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Executive Summary 

This ex post external evaluation study on the SOCRATES Curriculum Development 
projects was commissioned by the Directorate General for Education and Culture of 
the European Commission to a team led by Erica Sahlin (VeraDotter Scandinavian, 
Sweden) and composed of Jean Gordon, Laurence Emin and Isabelle Libert (European 
Institute of Education and Social Policy, France), Astrid Berg (ABC dialog, Denmark) 
and Martin Persson (Folkuniversitetet, Sweden). Its main purpose  was to provide an 
ex-post analysis focusing on all the Curriculum Development projects funded during 
the first phase of the SOCRATES Programme (application years 1996, 1997, 1998 and 
1999) and those funded in the first application year of the second phase of SOCRATES 
(2000).   

The evaluation aimed to analyse and assess the impacts of the CD activities and the 
extent to which these goals had been reached; to assess the major effects on 
institutions, students, staff; to identify, if possible, models of best practice and criteria 
to assist in identifying quality and innovation; and to identify obstacles and, where 
possible, examples of solutions to overcome them. 

The evaluation methodologies were designed to draw on both quantitative and 
qualitative methods in order to address the complexity of the measure and to ensure 
that the overall results would be useful to the Commission in further work on 
curriculum development in higher education. The methodology combined five 
methods: quantitative data analysis; a questionnaire to project coordinators; analysis 
of a sample of application and final reports; Consultation Groups and an Evaluation 
Seminar.  

Main Conclusions  

Results 

In general, project coordinators considered that their objectives had been reached in 
terms of the concrete outputs, although they had not always been completed within 
the funded period. The main outputs were teaching materials produced by almost 
one-third of the projects, modules produced by one-fifth and courses produced by just 
over 10% of the projects. 7% of the projects in the sample (9 projects) produced a 
full Master's Programme. However, there were no examples of projects which reported 
having developed full doctoral or undergraduate programmes. Thus the majority of 
the projects modified or adapted existing programmes rather than establishing new 
ones.  

From 1996 to 2000, over 1000 grants were approved for projects (new projects, 
renewals and dissemination).  

The total number of partners (including coordinators) funded, in new projects, was 
about 2700 for the whole period. 
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There was an overall decrease in the number of applications submitted each year and 
in the number of grants approved.  

From 1996 to 1999, 40% of the grants were for CDAs, 35% were for EMs, while 20% 
were for CDIs. Only 5% were grants for ILCs.  

Five subject areas represented just over half the total number of new grants awarded 
over the period: Social Sciences, Engineering and Technology, Education and Teacher 
Training, Medical Sciences and Business Studies and Management.  
 
38 projects out of the total of 429 were interdisciplinary (i.e. combining either more 
than one subject within a broad subject area or combining more than one subject 
area) and they were all concentrated in applications made in 1996 and 2000. 
However, there is clearly an issue of perception concerning the definition of 
interdisciplinarity, as the proportion of projects which declared they were 
interdisciplinary in their response to the questionnaire was much higher (30%) than 
the number in the database.  

Institutions in the UK, France, and Germany coordinated almost half the total number 
of new funded projects. Institutions in Austria, Belgium, Finland, Italy and the 
Netherlands each coordinated at least 5% of the new projects. The countries which 
became eligible during the first phase of the programme accounted for less than 10% 
of the coordinators. 

One quarter of the students targeted was at postgraduate level and less than a 
quarter at undergraduate level. Adult learners represented under one-fifth of the 
target groups.  

Partnerships varied considerably in size from the minimum number of three to over 
thirty. The CDI, CDA and EM projects had an average of 5 to 6 partners, whereas ILCs 
had an average of four partners. Existing networks were very important in developing 
projects, as a high number of partnerships were built either through existing networks 
or through broader discipline-based, scientific networks (conferences, etc.). France, 
Germany Italy and the UK provided over 40% of the partners.  

Innovation: New modules were developed for integration into existing courses, new 
Master’s Programmes were developed and others were updated. Existing modules 
were modified through the project and study programmes were developed by teams. 
Teaching materials and methodologies were also modified, in some cases by the 
introduction of information and communication technologies. Interdisciplinary projects 
linked subject areas that were not usually within the same programme which could 
generate new products (both content and the way they were taught).  

In some cases, the outputs were based on a course or on materials that existed in one 
of the partner institutions, but were innovatory (new) for the others. Some courses 
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focused on transferring "innovation" through the translation of existing materials into 
partner languages. One issue raised was how long a project remained "innovatory"?  

The effect on non-mobile students: It is very difficult to ascertain clearly from the 
findings whether the projects responded to the objective of bringing a European 
Dimension to the non-mobile students, except through the use of Information and 
Communication Technologies. In the responses to the questionnaire, many 
respondents did not answer the question about the number of students concerned by 
the project. Those who did sometimes aggregated information about their students 
and those in partner universities and sometimes just answered for their institution. 
There was very little mention of non-mobile students during the Seminar and the 
Consultation Group discussions. . 

Open and distance learning: The use of ICTs and open and distance learning 
appears to have become more common during the lifecycle of the programme, 
although not without difficulties, due in part to the sophistication and cost of the 
selected tools. ICTs reduced distances and introduced a form of virtual mobility for 
academic staff, increasing the opportunities for non-mobile students to benefit from 
teaching delivered at a distance  

Relevance 

The evaluators found clear evidence of a strong commitment on the part of the 
academics involved in the Curriculum Development action to building bridges between 
the outcomes of CD projects and the development work undertaken in the context of 
the Bologna Process1. When projects were in institutions that had not already adopted 
the Bologna structure, it made compatibility between systems and structures even 
more difficult. Europeanisation of higher education is expressed in a broad range of 
ways, partnerships and products. The common aspect was the commitment to 
working in European partnerships to strengthen cooperation and quality. In some 
countries, participation in these projects provided the opportunity for universities to 
launch their internationalisation process, for example in Greece and Romania. In 
addition, there was an explicit link between mobility and curriculum development in 
many projects. More than half the CD projects were linked to student mobility or/and 
staff mobility.  

European Dimension: One of the major aims of SOCRATES for all levels of education 
is to ensure that all students can benefit from a "European dimension" in their 
education and studies. Participants in the programme all had an idea about the 
"European Dimension" which took on a variety of forms and had no single definition. 
It was sometimes described as networking with colleagues in other European higher 
education systems; as the introduction of "European elements" into the curriculum, 
mainly through transposing parts or all of courses from the partner institutions; and 
as the opportunity to learn about other methods of working in partner 

                                                 
1 For more information on the Bologna Process see the website of the Directorate General for Education and Culture: 
http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/education/policies/educ/bologna/bologna_en.html and also the Bologna website: 
http://www.bologna-bergen2005.no/ and also www.e-education-europe.org 
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institutions/countries. Information and Communication Technologies (ICTs) appeared 
to contribute to building a European dimension insofar as video conferences and 
online lectures reduced the limits of space and time.  

Languages: Over the SOCRATES I period there were far fewer grants (including new 
projects, renewals and dissemination grants) supporting the development of 
Integrated Language Courses than for the three other strands.  

The results suggest that the CD projects made no notable contribution to Commission 
policy (and the SOCRATES objective) concerning the encouragement of "less widely 
used and less widely taught languages". Given the predominance of English, it would 
seem that the CD projects did not support language diversity in the EU. This raises a 
series of questions for discussion about the positive and negative effects, such as the 
advantages and disadvantages for the European Research Area and competitiveness 
with universities in the USA and Asia. It also raises issues of access to the products 
developed for students who do not have the language competences. 

Cooperation: The CD action succeeded in supporting wide-ranging and close 
cooperation between higher education institutions in the eligible countries. However, 
both the number of projects funded and the number of applications submitted 
declined over the period. It was not possible to determine whether this was related to 
a decrease in the budget available or to a declining level of interest on the part of 
institutions for a cooperation activity that was perceived as providing small grants that 
did not cover academic staff salaries.  

Effectiveness and impact 

Implementation: Over 80% of the coordinators reported that the outputs of their 
projects were implemented, at least in their own institution. National constraints were 
evident in most countries, with the exception of the UK where university autonomy 
allowed them to establish their own regulations concerning recognition. 11% of the 
projects stated that the outcomes were not used.  

At the institutional level, it was not possible for the evaluators to determine whether 
or not successful projects were linked to real university strategies for 
internationalisation. Coordinators emphasised the need for flexibility and adaptability, 
given the differences in the systems.  

The main factor which facilitated integration and ensured full implementation was the 
recognition of the project output by the home institution and/or the national system. 
Coordinators also stated that academic staff mobility improved the quality of the 
piloting and the implementation. 

Implementation varied even within a group of partners and depended on what was 
feasible. In some cases, implementation was "partial", but for positive reasons, which 
could reflect flexibility in a system, for example modularisation or optional modules. 
Full integration of a course might necessitate too great a change in policy and/or too 
high a cost. Teaching staff mobility was presented as an important factor in 
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implementing courses or offering modules insofar as exchange of academics was part 
of the new development. The main issues were time and funding.  

The findings show that developing modules, courses etc. is intellectually satisfying and 
stimulating for academics, but the processes of attempting to have the results 
integrated into an existing regulated framework may be much less so. This was 
another reason for partial implementation. Academic recognition is increasingly 
important for career development and this type of activity does not contribute to it.  

Use of funds: The main issue is whether the relatively small amounts of money 
invested in each project created an opportunity for curriculum development. The 
findings of the evaluation show that this was the case. Given the importance for the 
academics involved of fostering and supporting networks across Europe, the projects 
tended to support more than is apparent in the reports, because they initiated a 
process and created work links which academics hoped to maintain. The funds 
supported networking (the process) and therefore the objective of SOCRATES to 
promote wide-ranging and close cooperation. The findings also show that the funding 
supported curricular development (the product), even if completion and 
implementation took longer than the project period. The results were positive since 
cooperation was stimulated and curriculum development was supported. The relatively 
small grants appear to have provided enough support to enable academics to 
undertake curriculum development transnationally.  This would probably not have 
been possible otherwise.  

Administrative issues: The main issues raised about the management of the 
programme were no different from those reported by the previous evaluation and 
shared with most EU funded education and training programmes. They included slow 
responses from the Commission, complex reporting processes, and difficulty in 
obtaining specific answers to specific questions. 

Sustainability 

Quality and evaluation: No evidence was found of structured evaluation of the 
academic "value" of the outputs before approving a dissemination grant. If the main 
aim was to foster close cooperation between higher education institutions, the quality 
of the product may be less important. This again raises the question of whether the 
action is about working together (processes) or about curriculum development 
(finished and usable products). Assessment of quality is closely linked to 
implementation and integration in the partner institutions. There may not be 
recognition in the home institutions on the part of peers, the governance structures 
and the administration that a project has introduced curricular innovation.  

Dissemination: Although the findings of the evaluation showed that all projects 
included a dissemination plan, the methods were not necessarily the same for all the 
partners in the project team. The methods used were the classic ones for the 
population: academic journals, conferences, etc. However, the findings show that 
students and faculty in the home institution were not targeted at the initial stages and 
this may have had a detrimental effect on implementation. The evidence suggests 
that the programme could usefully provide more advice for projects about effective 
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dissemination of the project results within the home institution to the management, to 
other faculty members and to the students as a contribution to successful 
implementation. This needs support in the institution if it is to be effective.  

