the word of your program – make sure you address potential students!
· Do not underestimate the momentum (or lack of it …) given by your own students to the project and its realization.  

· Do not forget to involve all teaching staff concerned and keep them motivated and check up on their commitment on a regular basis
· Do not underestimate practical and/or bureaucratic differences

· Do not forget that the students (and not the professors or the institutions) should be the main beneficiaries of the project
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