 

Recommendations  

The evaluators wish to draw the attention of the Directorate General for Education and 
Culture to the following points which have been selected from the broader range of 
recommendations that were put forward for discussion in designing the next phase of 
higher education curriculum development support.  

Overall recommendations  

The evaluators recommend support for all measures which could be taken to 
strengthen the link between project partners and their institutions. Firstly, it is hoped 
that the recently introduced ERASMUS University Charter will serve this purpose in 
order to ensure that projects are embedded in the university development and 
internationalisation strategy.  

Secondly, the evaluators emphasise the importance that project teams receive full 
support from the management of their university in running the project, as well as for 
the subsequent implementation phase. Furthermore, allocation of time for staff 
involved in these projects is essential.  

Thirdly, in order to make more visible the recognition of project teams by their home 
institutions, the evaluators recommend reflection on the creation of a "label" which 
could be given to the members of successful project teams certifying their 
membership in a "European curriculum development team". 

It is recommended that the Curriculum Development Projects action include provision 
for quality assessment of project outputs before the allocation of a dissemination 
budget and before the implementation stage. "Valorisation" of high quality project 
outputs could contribute positively to implementation and institutional support. The 
evaluators recommend discussion of modified model for the Curriculum Development 
projects which would integrate quality assessment of the outputs and allow for more 
testing of the products. It is suggested that the initial funding phase be followed by a 
quality assessment of the outputs for projects which request it before they are eligible 
for funding to support dissemination and valorisation. This phase would not 
necessarily follow directly after the first funding period in order to leave more time for 
testing by the partner institutions. A final quality assessment of the product at the end 
of the second funding period should lead to more finished and useable products.  

Further qualitative information about the benefits to non-mobile students would be 
useful, in order to fully understand the limitations and perspectives for future 
development. It is therefore recommended that a qualitative survey, based on 
interviews and visits, be undertaken to collect more detailed information on useful 
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experiences and interesting practices to increase the impact on non-mobile students 
as beneficiaries which could be taken into account in designing the next phase of 
activity.   

The following recommendations concern specific aspects of the action and are 
addressed to specific audiences. 

The European Dimension: The evaluators recommend that the new programme 
keep a multi-facetted approach to the European Dimension. There is a need to reflect 
on how this action could better support language diversity, whilst recognising the 
importance of English for the European Research Area.  

Administration and funding of the projects: More and better advice on the 
programme and how to manage projects is a clear request from coordinators. More 
encouragement from the National Agencies to prospective partnerships to organise 
preparatory meetings would be useful. They are a success factor since they enable the 
future partners to reach a common understanding of the envisaged objectives and 
actions. 

Projects should be more clearly advised to: 

• take into account the accreditation question from the outset  (for all partners); 
• establish the number of ECTS credits at the outset (if appropriate); 
• use technology to its full capacity to enhance the individual and collective 

learning outcomes; 
• Develop an organisational/operational plan from the start of the project, 

integrating the "compromises" (language diversity, scientific impact, learning 
outcomes, shared tools, etc.); 

• Establish a project advisory committee of end-users (e.g. professional interests, 
students, specialists, alumni) which would be responsible for   advice, quality 
assurance and dissemination. 

Information and Communication: Project coordinators would welcome a closer 
relationship with the Commission (or the National Agencies) in the form of a clearly 
identified contact person. 

Evaluation: The assessment of the projects undertaken by the European Commission 
remains too focused on the requirements of the administrative and financial reporting. 
There is insufficient qualitative evaluation of project outputs and outcomes and also of 
the learning outcomes. A quality assessment of the outputs and outcomes should be 
firmly encouraged both at the programme management level and also be linked to the 
ERASMUS University Charter at institutional level. The specific focus will, of course, be 
different, depending on the level and purposes.  
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Perspectives for further discussion  

A major perspective for the future concerns the issue of creating "new European 
Knowledge". In addition to the discussion on the implementation of project outputs, 
there is a debate about the indirect ways in which this type of project contributes to 
the Europe of Knowledge. By working in transnational partnerships are academics 
going beyond the simple juxtaposition of their different approaches and methodologies 
allowing them to move towards a "European" approach/methodology? Can project 
teams go beyond the observation of their differences (institutional, courses, etc.), 
which seemed to be obstacles at first, in order to focus on the "core" of the subject 
matter? This may be part of the added-value brought to the internationalisation of 
higher education through the curriculum focus.  

Academics and universities obtain funding for research and development from a broad 
range of sources, including at European level. Some have a more direct influence on 
research standing. The CD projects are perceived as small, curriculum development 
initiatives, which in most cases did not contribute to the career development of the 
academics involved. Developing a programme of study and having it recognised within 
the institution and/or by the national bodies are complex but feasible steps. But what 
about the recognition of the processes by which new "European" knowledge is 
created? Are the different authorities and bodies able to recognise the work of 
academics in these projects as a contribution to knowledge production? The evidence 
of the evaluation is that the driving force behind the projects is the expected personal 
and professional outcomes for individuals who invest time. Therefore the need for 
recognition of their work is essential if there is to be real continuity of investment.  
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Sommaire 

Cette évaluation externe ex post des Projets d'élaboration commune de curricula du 
Programme SOCRATES a été commanditée par la  Direction Générale de l’Education et 
la Culture de la Commission européenne à une équipe coordonnée par Erica Sahlin 
(VeraDotter Scandinavian, Suède) et composée des personnes suivantes : Jean 
Gordon, Laurence Emin et Isabelle Libert (Institut Européen d’Education et de 
Politique Sociale, France), Astrid Berg (ABC dialog, Danemark) et Martin Persson 
(Folkuniversitetet, Suède). L’objectif global était de faire une analyse ex-post portant 
sur les projets d'élaboration commune de curricula ayant reçu un financement lors de 
la première phase d’appel à projets du Programme SOCRATES (pour les années 1996, 
1997, 1998 et 1999) et ceux ayant reçu un financement lors de la première année de 
la deuxième phase d’appel à projets du Programme SOCRATES (2000). 

Les objectifs de l’évaluation étaient d’analyser et d'évaluer les impacts des activités de 
développement de programmes d'études et le niveau de réalisation atteint au regard 
des objectifs du projet ; d’évaluer les principaux effets sur les institutions, sur les 
étudiants et sur le personnel ; d’identifier, dans la mesure du possible, des modèles 
de bonnes pratiques et des critères permettant de déterminer si les projets font 
preuve de qualité et d’innovation ; et enfin d’identifier des obstacles et 
éventuellement des solutions pour les dépasser. 

La méthodologie de l’évaluation s’est appuyée sur des méthodes tant quantitatives 
que qualitatives pour prendre en compte la complexité de l’action et afin de garantir 
l’utilité pour la Commission de l’ensemble des résultats, en vue de travaux futurs 
relatifs au développement de programmes dans l’enseignement supérieur. La 
méthodologie a combiné cinq méthodes: l’analyse de données quantitatives ; un 
questionnaire adressé aux coordinateurs de projets ; l’analyse d’un échantillon de 
formulaires de candidature et de rapports finaux ; des groupes de consultation et un 
séminaire d’évaluation.  

 

Conclusions principales 

Résultats 

Les coordinateurs de projets considèrent globalement que leurs objectifs ont été 
atteints en termes de production, mais que cela n’a pas pu se faire dans le temps 
correspondant à la période de financement. Les principaux produits sont : du matériel 
pédagogique produit par près d’un tiers des projets, des modules produits par un 
cinquième des projets et des cours produits par un peu plus de 10% des projets. 7% 
des projets dans l'échantillon (soit 9 projets) ont produit un programme complet de 
Maîtrise. Aucun exemple n’a été mentionné de projets ayant produit un programme 
complet de niveau licence ou doctorat. La majorité des projets a donc modifié ou 
adapté des programmes existants plutôt que créé de nouveaux programmes. 
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• De 1996 à 2000, plus de 1000 subventions ont été accordées à des projets 
(nouveaux projets, renouvellements et diffusion).  

• Le nombre total de partenaires (incluant les coordinateurs) ayant reçu une 
subvention pour un nouveau projet représente environ 2700 sur la période 
totale. 

Le nombre de candidatures déposées chaque année et le nombre de subventions 
accordées ont globalement baissé.  

De 1996 à 1999, 40% des subventions ont été accordées à des projets de types CDA, 
35% à des projets de type EM, et 20% à des projets de type CDI. Seulement 5% des 
subventions ont été accordées à des projets de type ILC.  

Un peu plus de la moitié des nouveaux projets ayant obtenu une subvention entre 
1996 et 1999 couvrent cinq disciplines : sciences sociales, ingénierie et technologie, 
éducation et formation des enseignants, sciences médicales et enfin commerce et 
gestion. 

38 projets sur un total de 429 sont pluridisciplinaires (c’est-à-dire combinant deux 
matières ou plus à l’intérieur d’un champ disciplinaire, ou bien combinant deux ou 
plusieurs disciplines). La candidature de ces 38 projets a été déposée en 1996 et en 
2000. Cependant la question de la définition de la pluridisciplinarité se pose, dans la 
mesure où la proportion de coordinateurs, ayant défini leur projet comme 
pluridisciplinaire dans le questionnaire d’évaluation, est bien supérieure (30%) à celle 
que l’on retrouve dans la base de données initiale. 

Près de la moitié du nombre total de nouveaux projets ayant obtenu une subvention 
ont été coordonnés par des institutions d’enseignement supérieur au Royaume – Uni, 
en France et en Allemagne. Au moins 5% des nouveaux projets a été coordonné dans 
chacun des pays suivants : Autriche, Belgique, Finlande, Italie et Pays-Bas. Les 
projets, coordonnés par des institutions des pays devenus éligibles lors de la première 
phase du programme, représentent moins de 10% du nombre total de nouveaux 
projets. 

Un quart des étudiants ciblés étaient au niveau maîtrise ou doctorat et moins d’un 
quart au niveau licence. Les adultes représentaient moins d’un cinquième des groupes 
cibles.  

Le nombre de partenaires varie considérablement d’un projet à l’autre, allant d’un 
minimum de trois partenaires à plus de trente. Les projets de types CDI, CDA et EM 
avaient en moyenne 5 à 6 partenaires tandis que les ILC avaient en moyenne quatre 
partenaires. L’existence préalable de réseaux est un élément déterminant dans le 
développement d’un projet. En effet, un grand nombre de partenariats s’est construit 
sur la base de réseaux existants ou de réseaux scientifiques de champs disciplinaires 
plus larges (rencontres à l’occasion de colloques, etc.). Plus de 40% des partenaires 
viennent de France, d’Allemagne, d’Italie ou du Royaume-Uni. 

L’innovation: Plusieurs cas se présentent. De nouveaux modules ont été développés 
dans l’objectif de les intégrer dans des cours existants ; de nouveaux programmes de 



 

17 

 

maîtrise ont été développés et d’autres actualisés. Certains projets ont apporté des 
changements dans des modules existants et des équipes ont développés des 
programmes d’études. Dans d’autres projets, des changements ont été apportés au 
matériel pédagogique et aux méthodologies ; dans certains cas, ces changements ont 
été produits par l’introduction des technologies de l'information et de la 
communication. Certains projets pluridisciplinaires ont associé des champs d’études, 
qui ne l’étaient habituellement pas dans le même programme, ce qui a permis de 
générer de nouveaux produits (tant en termes de contenu qu’en terme de mode 
d’enseignement). 

Dans certains cas, les produits, basés sur un cours ou sur du matériel pédagogique 
déjà existant dans l’un des établissements partenaires, étaient innovants pour les 
autres institutions partenaires. Certains projets se sont concentrés sur le transfert de 
“l’innovation” à travers la traduction du matériel existant dans la langue des 
partenaires. 

L’une des questions soulevées porte sur la durée pendant laquelle un projet peut 
rester innovant. 

Les effets sur les étudiants non mobiles: il est très difficile d’établir clairement à 
partir des résultats si les projets ont répondu à l’objectif d’apporter une dimension 
européenne aux étudiants non mobiles, mis à part à travers l’utilisation des 
technologies d’information et de la communication. Dans les réponses au 
questionnaire, beaucoup de répondants n'ont pas répondu à la question sur le nombre 
d'étudiants concernés par le projet. Ceux qui ont répondu ont parfois agrégé le 
nombre d’étudiants de leur établissement avec celui des établissements partenaires ; 
d'autres ont seulement répondu pour leur établissement. Pendant le séminaire et les 
groupes de consultation les participants ont très peu parlé des étudiants non mobiles. 

Formation ouverte et à distance (FOAD) : L’utilisation des TIC et la formation 
ouverte et à distance sont apparemment devenus d’un usage plus courant durant la 
vie du projet, bien qu’avec des difficultés, en partie à cause de la sophistication et du 
coût des outils sélectionnés. Les TIC ont réduit les distances et ont introduit une forme 
de mobilité virtuelle pour les universitaires, ce qui a augmenté les opportunités pour 
les étudiants non mobiles de suivre un enseignement dispensé à distance. 

Pertinence 

Les évaluateurs ont pu clairement identifier les signes d’une forte implication des 
universitaires, investis dans les actions de développement de programme, pour établir 
des passerelles entre les résultats des projets et les initiatives engagées dans le 
contexte du Processus de Bologne2. Cependant, quand des projets relèvent 
d’institutions partenaires non engagées dans le processus de Bologne, cela rend 
difficile la compatibilité entre les systèmes et les structures. L’européanisation de 

                                                 
2 Pour plus d'informations sur le Processus de Bologne, voir le site web de la Direction Générale pour l'Education et la 
Culture : http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/education/policies/educ/bologna/bologna_en.html et aussi le site du 
Processus de Bologne : http://www.bologna-bergen2005.no/ et aussi  www.e-education-europe.org 
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l’enseignement supérieur se concrétise de nombreuses façons, selon les partenariats 
et les produits. L’élément commun est l’implication pour travailler en partenariat 
européen afin de renforcer la coopération et la qualité des produits. Dans certains 
pays, la participation à ces projets a donné aux universités l’opportunité de lancer un 
processus d’internationalisation: c’est le cas par exemple, de la Grèce et de la 
Roumanie. En outre, pour beaucoup de projets, il y a un lien explicite entre la mobilité 
et le développement de programmes. Plus de la moitié des projets ont un lien avec la 
mobilité étudiante et/ou celle des enseignants. 

La Dimension Européenne: l’un des objectifs principaux de SOCRATES, pour tous 
les niveaux d’enseignement, est de s’assurer que tous les étudiants puissent 
bénéficier d’une “dimension européenne” dans leur éducation et dans leurs études. 
Les participants au programme ont tous une idée de ce que peut être la “dimension 
européenne”, celle-ci prenant des formes et des significations variées. Elle est parfois 
décrite comme : le fait d’établir un partenariat avec des collègues d’autres systèmes 
européens d’enseignement supérieur ; l’introduction « d’éléments européens » dans 
un programme d’études, notamment en transposant partiellement ou totalement des 
cours dispensés dans les institutions partenaires ; l’opportunité d’apprendre de 
nouvelles méthodes de travail auprès des institutions/pays partenaires. Les 
technologies de l’information et de la communication semblent avoir contribué à la 
construction d’une dimension européenne dans la mesure où les visioconférences et 
les conférences en ligne réduisent les limites dans l’espace et dans le temps. 

Les Langues: Pendant la première phase du programme SOCRATES il y a eu 
beaucoup moins de subventions (incluant les nouveaux projets, le renouvellement des 
projets et la diffusion) pour les projets développant des cours de langues (Integrated 
Language Courses), que pour les trois autres types de projets. 

Les résultats de l'évaluation suggèrent que les projets de développement de 
programmes d'études n’ont pas apporté de contribution notable à la politique de la 
Commission (et à l’objectif de SOCRATES) concernant l’encouragement au recours à 
des « langues moins répandues et moins souvent enseignées ». Etant donné la 
prédominance de l’anglais, il semble que les projets n’ont pas soutenu la diversité 
linguistique dans l’Union Européenne. Ce résultat soulève une série de questions 
concernant les effets positifs et négatifs, tels que les avantages et les inconvénients 
pour l’Espace européen de la Recherche et pour la compétitivité des universités 
européennes face à leurs concurrents aux Etats-Unis et en Asie. La question de l’accès 
des étudiants manquant de compétences linguistiques aux produits développés par les 
projets, se pose également. 

La coopération: Les projets de développement de programmes d'études ont réussi à 
maintenir une coopération extensive et intensive entre les établissements 
d’enseignement supérieur dans les pays éligibles. Cependant, le nombre de projets 
financés et le nombre de candidatures ont baissé d’année en année. Il n’a pas été 
possible de déterminer si ce fait était uniquement lié à une diminution du budget 
alloué ou bien à une baisse du niveau d’intérêt de la part des universités pour une 
activité de coopération considérée comme insuffisamment rémunératrice et qui de 
plus ne couvrait pas les salaires des enseignants. 
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L’efficience et l’impact  

La mise en oeuvre : Plus de 80% des coordinateurs ont déclaré continuer à utiliser 
les produits de leur projet, au moins dans leur propre institution. Dans la plupart des 
pays – à l’exception du Royaume-Uni où l’autonomie des universités leur permet 
d’établir elles-mêmes les règlements relatifs à la reconnaissance des diplômes ou 
programmes qu’elles créent – sont évoquées les contraintes nationales. 11% des 
projets ont déclaré que leurs résultats n'étaient pas utilisés. 

Au niveau institutionnel, il n’a pas été possible pour les évaluateurs de déterminer si 
la réussite des projets était liée à une réelle stratégie d’internationalisation de la part 
des universités. Des coordinateurs ont souligné le besoin de flexibilité et d’adaptabilité 
étant donné les différences entre les systèmes. 

Le facteur principal, ayant facilité l’intégration des produits du projet et ayant garanti 
une mise en oeuvre complète de ceux-ci, a été la reconnaissance des produits des 
projets par l’institution des porteurs de projet et/ou par les autorités nationales. Les 
coordinateurs ont spécifié que la mobilité du personnel universitaire avait amélioré la 
qualité du pilotage et la mise en œuvre des produits du projet. La mise en œuvre 
varie selon les partenaires et selon sa faisabilité dans les différents pays. Dans 
certains cas la mise en œuvre est volontairement « partielle » pour pouvoir laisser 
place à la flexibilité en fonction des systèmes: modularisation ou modules 
facultatifs/obligatoires, par exemple. L’intégration complète d’un cours peut nécessiter 
de trop grands changements en termes de politique et/ ou à un coût trop important. 
La mobilité des enseignants a été présentée comme un facteur déterminant pour 
mettre en œuvre des cours ou pour proposer des modules, dans la mesure où les 
échanges (la mobilité) d’universitaires fait partie intégrante des nouveaux 
développements. Les principaux problèmes sont le manque de temps de 
financements. 

Les résultats montrent que développer des modules ou des cours est 
intellectuellement satisfaisant et stimulant pour les universitaires, mais tout le 
processus visant à faire intégrer les résultats dans un cadre réglementaire existant 
l’est beaucoup moins. C’est l’une des raisons pour lesquelles la mise en œuvre des 
résultats peut être partielle. La reconnaissance académique est de plus en plus 
importante dans le développement de carrière, or ce type d’activité n’y contribue pas. 

Utilisation des fonds: La question principale est de savoir si les financements, d’un 
montant relativement modeste, investis dans chaque projet créent une nouvelle 
opportunité pour le développement de programmes. Les résultats de l'évaluation 
montrent que cela a été le cas. Etant donné l’importance pour les universitaires de 
développer et d’appuyer des réseaux à travers l’Europe, on peut dire que les projets 
ont davantage encouragé ce type de réseaux que les rapports finaux ne le laissent 
paraître, car ils ont initié un processus et instauré des liens de collaboration que les 
universitaires espèrent conserver. Les financements ont appuyé la constitution de 
réseaux et ont donc appuyé l’objectif du programme SOCRATES qui consiste à 
promouvoir une coopération intensive d’une grande envergure. Les résultats montrent 
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également que les financements ont appuyé le développement de programmes 
(produits), même si la finalisation et la mise en œuvre des programmes ont nécessité 
plus de temps que la durée du projet. Les résultats montrent que les financements ont 
permis de stimuler la coopération et de soutenir le développement de programmes. 
Les financements d’un moindre montant alloués aux projets semblent avoir fourni un 
support suffisant pour permettre aux universitaires d’entreprendre un développement 
transnational de programmes, ce qui n’aurait pas été possible sans ces financements. 

Questions administratives: Les questions principales qui se sont posées en ce qui 
concerne la gestion du programme étaient les mêmes que pour l'évaluation 
précédente et sont communes à la plupart des activités financées par les programmes 
européens sur l'éducation et la formation. Elles comprennent les réponses trop lentes 
de la Commission, la complexité des rapports à rendre, et la difficulté d'obtenir des 
réponses spécifiques à des questions spécifiques. 

Pérennisation  

La qualité et l'évaluation: aucune procédure d'évaluation de la "valeur" académique 
des produits avant le financement de leur diffusion n'a été rapportée par les projets. 
Si l'objectif principal était de soutenir une coopération accrue entre établissements 
d'enseignement supérieur, la qualité du produit est peut-être alors moins importante. 
Ce questionnement soulève de nouveau la question de l'objectif de l'action : s’agit-il 
de faire travailler les équipes ensemble (le processus) ou de développer des 
programmes (des produits finis et utilisables)?  

L'évaluation de la qualité est très liée à la mise en oeuvre et à l'intégration des 
produits dans les établissements partenaires. Or, il apparaît que le caractère innovant 
d’un programme introduit par un projet ne soit pas reconnu par l’institution, les 
collègues ou encore les administrateurs de l’université. 

Diffusion : Les résultats de l'évaluation ont démontré que tous les projets ont établi 
un plan de diffusion. Les méthodes n'étaient pas forcément les mêmes pour tous les 
partenaires dans un même projet. Elles étaient classiques pour la population : 
publication dans des revues, organisation de colloques, etc. Cependant les résultats 
démontrent aussi que les étudiants et les enseignants des institutions porteuses du 
projet n'étaient pas ciblés au début, ce qui a pu avoir un effet négatif sur la mise en 
œuvre du cours/programme développé. Les données suggèrent qu'il serait utile que le 
programme SOCRATES conseille les projets sur comment diffuser efficacement les 
résultats de leur projet dans leur institution, auprès de l'administration, des autres 
enseignants et des étudiants pour renforcer la mise en oeuvre. 

Recommandations  

Les évaluateurs souhaitent attirer l'attention de la Direction Générale de Education sur 
les points suivants qui ont été sélectionnés parmi toutes les recommandations 
suggérées. Leur prise en compte dans l'élaboration de la phase suivante du 
programme de soutien au développement de programmes d'études communes dans 
l'enseignement supérieur est fortement recommandée.  
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Recommandations globales 

Les évaluateurs recommandent un soutien pour toutes les mesures qui pourraient être 
prises pour renforcer le lien entre les partenaires d'un projet et leurs universités. 
D'abord, il est souhaitable que la Charte universitaire ERASMUS récemment introduite 
serve cet objectif pour que les projets soient au cœur de la stratégie de 
développement et de l'internationalisation de l'université.  

Deuxièmement, les évaluateurs soulignent l'importance que les équipes du projet 
reçoivent un soutien véritable de la part de l'administration de leur université dans la 
mise en oeuvre du projet aussi bien que dans sa phase d'intégration. De plus, il est 
essentiel que le personnel travaillant sur le projet reçoive une allocation de temps 
pour le faire.  

Troisièmement, pour rendre plus visible la reconnaissance des équipes par leur 
université il serait souhaitable de réfléchir à la création d'un "label" qui pourrait être 
accordé aux membres des équipes de projet qui ont réussi et qui atteste du fait que 
l'équipe fait partie d'une "équipe européenne de développement des programmes". 

Il est recommandé que l'action soutenant les projets d'élaboration commune de 
programmes d'études mette en place une évaluation de la qualité des produits des 
projets avant d'allouer une subvention pour la diffusion, et avant la phase de mise en 
œuvre. La "valorisation" des projets de grande qualité pourrait contribuer  
positivement à leur mise en oeuvre et au soutien institutionnel. Les évaluateurs 
recommandent une réflexion sur un modèle de projet qui intègrerait l'évaluation de la 
qualité des produits et qui permettrait davantage d'expérimentation des produits. Il 
est suggéré que la phase initiale de financement soit suivie d'une évaluation de la 
qualité des produits pour les projets qui le souhaitent, et qui ouvrirait leur éligibilité au 
soutien pour la diffusion et la valorisation. Cette phase ne suivrait pas obligatoirement 
directement la première période de financement afin de laisser davantage de temps 
aux partenaires pour tester leurs  « produits ». Une dernière évaluation de la qualité 
des produits à la fin de la deuxième période devrait conduire à des produits finis, 
davantage transposables.  

Davantage d'informations concernant les bénéfices retirés par les étudiants non 
mobiles sont nécessaires afin de comprendre les limitations actuelles du programme 
et de dessiner des perspectives pour les actions futures. Nous recommandons de 
mener une enquête qualitative fondée sur des entretiens et des visites pour 
rassembler davantage de données détaillées sur des expériences utiles et des 
pratiques intéressantes pour augmenter l'impact auprès des étudiants non mobiles, en 
tant que bénéficiaires de ces produits. Les résultats pourraient être pris en compte 
dans la conception de la prochaine phase de l'activité.   

Les recommandations qui suivent concernent des aspects spécifiques de l'action et 
s'adressent à des acteurs différents. 



 

22 

 

La Dimension Européenne: Les évaluateurs recommandent que le nouveau 
programme maintienne une approche multi facette de la dimension européenne. Il 
serait utile de réfléchir à la manière dont cette action pourrait mieux soutenir la 
diversité linguistique, tout en reconnaissant l'importance de l'anglais pour l’espace 
européen de la recherche.  

L'administration et le financement des projets : Les coordinateurs demandent un 
appui plus intensif et plus qualitatif pour comprendre le  programme et gérer les 
projets. Des réunions préparatoires rassemblant les partenaires qui montent des 
projets pourraient être organisées par les Agences Nationales. Elles seraient un 
facteur de réussite car elles permettraient aux futurs partenaires d'arriver à une 
compréhension mutuelle des objectifs et des activités envisagés. 

Quelques conseils pourraient être adressés aux partenaires des projets :  

• Prendre en considération la question de l’accréditation dès le début du projet 
(pour tous les partenaires) ; 

• Etablir le nombre de crédits ECTS dès le début (si cela est pertinent) ; 
• Utiliser la technologie pleinement pour améliorer les apprentissages individuels 

et collectifs.  
• Établir un plan opérationnel dès le début du projet intégrant les "accords" 

obligatoires pour mener à bien le projet (les langues de travail, l'impact 
scientifique prévu, apprentissages envisagés pour les étudiants; outils partagés,  
etc.) ; 

• Établir un comité scientifique pour le projet composé "d'utilisateurs des 
résultats" (par exemple le monde professionnel, des étudiants, des spécialistes, 
des anciens étudiants) pour conseiller et contribuer à la qualité et à la diffusion. 

L'information et la communication: Les coordinateurs de projets sont demandeurs 
de relations plus rapprochées avec la Commission (ou les Agences Nationales), en 
identifiant par exemple une personne contact. 

L'évaluation: Les procédures de suivi des projets développées par la CE restent trop 
financièrement et administrativement orientées. Il n'y a pas suffisamment 
d'évaluation qualitative des résultats, dont les contenus d’apprentissage. Une 
évaluation qualitative des résultats devrait être fermement encouragée, à la fois au 
niveau de la gestion du programme et aussi, en la liant à la Charte universitaire 
ERASMUS, au niveau institutionnel. L'orientation de ces évaluations serait différente 
selon le niveau et l'objectif.  

Perspectives pour les discussions futures 

Une perspective majeure pour l'avenir concerne la création de "connaissances 
européennes nouvelles". En plus de la discussion sur la mise en oeuvre des produits 
des projets, il y a un débat sur les manières indirectes dont ces projets peuvent 
contribuer à l'Europe de la Connaissance. Dans le cadre de leur travail transnational, 
les universitaires dépassent-ils la juxtaposition de leurs différentes approches et 
méthodologies pour avancer dans le sens d'une méthodologie "européenne"? Est-il 
possible pour les équipes de projets d'aller au-delà de l'observation de leurs 
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différences (institutionnelles, contenus des cours, etc.), qui ont apparu comme un 
obstacle au début du projet, pour se focaliser sur le "fond" de la discipline ? C'est 
peut-être une partie de la valeur ajoutée que ces projets apportent à 
l'internationalisation de l'enseignement supérieur. 

Les universités et les enseignants obtiennent les financements pour la recherche de 
plusieurs sources différentes, européennes parmi d'autres. Certaines sources de 
financement ont plus d'influence que d'autres sur la réputation des établissements en 
tant qu'établissement de recherche. Les projets d'élaboration commune de 
programmes d'études sont perçus comme des initiatives modestes qui, dans la plupart 
des cas, n'ont pas contribué au développement de carrière des enseignants 
universitaires. Développer un programme d'études reconnu dans l'institution et/ou au 
niveau national est complexe mais faisable. Mais comment reconnaître les processus 
par lesquels des "connaissances européennes nouvelles" sont créées ? Les différentes 
autorités ont-elles la capacité de reconnaître le travail des universitaires investis dans 
ces projets, comme une contribution à la production des connaissances? L'évaluation 
montre que la vraie force derrière les projets est les attentes professionnelles et 
personnelles des individus qui y investissent leur temps. La reconnaissance de leur 
travail est donc essentielle pour assurer la continuité de cet investissement.  



 

24 

 



 

25 

 

Zusammenfassung 

Diese ex-post externe Evaluationsstudie zu SOCRATES-Curriculum-
Entwicklungsprojekten (Curriculum Development - CD) wurde vom Generaldirektorat 
für Bildung und Kultur der Europäischen Kommission in Auftrag gegeben und von 
einem Team, bestehend aus Jean Gordon, Laurence Emin und Isabelle Libert 
(Europäisches Institut für Bildung und Sozialpolitik, Frankreich),  Astrid Berg (ABC 
dialog, Dänemark) und Martin Persson (Folkuniversitetet, Schweden) unter der 
Leitung von Erica Sahlin (VeraDotter Skandinavien, Schweden), bearbeitet.  
 
Das Hauptziel der Studie war die Durchführung einer ex-post-Analyse aller CD-
Projekte, die während der ersten Phase des SOCRATES-Programms (Antragsjahre 
1996, 1997, 1998 und 1999) und im ersten Antragsjahr der zweiten Phase von 
SOCRATES (2000) gefördert wurden. 
 
Die Evaluation war darauf ausgerichtet, die Auswirkungen der CD-Aktivitäten zu 
analysieren, zu bewerten und festzustellen, in welchem Ausmaß die gesteckten Ziele 
erreicht wurden. Außerdem sollten die wichtigsten Auswirkungen auf Institutionen, 
Studenten und Lehrkörper erhoben werden. „Best Practice“-Modelle und -Kriterien 
wurden für solche Projekt angewandt, die die Identifizierung von Qualität und 
Innovation unterstützten. Schliesslich ging es auch darum, mögliche Hindernisse und 
Massnahmen zur Überwindung dieser zu identifiezieren. 
 
Um der Komplexität der Aufgabe gerecht zu werden und sicher stellen zu können, 
dass die Gesamtergebnisse für die EU-Kommission bei ihrer weiteren Arbeit an der 
Lehrplanentwicklung für das Hochschulwesen nützlich sein werden, 
beinhaltete die Evaluation sowohl quantitative als auch qualitative Methoden. Das 
Vorgehen bestand aus fünf Einzelmethoden: einer quantitativen Datenanalyse, einem 
Fragebogen an die Projektkoordinatoren, einer Analyse einer Auswahl von Anträgen 
und Abschlußberichten, Konsultationsgruppen und einem Evaluationsseminar. 
 
 
Die wichtigsten Schlussfolgerungen 

 
Ergebnisse 

Grundsätzlich wurden die gesteckten Ziele hinsichtlich der konkreten Ergebnisse 
erreicht, auch wenn die Projekte nicht immer innerhalb der Förderperiode 
abgeschlossen werden konnten. Die wichtigsten Outputs waren Lehrmaterialien (ein 
Drittel der Projekte), Module (ein Fünftel) und Kurse (knapp über 10% der Projekte). 
7% der Projekte der Probe (9 Projekte) entwickelten ein volles Master-Programm. 
Jedoch gab es keine Projektbeispiele für komplette Doktorats- bzw. Undergraduate-
Programme. Folglich wurden in einem Großteil der Projekte bereits existierende 
Programme modifiziert bzw. angepasst und keine neuen Programme eingerichtet. 
 

• Von 1996 bis 2000 wurden über 1000 Förderungen für Projekte gewährt (neue 
Projekte, Folgeanträge und Verbreitung). 
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• Die Gesamtzahl der geförderten Partner (einschließlich der Koordinatoren) von 

neuen Projekten betrug etwa 2700 für die gesamte Periode. 
 

• Insgesamt war eine Abnahme sowohl bei den jährlich eingereichten Anträgen 
als auch bei den gewährten Förderungen zu verzeichnen. 

 
• Zwischen 1996 und 1999 wurden 40% der Förderungen für CDAs, 35% für EMs 

sowie 20% für CDIs gewährt, jedoch nur 5% für ILCs. 
 

• Fünf Themengebiete repräsentierten etwas über die Hälfte der neu gewährten 
Förderungen während der Periode: Sozialwissenschaften, Ingenieurwesen und 
Technik, Bildung und Lehrerausbildung, Medizin sowie Wirtschafts- und 
Managementstudien. 

 
• 38 Projekte von insgesamt 429 waren interdisziplinär (mit entweder mehreren 

Fachrichtungen eines breiteren Fachgebietes oder einer Kombination aus 
mehreren Fachgebieten) angesiedelt und sie konzentrierten sich alle auf 
Anträge während des Zeitraums 1996 bis 2000. Jedoch gibt es hier 
offensichtlich unterschiedliche Auffassungen zur Definition von 
Interdisziplinarität, da der Anteil von Projekten, die sich selber im Fragebogen 
als interdisziplinär bezeichneten, viel höher war (30%) als der Anteil in der 
Datenbank. 

 
• Institutionen im Vereinigten Königreich, Frankreich und Deutschland 

koordinierten beinahe die Hälfte der neu geförderten Projekte. Institutionen in 
Österreich, Belgien, Finnland, Italien und den Niederlanden koordinierten 
jeweils zumindest 5% der neuen Projekte. Jene Länder, die für die erste Phase 
des Programms in Frage kamen, stellten weniger als 10% der Koordinatoren. 

 
• Ein Viertel der studentischen Zielgruppe zählte zur postgraduaten Gruppe, 

während weniger als ein Viertel zur Gruppe der Undergraduates zählte. 
Erwachsene Lerner repräsentierten weniger als ein Fünftel der Zielgruppen. 

 
Partnerschaften variierten erheblich in deren Größe von einer Minimalanzahl von 
drei bis über dreißig Teilnehmern. CDI, CDA und EM Projekte hatten durchschnittlich 
fünf bis sechs Partner, während ILCs durchschnittlich vier Partner hatten. Existierende 
Netzwerke waren für die Projektentwicklung sehr wichtig, da eine große Anzahl von 
Partnerschaften entweder aus existierenden Netzwerken oder breiteren disziplinären, 
wissenschaftlichen Netzwerken (Konferenzen, etc.) entstanden. Frankreich, 
Deutschland, Italien und das Vereinigte Königreich stellten über 40% der Partner. 
 
Innovation: Neue Module wurden zur Integration in bereits existierende Kurse 
entwickelt, neue Master-Programme wurden geschaffen und bestehende 
weiterentwickelt. Module wurden durch das Projekt modifiziert bzw. erweitert und 
Studienprogramme durch Teams entwickelt. Unterrichtsmaterialien und Methodiken 
wurden ebenso modifiziert – in einzelnen Fällen durch die Einführung von 
Informations- und Kommunikationstechnologien. Interdisziplinäre Projekte verbanden 
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Themengebiete verschiedener Studienprogramme, was wiederum die Entwicklung 
neuer Produkte ermöglichte (sowohl inhaltlich als auch in didaktischer Hinsicht). 
 
In einigen Fällen basierten die Produkte auf einem bestehenden Kurs oder Materialien 
einer Partnereinrichtung - mit innovativen (neuartigen) Charakter für andere 
Partnerinstitutionen. Einige Kurse zielten auf den Transfer von „Innovation“ durch die 
Übersetzung von existierenden Materialien in die Partnersprachen ab. Ein 
Diskussionspunkt war allerdings, wie lange ein Projekt als „innovativ“ bezeichnet 
werden kann. 
 
Auswirkungen auf nicht-mobile Studenten: Es ist sehr schwierig, aus den 
Ergebnissen Rückschlüsse zu ziehen, ob die Projekte dem Ziel gerecht wurden, den 
nicht-mobilen Studenten eine europäische Dimension zu vermitteln, außer bei 
Verwendung von Informations- und Kommunikationstechnologien. Bei der 
Beantwortung der Fragebögen gaben viele bei der Frage zur Anzahl der durch das 
Projekt betroffenen Studierenden nichts an. Jene, die antworteten, zählten manchmal 
Angaben zu ihren Studenten und jener der Partneruniversitäten zusammen und 
antworteten manchmal nur für ihre Institution. Während des Seminars und der 
Konsultationsgruppen-Diskussionen wurden nicht-mobile Studenten nicht sehr oft 
erwähnt. 
 
Open und Distance Learning: Die Verwendung von Informations- und 
Kommunikationstechnologien und offene Fernlehre (Open and distance learning) 
scheinen im Laufe der Programme zunehmend Verbreitung gefunden zu haben, 
obwohl dies auch mit Schwierigkeiten behaftet war, wie zum Beispiel aufgrund der 
technischen Komplexität und den Kosten der gewählten Tools. Informations- und 
Kommunikationstechnologien reduzierten Distanzen und brachten dem akademischen 
Personal eine Form von virtueller Mobilität, die die Möglichkeiten für nicht-mobile 
Studenten erhöhten, von externen Lehrveranstaltungen anderorts zu profitieren. 
 
 
Relevanz 

Die Evaluatoren konnten ein starkes Engagement seitens der an der 
Lehrplanentwicklung beteiligten Universitätslehrenden im Hinblick auf der Verbindung 
der Ergebnisse der CD-Projekte und der Entwicklungsarbeit im Kontext von dem 
Bologna-Prozess feststellen3. Bei Projekten innerhalb von Institutionen, die noch nicht 
Teil der Bologna-Strukturen waren, war die Kompatibilität zwischen Systemen und 
Strukturen schwieriger herzustellen. Eine Europäisierung der Hochschulbildung findet 
auf vielerlei Ebenen, Partnerschaften und Produkten statt. Der gemeinsame Aspekt 
war das Interesse an einer Arbeit in europäischen Partnerschaften, um 
Zusammenarbeit und Qualität zu stärken. In einigen Ländern, wie etwa Griechenland 
und Rumänien, bot eine Teilnahme an diesen Projekten den Universitäten eine 
Möglichkeit, ihren Prozess der Internationalisierung zu starten. Zusätzlich gab es bei 

                                                 
3 Weitere Informationen über den Bologna-Prozess finden Sie unter die Webseite von Generaldirektion Bildung und 
Kultur http://europa.eu.int/comm/dgs/education_culture/index_de.htm und Webseite zum Bologna-Prozess 
http://www.bologna-bergen2005.no/ und auch www.e-education-europe.org  
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vielen Projekten eine explizite Verbindung zwischen Mobilität und 
Lehrplanentwicklung. Mehr als die Hälfte der CD-Projekte waren mit Studenten- 
und/oder Lehrkörper-Mobilität verbunden. 
 
 
Europäische Dimension: Eines der Hauptziele von SOCRATES ist die Sicherstellung, 
dass alle Lernenden von einer „europäischen Dimension“ in ihrer Ausbildung und ihren 
Studien profitieren. Teilnehmer an den Programmen hatten alle ihre eigenen 
Vorstellungen einer „europäischen Dimension“, was letztendlich zu vielerlei 
Ausprägungen und zu keiner einheitlichen Definition führte. Manchmal wurde es - 
durch die Übertragung von Teilen oder ganzen Kursen von Partnerinstitutionen - als 
vernetztes Arbeiten mit Kollegen in anderen europäischen Hochschulsystemen und als 
Gelegenheit beschrieben, andere Arbeitsmethoden in Partnerinstitutionen/Ländern 
kennen zu lernen. Informations- und Kommunikationstechnologien (IKT) trugen 
insofern zur Bildung einer europäischen Dimension bei, als Videokonferenzen und 
Online-Lehrveranstaltungen die Grenzen von Raum und Zeit reduzierten. 
 
Sprachen: In der ersten SOCRATES-Periode gab es weit weniger Förderungen 
(inklusive neuer Projekte, Wiederanträge und Verbreitung), die die Entwicklung von 
integrierten Sprachkursen förderten, als bei den anderen drei Förderschwerpunkten. 
 
Die Ergebnisse weisen darauf hin, dass die CD-Projekte keinen erkennbaren Beitrag 
zur Kommissionspolitik (und des SOCRATES-Ziels) betreffend der Förderung von 
„weniger verbreiteten und weniger oft unterrichteten Sprachen“ leisteten. Aufgrund 
der Dominanz von Englisch scheint es, als unterstützten die CD-Projekte nicht die 
Sprachdiversität innerhalb der EU. Dieses Ergebnis führt zu einer Anzahl von 
Diskussionspunkten zu positiven und negativen Effekten, wie den Vorteilen und 
Nachteilen für die europäische Forschungslandschaft und der Konkurrenzfähigkeit mit 
Universitäten in den USA und Asien. Außerdem stellt sich die Frage des Zugangs zu 
den entwickelten Produkten für Studierende, die nicht die entsprechenden 
Sprachkompetenzen aufweisen. 
 
Zusammenarbeit: Die CD-Programme unterstützten erfolgreich eine weit reichende 
und intensive Zusammenarbeit zwischen Hochschuleinrichtungen der teilnehmenden 
Ländern. Jedoch nahmen sowohl die Anzahl der geförderten Projekte als auch die der 
Anträge während der Periode ab. Es war nicht möglich nachzuvollziehen, ob dies 
aufgrund eines allgemeinen geringeren verfügbaren Budgets oder des abnehmenden 
Interesses seitens der Institutionen an einer Zusammenarbeit über kleinere 
Förderungen, die z.B. nicht für die akademischen Gehälter aufkam, der Fall war. 
 
 
Effektivität und Auswirkungen 

Implementierung: Über 80% der Koordinatoren berichteten, dass die Ergebnisse 
ihrer Projekte zumindest in ihrer eigenen Institution implementiert worden seien. 
Nationale Einschränkungen gab es in den meisten Ländern, ausgenommen dem 
Vereinigten Königreich, wo eine Universitätsautonomie es erlaubte, eigene Regeln der 
Anerkennung umzusetzen. 11% der Projekte gaben an, dass die Ergebnisse nicht 
genutzt würden. 
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Auf der Ebene der Institutionen war es für die Evaluatoren nicht möglich festzustellen, 
ob Projekte erfolgreich in wirkliche Universitätsstrategien der Internationalisierung 
eingeflossen sind. Koordinatoren betonten aufgrund der unterschiedlichen Systeme 
das Bedürfnis nach Flexibilität und Adaptivität. 
 
Der Hauptfaktor, der eine Integration erleichterte und eine volle Implementierung 
sicherstellte, war eine Anerkennung der Projektergebnisse durch die Heimatinstitution 
und/oder das nationale System. Koordinatoren geben ferne an, dass die Mobilität des 
Lehrpersonals der Qualität der Pilotierung und der Implementierung erhöhte.  
 
Eine Implementierung variierte manchmal innerhalb einer Partnergruppe und hing 
häufig von den jeweiligen Möglichkeiten ab. In einigen Fällen fand eine 
Implementierung nur „partiell“ statt, was im positiven Sinn die Flexibilität eines 
Systems, z.B. Modularisierung oder optionale Module, widerspiegelt. Eine volle 
Integration könnte eine zu große Änderung der Grundsätze und/oder zu hohe Kosten 
verursachen. Eine Mobilität des Lehrkörpers wurde insofern als wichtiger Faktor für die 
Implementierung von Kursen oder das Angebot von Modulen bezeichnet, als ein 
Austausch von Universitätslehrenden ein Teil der neuen Entwicklung war. Die 
Hauptfaktoren waren Zeit und Finanzierung. 
 
Die Ergebnisse zeigen, dass zwar die Entwicklung von Modulen, Kursen, etc. für 
Universitätslehrende intellektuell befriedigend und stimulierend ist, der Prozess der 
Integration der Ergebnisse in einen existierenden regulierenden Rahmen jedoch 
weniger. Dies war ein weiterer Grund für eine partielle Implementierung. Akademische 
Anerkennung wird immer wichtiger für die Karriereentwicklung, und diese Art von 
Aktivität trägt nicht dazu bei. 
 
Verwendung der Förderungen: Die wichtigste Fragestellung ist, ob die relativ 
geringen Summen Geld, die in jedes Projekt investiert wurden, auch neue 
Möglichkeiten zur Curriculum-Entwicklung geschaffen haben. Die Ergebnisse der 
Evaluation zeigen, dass dies der Fall war. Aufgrund der Bedeutung von europäischen 
Netzwerken für Universitätslehrende, hatte die Projekte eine stärker unterstützende 
Funktion, als aus den Berichten deutlich wird. Erst durch die Förderung konnte ein 
Prozess initiiert und Arbeitsverbindungen geschaffen haben, die sich Lehrende für Ihre 
Tätigkeit wünschten. Die Förderungen unterstützten vernetztes Arbeiten (den Prozess) 
und somit das Ziel von SOCRATES, intensive und weit reichende Zusammenarbeit zu 
fördern. Die Ergebnisse zeigen auch, dass die Förderungen auch die Curriculum-
Entwicklung (das Produkt) förderten, auch dann wenn die Fertigstellung und 
Implementierung länger als die Projektperiode gedauert hat. Hinsichtlich der 
angeregten Zusammenarbeit und der unterstützten Lehrplanentwicklung waren die 
Ergebnisse positiv. Die relativ geringen Förderungen scheinen genügend 
Unterstützung geboten zu haben, um den Universitätslehrenden eine transnationale 
Lehrplanentwicklung zu ermöglichen, was ansonsten vermutlich nicht geschehen 
wäre. 
 
Administrative Punkte: Die wichtigsten Punkte zum Management des Programms 
unterschieden sich nicht von jenen, die bereits bei der vorherigen Evaluation 
angesprochen wurden, und die dieses Programm mit den meisten EU-Geförderten 
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Bildungs- und Ausbildungsprogrammen teilt. Sie beinhalten langsame Reaktionen der 
Kommission, komplexe Prozesse der Berichterstattung und Schwierigkeiten, 
spezifische Antworten auf spezifische Fragen zu bekommen. 
 
 
Nachhaltigkeit 

Qualität und Evaluation: Es konnten keine Hinweise auf eine strukturierte 
Evaluation des akademischen „Werts“ der Outputs vor der Gewährung einer 
Verbreitungsförderung gefunden werden. Wenn die Hauptzielsetzung eine Förderung 
intensiver Zusammenarbeit von Hochschuleinrichtungen war, mag die Qualität des 
Produktes von geringerer Bedeutung gewesen sein. Dies führt wieder zur 
Fragestellung, ob es im Programm um die Zusammenarbeit geht (Prozesse) oder um 
Curriculum-Entwicklung (fertig gestellte und verwertbare Produkte). Eine Bewertung 
der Qualität steht in engem Zusammenhang mit der Implementierung und Integration 
in den Partnerinstitutionen. In der Heimatinstitution kann es dazu kommen, dass es 
keine Anerkennung seitens der Kollegen, Leitungsstrukturen und der Administration 
dafür gibt, dass ein Projekt kurrikuläre Neuerungen gebracht hat. 
 
Verbreitung (Dissemination): Obwohl die Ergebnisse der Evaluation zeigen, dass 
alle Projekte über einen Disseminationsplan verfügten, waren die Methoden nicht 
immer für alle Projektpartner die gleichen. Meistens wurden die klassischen des 
Metiers Methoden angewandt: akademische Zeitschriften, Konferenzen, etc. Jedoch 
zeigen die Ergebnisse auch, dass Studierende und der Lehrkörper in der 
Heimatinstitution nicht bereits im Anfangsstadium angesprochen wurden, was eine 
ungünstige Auswirkung auf die Implementierung gehabt haben könnte. Die Ergebnisse 
zeigen, dass die Programme sinnvollerweise mehr Beratung zur effektiven Verbreitung 
der Projektergebnisse innerhalb der Verwaltung, Mitgliedern des Lehrkörpers und 
Studierenden als Beitrag zu einer erfolgreichen Implementierung bieten könnten. Hier 
bedarf es der Unterstützung innerhalb der Institution, wenn dies effektiv geschehen 
soll. 
 
 
Empfehlungen  

 
Die Evaluatoren möchten die Aufmerksamkeit des Generaldirektion für Bildung und 
Kultur auf die folgenden Punkte richten, die aus einer breiteren Auswahl von 
Empfehlungen für die Gestaltung der nächsten Phase von 
Lehrplanentwicklungsprogrammen für höhere Bildung, ausgewählt wurden. 
 
Grundsätzliche Empfehlungen 

Die Evaluatoren empfehlen die Unterstützung für alle Maßnahmen, die ergriffen 
werden könnten, um die Verbindung von Projektpartnern und Institutionen zu stärken. 
An erster Stelle steht die Hoffnung, dass die kürzlich eingeführte Erasmus-
Universitätscharta diesem Zweck dient, um sicher zu stellen, dass Projekte in die 
Universitätsentwicklung und Internationalisierungsstrategie eingebettet sind. 
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Zweitens weisen die Evaluatoren auf die Wichtigkeit hin, dass Projektteams die volle 
Unterstützung des Universitätsmanagements bei der Durchführung des Projekts und 
bei der anschließenden Implementierungsphase benötigen. Ferner ist die 
angemessene Bewilligung von Zeitresourcen für das an den Projekten beteiligten 
Personal essentiell. 
 
An dritter Stelle steht der Vorschlag der Evaluatoren, über die Vergabe eines „Labels“ 
nachzudenken, das die Anerkennung des Projektteams von ihrer Heimatinstitution 
sichtbarer machen würde, und das an Mitglieder von erfolgreichen Projektteams 
vergeben würde und ihre Mitgliedschaft in einem „Europäischen Curriculum-
Entwicklungsteam“ bestätigen würde. 
 
Es wird empfohlen, dass das Curriculum-Entwicklungsprogramm auch eine 
Qualitätsbewertung der Projektoutputs beinhaltet, bevor eine Bewilligung von 
Disseminationsbudgets und Implementierung einsetzt. Eine „Valorisierung“ von 
qualitativ hochwertigen Outputs könnte positiv zur Implementierung und zu 
institutioneller Unterstützung beitragen. Die Evaluatoren regen eine Diskussion zu 
einem modifizierten Modell der Curriculum-Entwicklungsprojekte an, das eine 
Qualitätsbeurteilung der Outputs und weiter reichende Tests der Produkte beinhaltet. 
Es wird empfohlen, dass der ersten Finanzierungsphase eine Qualitätsbeurteilung der 
Outputs folgt, bevor Projekte berechtigt sind, Unterstützung für die Verbreitung und 
Valorisierung zu erhalten. Diese Phase müsste nicht unbedingt direkt nach der ersten 
Finanzierungsperiode folgen, um den Partnerinstitutionen mehr Zeit für Tests zu 
geben. Eine endgültige Qualitätsbeurteilung des Produkts am Ende der zweiten 
Finanzierungsperiode sollte zu mehr fertig gestellten und verwendbaren Produkten 
führen.  
 
Weitere qualitative Daten zum Nutzen für nicht-mobile Studenten wären sinnvoll, um 
die Grenzen und Perspektiven für eine zukünftige Entwicklung gänzlich zu verstehen. 
Deshalb wird empfohlen, eine qualitative Untersuchung, basierend auf Interviews und 
Besuchen vor Ort, durchzuführen. Diese soll es ermöglichen, mehr detaillierte 
Informationen zu nützlichen Erfahrungen und interessanten Praktiken für die 
Gewinnung nicht-mobiler Studierender zu sammeln, was bei der Entwicklung der 
nächsten Phase des Programms berücksichtigt werden könnte. 
 
Die folgenden Empfehlungen betreffen spezifische Aspekte des Programms und sind 
an spezifische Adressaten gerichtet. 
 
Europäische Dimension: Die Evaluatoren empfehlen eine vielschichtige Annäherung 
an die europäische Dimension für das neue Programm. Es sollte überdacht werden, 
wie dieses Programm Sprachenvielfalt besser unterstützen könnte, während 
gleichzeitig die Relevanz von Englisch für die europäische Forschungslandschaft 
anerkannt wird. 
 
Administration und Finanzierung der Projekte: Mehr und bessere Beratung zum 
Programm und zum Projektmanagement ist eine klare Forderung von Koordinatoren. 
Mehr Gewicht auf vorbereitende Treffen wäre insofern sinnvoll, als diese den 
zukünftigen Partnern ermöglichen, ein gemeinsames Verständnis für die möglichen 
Ergebnisse zu entwickeln. 
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Projekte sollten dazu angehalten werden: 

• von Beginn an die Frage der Anerkennung zu berücksichtigen (für alle Partner); 
• ECTS-Punkte von Beginn an zu vergeben (falls zutreffend); 
• Technologien in vollem Umfang zu verwenden, um die individuellen und 

kollektiven Lernergebnisse zu steigern; 
• einen organisatorischen/operationalen Plan mit Beginn des Projekts zu 

erstellen, der die „Kompromisse“ einschließt (Sprachenvielfalt, 
wissenschaftliche Relevanz, Lernergebnisse, gemeinsame Tools, etc.); 

• ein Projektberatungskomitee der Endbenutzer einzurichten (z.B. Studenten, 
Spezialisten, Universitätsabgänger), mit den Funktionen Beratung, 
Qualitätssicherung und Verbreitung. 

 
Information und Kommunikation: Projektkoordinatoren würden eine engere 
Kooperation mit der Kommission (oder den nationalen Agenturen) in Form einer klar 
identifizierbaren Kontaktperson begrüßen. 
 
Evaluation: Die von der Kommission durchgeführte Auswertung ist zu sehr auf 
finanzielle und administrative Aspekte ausgerichtet. Hingegen besteht nur eine 
unzureichende qualitative Evaluation der Projekt-Outputs und -ergebnisse sowie der 
Lernergebnisse. Eine Qualitätsbeurteilung sollte sowohl auf der Ebene des 
Managements des Programms als auch – in Verbindung mit der Erasmus- 
Universitätscharta – auf institutioneller Ebene angeregt werden. Die spezifische 
Ausrichtung wird sich klar hinsichtlich der Ebene und des Zwecks unterscheiden.  
 
 
Perspektiven zur weiteren Diskussion 

Eine zentrale Perspektive der Zukunft betrifft die Thematik der Schaffung von „neuem 
europäischen Wissen“. Zusätzlich zur Diskussion um die Implementierung der 
Projektergebnisse gibt es eine Debatte über die Art des Beitrags von derartigen 
Projekten zum „Europa des Wissens“. Es stellt sich die Frage, ob Universitätslehrende 
durch die transnationalen Partnerschaften noch weiter gehen können, als nur ihre 
unterschiedlichen Ansätze und Methoden gegenüberzustellen und sich mehr in 
Richtung eines „europäischen“ Ansatzes/Methode bewegen können. Sind Projektteams 
imstande, mehr zu bewerkstelligen, als nur die Unterschiede (institutionell, Kurse, 
etc.) aufzuzeigen, die anfänglich als Hindernisse wahrgenommen wurden und das 
Augenmerk auf den „Kern“ der Thematik zu richten? Dies könnte ein Teil des 
Mehrwerts sein, den die Internationalisierung über den Fokus auf den 
Lehrplanentwicklung mit sich bringt. 
 
Lehrende und Universitäten erhalten Förderungen für Forschung und Entwicklung von 
einer Vielzahl von Quellen, einschließlich von europäischer Ebene. Einige haben einen 
direkteren Einfluss auf den Stellenwert der Forschung. Die CD-Projekte werden als 
kleine Curriculum-Entwicklungsinitiativen wahrgenommen, die in den meisten Fällen 
nicht zur Karriereentwicklung der involvierten Lehrenden beigetragen haben. Die 
Entwicklung eines Studienprogramms und die Anerkennung innerhalb der Institution 
und/oder durch die nationalen Stellen stellen komplexe aber machbare Schritte dar. 
Aber was ist mit der Anerkennung des Prozesses, durch den neues „europäisches“ 
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Wissen geschaffen wird? Verfügen die unterschiedlichen Behörden und Stellen das 
Verständnis, die Arbeit der Lehrenden an diesen Projekten als Beitrag zur 
Wissensproduktion anzuerkennen? Die Evaluation zeigt, dass als treibende Kraft hinter 
den Projekten der erwartete persönliche und professionelle Beitrag des Einzelnen mit 
entsprechenden Zeitinvestitionen wirkt. Deshalb ist eine Anerkennung der Arbeit der 
Beteiligten essentiell, wenn es eine wirkliche Kontinuität des Einsatzes geben soll. 
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1 Introduction 

This is the final report of the ex post external evaluation study undertaken on the 
Curriculum Development projects funded in the framework of the SOCRATES 
programme. The evaluation was commissioned by the Directorate General for 
Education and Culture of the European Commission to a team led by Erica Sahlin 
(VeraDotter Scandinavian, Sweden) and composed of Jean Gordon, Laurence Emin 
and Isabelle Libert (European Institute of Education and Social Policy, France), Astrid 
Berg (ABC dialog, Denmark) and Martin Persson (Folkuniversitetet, Sweden). 

1.1 The SOCRATES curriculum development projects  

The curriculum development projects are funded in the framework of the SOCRATES 
programme, a European Community action programme on education, the first phase 
of which was adopted by the European Parliament and Council Decision No 819/95/EC 
of March 1995 for the period from 1 January 1995 to 31 December 1999. The second 
phase was established by the European Parliament and Council Decision No. 
253/2000/EC of 24 January 2000 for a period from 1 January 2000 to 31 December 
2006.  

The general objective of the SOCRATES programme is “to contribute to the 
development of quality education and training and the creation of an open European 
area for cooperation in education”4. It has the following aims: 

• to develop the European dimension in education at all levels so as to strengthen 
the spirit of European citizenship, drawing on the cultural heritage of each 
Member State; 

• to promote a quantitative and qualitative improvement of the knowledge of the 
languages of the European Union, and in particular those which are least widely 
used and least taught, leading to greater understanding and solidarity between 
the peoples of the European Union, and to promote the intercultural dimension 
of education; 

• to promote wide-ranging and intensive cooperation between institutions in the 
Member States at all levels of education, enhancing their intellectual and 
teaching potential;  

• to encourage the mobility of teachers, so as to promote a European dimension 
in studies and to contribute to the qualitative improvement of their skills;  

• to encourage mobility of students, enabling them to complete part of their 
studies in another Member State, so as to contribute to the consolidation of the 
European dimension in education; 

• to encourage contacts among pupils in the European Union and to promote the 
European dimension in their education; 

• to encourage the academic recognition of diplomas, periods of study and other 
qualifications, with the aim of facilitating the development of an open area for 
cooperation in education; 

                                                 
4 Article 1 of the Council Decision regarding the establishment of SOCRATES: 
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• to encourage open and distance education in the context of the activities of this 
programme; 

• to foster exchanges of information and experience so that the diversity and 
specificity of the educational systems in the Member States become a source of 
enrichment and of mutual stimulation. 

Two of the objectives above are particularly significant for the Curriculum 
Development activities. They are (a) developing the European dimension in education 
at all levels and (b) promoting wide-ranging and close cooperation between 
institutions in the Member States at all levels of education, enhancing their intellectual 
and teaching potential. The objectives concerning the improvement of the knowledge 
of the languages of the European Union, mobility of teachers and academic 
recognition of diplomas are also significant for the Curriculum Development Projects. 
Assessing the extent to which the Curriculum Development activities contribute to 
achieving these objectives will be at the centre of the evaluation study. 

The SOCRATES programme introduced a certain number of changes with respect to 
the educational activities previously funded by the European Commission. They 
included greater and more diversified support for curricular development and 
innovation activities in the higher education field, in the ERASMUS action of the 
SOCRATES programme. Within the framework of the Institutional Contracts and the 
European Policy Statements, these changes aimed to involve the leadership of the 
higher education institutions in the eligible countries more strategically. Institutions 
were encouraged to determine their strategic options for European and international 
activities related to ERASMUS. Through these measures, it was expected to provide an 
added-value and European dimension for the non-mobile students5.  

The logic was that student mobility was unlikely to target the majority of higher 
education students in Europe in the near future, whereas curricular innovation could 
provide a tangible benefit for much larger numbers and enhance curricula and 
innovation in institutions and departments. One of the conclusions of the SOCRATES 
2000 Evaluation Study was that the programme would only be politically acceptable if 
it served large numbers of students, teachers and institutions. These aims have 
become even more significant in the context of the Bologna Process which addresses a 
number of far-reaching issues that are central to European higher education and has 
implications for structures, quality, efficiency, research, student and staff mobility and 
institutional management.  

Setting up effective mechanisms to encourage cooperative curriculum development 
among European higher education institutions is an essential part of the process of 
bringing universities closer together in meaningful working relations, bringing benefits 
to larger numbers of students. Such Curriculum Development activities are supported 
in the ERASMUS action of SOCRATES programme. 

                                                 
5 Ulrich Teichler, Jean Gordon, Friedhelm Maiworm, SOCRATES 2000 Evaluation Study (final report November 2000), 
Study for the European Commission. 
www.europa.eu.int/commission/education/programmes/evaluation/socrates_en.html 
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SOCRATES I supported four types of Curriculum Development activities and one 
activity for dissemination, as follows: 

Joint development of curricula at initial or intermediate level (CDI) with the purpose of 
modifying or adapting existing programmes of study to establish jointly devised 
programmes of study covering the first phase of university study.   

Joint development of university programmes at advanced level (CDA) which were of a 
“Masters” type and which supported the development of highly selective courses at 
advanced level to respond to European shortages of highly skilled human resources.  

Joint development of European Modules (EM) designed to promote the European 
dimension in the curriculum across a wide range of disciplines in order to provide a 
significant number of students with a European perspective in their specialised subject 
area. 

Joint development of Integrated Language Courses (ILC) to extend the possibilities of 
language learning to a wider population of students that was not specialising in 
languages.  

Implementation and dissemination of the results of CD projects which were funded 
from 1998 onwards for completed projects for one year to focus on the 
implementation, dissemination and exploitation of the results.  

In the second phase of SOCRATES, the programme supports three types of activities 
in the area of curricula jointly developed by universities. They are:  

Projects for the joint development of "study programmes" at any level, from 
undergraduate to intermediate, advanced ("Masters") and Ph.D. level; 

Projects for the joint development of European "modules", including specialised 
language modules; courses on the history, society, culture, politics of other European 
countries; aspects of European integration or comparative aspects relating to the 
content of a given discipline;  

Projects for the implementation and dissemination of curriculum development projects 
which have completed their development phase.  

Project proposals and requests for funding support are submitted by a partnership of 
higher education institutions in at least three different participating countries and can 
target any field of study. They are coordinated by one of the participating institutions 
and, for those approved, a grant is allocated. During the period taken into 
consideration in this evaluation the grant was calculated using a formula providing a 
fixed amount per coordinator and per partner. These amounts varied depending on 
the year and the type of project and were applied for annually, for up to three years.  

Modifications which affect the Curriculum Development Projects have been introduced 
in the last two years, namely new financial regulations and the ERASMUS University 
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Charter. They do not affect this evaluation, as the last application year taken into 
consideration is 2000. 

1.2 The major aims of this evaluation  

Following the terms of reference in the invitation to tender, the main purpose of this 
evaluation was to provide an ex-post analysis focusing on all the Curriculum 
Development Projects funded during the first phase of the SOCRATES Programme 
(application years 1996, 1997, 1998 and 1999) and those funded in the first 
application year of the second phase of the SOCRATES programme (2000).  

Overall, this ex-post evaluation aimed to analyse and assess the impacts of the CD 
activities. These activities have had as a political goal to promote a European 
dimension in the academic curricula of the participating universities and to further 
innovation and academic recognition. The first aim of the evaluation was to assess the 
extent to which these goals had been reached. 

Secondly, it aimed to assess the major effects on institutions, students and staff in 
terms of contributions to internationalisation and curricular innovation. 

Thirdly, it sought to identify possible models of best practice and criteria to assist in 
identifying “high quality” and “highly innovative” projects and products with a view 
both to their dissemination and to identifying the criteria for transfer of practice 
and/or design.  

Fourthly, the evaluation aimed to identify general and specific obstacles to 
development and implementation of CD projects and, where possible, examples of 
solutions to overcome them. 

These major aims were translated into a methodology and specific evaluation 
activities, both quantitative and qualitative, which are presented in Chapter 3.  

The specific objectives of the evaluation were to: 

• analyse and assess the impact of CD activities in respect of the promotion of a 
European dimension in academic curricula and of fostering curricular innovation 
and academic recognition. 

• analyse the functioning of the CD activities of the ERASMUS action of the 
SOCRATES programme as well as their achievements, as compared to the aims 
and objectives represented in applications. 

• analyse the achievements in relation to the internal institution course selection 
mechanisms and  internationalisation of objectives. 

• assess the added-value and relevance of completed CDs by analysing what 
needs have been fulfilled at individual (student and teacher), institutional, 
national and European levels. 

• provide an analysis of the institutional framework in which the CD applications 
were developed and what kind of measures were taken to  implement them. 
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• examine the sustainability of the project outcomes (curricula and courses), the 
extent to which curricula and courses developed under the scheme have been 
used by the original project partners and/or by other institutions and how they 
have been integrated into the national higher education systems and to analyse 
the reasons why the CDs might have only been partly introduced, run for a 
limited time period or not have been introduced at all. 

• examine the inter-relation between CDs and other relevant community actions. 
• analyse the appropriateness of the project arrangement framework at 

European, national and university levels. 

 

1.3 Major issues arising from previous studies on the curriculum development 
projects 

The SOCRATES 2000 study, which was the final evaluation of the first phase of 
SOCRATES, carried out an analysis of the curriculum development projects and put 
forward a certain number of specific conclusions and recommendations which have 
been taken into account and tested by this ex post evaluation6. The evaluators 
consider it essential for this second evaluation of the curriculum development activity 
to build on the earlier analysis. This will enable the team to verify major trends and 
main thrusts in project design, the activities implemented, dissemination and 
implementation in general courses in terms of which have continued and/or developed 
further over recent  years. The main aspects highlighted by SOCRATES 2000 
concerned the “innovatory” nature of curriculum development projects, the 
implementation of the products and processes, teaching approaches of the partner 
institutions, dissemination of the products and processes and, finally, the links with 
mobility actions and ECTS. 

More specifically, the SOCRATES 2000 evaluation raised the following issues: 

• The activities involving curricular innovation were very diverse in their targets, 
which included interdisciplinarity, improvement of teaching and learning 
practices, etc. It was noted that projects had taken on board approaches to 
teaching and learning such as the use of information and communication 
technology, open and distance learning, and competence-based learning.  

• Issues were raised about the barriers to the implementation of curricular 
innovation and a certain level of dissatisfaction was expressed because of lack 
of feedback regarding the quality of the development work, possibilities for 
dissemination and instruments for assessing the comparative merits and 
qualities of the different approaches and products. This latter point mainly 
referred to the possibility of carrying out more formative evaluations which 
would enable project teams to compare their work with others and learn 
mutually. 

                                                 
6 idem. See Anne Klemperer and Marijk van der Wende, Chapter 7 Curriculum Development Activities and Thematic 
Network Projects 
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• The integration/implementation issue also raised questions about the 
availability of information on recognition or accreditation of newly developed 
curricula or degree programmes by national authorities. 

• Dissemination was clearly an area which needed further examination in order to 
assess over a longer period the types and scope of dissemination by partners, 
as well as any outcomes and difficulties. 

• SOCRATES 2000 noted that the CD activities that were most likely to lay stress 
on mobility were Curriculum development at advanced level and those most 
likely to use ECTS were Curriculum development at advanced level and 
European modules. 

• Further issues raised concerned aspects that tended to be common to many 
EU-funded programmes and activities, e.g. working in partnerships, 
administrative and financial difficulties. An uneven level of activity among the 
partners was reported, with the issue of "sleeping" partners being raised and 
also that of changes in individual project members. The SOCRATES 2000 
evaluation reported that the small amount of funding did not create the feeling 
of strong commitment and that the funds provided created a certain structure 
for academics who were interested in curricular innovation. Just as with other 
areas of the SOCRATES programme, problems were raised that were often 
associated with the administration of funds by the Commission. 

All these issues have been integrated in the criteria for analysis and the design of the 
investigation tools and, in particular, in the design of the questionnaire for 
coordinators and the preparation of the guidelines for the Consultation Groups. 

1.4 The evaluation team  

The core team was composed of staff from four organisations: 

• VeraDotter Scandinavian (Sweden) represented by Erica Sahlin  
• The European Institute of Education and Social Policy (France) represented by 

Jean Gordon, Laurence Emin and Isabelle Libert 
• ABC dialog (Denmark) represented by Astrid Berg 
• Folkuniversitetet (Sweden), represented by Martin Persson  

The core team was assisted by a team of consultants: 

• Mario Barajas, University of Barcelona, Spain 
• Filio Diamanti, Prisma, Greece 
• Magda Kirsch, Consultant and formerly KHLeuven Katholieke Hogeschool 

Leuven, Belgium 
• Janeric Lundquist, Linköpings Universitet, Sweden 
• Friedrich Scheuermann, Institute for Future Studies, Austria 
• Adrian Stoica, National Assessment and Examination Service and Technical 

University of Bucharest, Romania 

The full evaluation team came from eight of the countries eligible for SOCRATES and 
between the team members covered nine languages. This was important for the 
analysis of the projects. 
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1.5 Structure of the report  

The next chapter of this report, Chapter 2, presents the methodology used for this 
evaluation study. It is organised by type of evaluation activity. Chapter 3 then 
presents and analyses the quantitative data on the participation of higher education 
institutions in the Curriculum Development projects. In Chapter 4 the results of the 
questionnaire sent to the project coordinators are described and analysed. Chapter 5 
presents the results of the analysis of the sample of final reports and the After Action 
Review, comparing project intentions in the application forms with outcomes in the 
final reports. In Chapter 6, the outcomes of the Consultation Groups are presented 
and discussed. Chapter 7 reports on the Evaluation Seminar held in Brussels in 
October 2004 in order to test and validate first results and it presents the conclusions 
of the seminar debates. The overall conclusions and recommendations of the 
evaluation are presented in Chapter 8. They examine the relevance, results, efficiency 
and management framework, effectiveness and impact, as well as the sustainability of 
the action.  

There is a short Executive Summary at the beginning of the report which concentrates 
on the major outcomes of the evaluation.  

The Annexes at the end of the report contain: 

1. Terms of reference for the study tender DGEAC/50/03 
2. The tables relating to statistics  - chapter 3 
3. The questionnaire text – chapter 4 
4. The results of the questionnaire – chapter 4 
5. Framework for analysis of final reports – chapter 5 
6. Analysis sheet – chapter 5 
7. Structured questions for consultation groups – chapter 6 
8. Seminar program including list of participants – chapter 7 
9. Literature and documentation consulted 
10.Glossary of terms  
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2 The Evaluation Methodology 

This chapter presents the methodology that was designed and implemented for the 
evaluation of the SOCRATES Curriculum Development Projects.  

2.1 Objective of the overall methodology design 

The objective of the evaluation team was to design a study to gather the most 
valuable and valid data, thus establishing a robust reference base for the evaluation of 
the actions undertaken with a view to their future development. 

The evaluation methodologies were designed not only to reflect the ideas, issues and 
expectations outlined in the specifications, but also to draw on the experience of the 
team in formative and summative evaluation studies undertaken at institutional, local, 
regional, national and transnational levels within the framework of Community-funded 
initiatives.  

It is essential that this type of evaluation draw on both quantitative and qualitative 
methods in order to address the complexity of the measure and achieve the best 
balance to ensure that the overall results will be useful to the Commission in further 
work on CD development in higher education. 

The methodology combined tried and tested approaches, such as questionnaires, with 
specific approaches suited to SOCRATES actions in which: 

• partnership processes play a determining role in reaching objectives,  
• projects are based on developmental processes with substantive objectives, 
• innovation is set in an institutional context. 

In the field of evaluation at all levels, approaches are increasingly used in which the 
key words are “participant involvement”, “empowerment”, “and formative evaluation”. 
Learning partnerships are monitored by methods that have a more qualitative design, 
allowing for more in-depth assessments of factors such as participation, the real as 
compared to intended outcomes, the broad range of issues and processes involved in 
implementation, recognition, etc. Thus the use of the data that the evaluations 
generate determines the design and process of evaluation.7 Such approaches to 
evaluation underpinned the design of this evaluation which took as its starting point 
that the CD projects were diverse, involving different types of higher education 
institutions, different types of curriculum development, as well as posing a range of 
complex issues facing implementation.  

                                                 
7 Tendenser i evaluering: (Tendencies in evaluation) Peter Dahler-Larsen and Hanne Kathrine Krogstrup (red) Odense 
Universitetsforlag, 2001 
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Nevertheless, the evaluation of a specific action or measure has overall objectives 
shared with all funded activity. They are to:  

• examine and asses whether or not the activities were worth carrying out, as well 
as the outcomes for all partners and beneficiaries: results, implementation and 
organisational issues; 

• analyse the use made of public funds: use of EU, national, regional, local grants; 
• evaluate the contributions made to future developments and the impact on the 

systems in which the work was carried out: impact of the activities; 
• examine how the work was carried out: process of working in a partnership  
• examine the feasibility, desirability and conditions of continuity: dissemination and 

sustainability. 

The methodology combined five methods, designed to interact, in order to obtain the 
relevant information addressing the key questions and the main areas for the study. 
They were: 

• Quantitative data analysis; 
• Questionnaire to project coordinators; 
• Analysis of a sample of application and final reports; 
• Consultation Groups;  
• An Evaluation Seminar. 
 
Each aspect of the methodology is presented below. 

 

2.2 Analysis of the quantitative data  
 

2.2.1 Objective 
The objective of the quantitative analysis of project applications and data on 
applications and approvals was to map the participation of higher education 
institutions in projects by year, type of project, country of the coordinating institution 
and partner countries.  

2.2.2 Design of the methodology and tools used 
For this part of the evaluation, data were requested from the database of the 
SOCTRATES-YOUTH Technical Assistance Office (TAO) in Brussels. The design was to 
a large extent determined by the data available, i.e. the data contained in application 
forms which have been coded, as well as data concerning applications and approvals. 

2.2.3 Data collection process 
The following data were provided by the SOCRATES-YOUTH TAO: 

• A complete list of the 429 projects undertaken in the period of reference: first 
application year, project code, title, type and country of coordinator.  

• The total number of applications and new projects approved by type and year 
and also the number of renewals each year. 
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• The funding formula by type of project and year for coordinators and partners. 
• Tables by year and by type of project with the following information: 

 project code,  
 project title,  
 coordinating institution,  
 subject area(s),  
 partner institutions and countries,  
 grant requested and grant awarded (year 1). 

Information on the duration of projects was also requested but could not be supplied, 
as it was not coded and stored in the database in a systematic manner until 2000. 

The TAO also provided: 

• Photocopies of all the available application forms and final reports.  
• A list of contact details for project coordinators (code, country, first application 

year, type of project, name of coordinator, telephone, fax and e-mail which 
were used to  send out the questionnaire. (The difficulties concerning this list 
are explained in Section 2.3 which describes the questionnaire methodology.)  

 

2.2.4 Difficulties encountered and solutions applied 
The difficulties were of two types: availability of data and logistics. 

Concerning the availability and quality of data, the projects that were evaluated used 
the SOCRATES I application form in which very little information was coded and 
standardised for inclusion in the database. This limited the range of information 
available. A certain number of problems arose, such as missing reports, lists which did 
not correspond to the documents sent, etc., but these were solved in cooperation with 
the TAO. 

Concerning the logistics, more time than expected was necessary to sort out the 
problems which arose with the copies of applications and final reports sent: tracking 
DHL for the delivery, checking the content of the boxes against lists supplied and 
sorting out the discrepancies, etc. All difficulties were solved in cooperation with the 
TAO.  

 

2.2.5 Results of the data collection 
The following tables have been produced and are included in Annex 4: 

• The number of applications for Curriculum Development projects during the 
period 1996- 2000 (application years) and the number of projects approved, 
renewals and dissemination grants – Table 1 

• Grants awarded for new projects by subject, 1996-2000 – Tables 2 (and 2a to 
2e for individual years) 
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• The breakdown by country of the coordinators and type of new project, 1996-
2000 – Tables 3 (and 3a to 3e for individual years) 

• The breakdown by participating country (project partners) and type of new 
project, 1996-2000 – Tables 4 (and 4a to 4e for individual years) 

• The funding formula by year and type of project for coordinating and partner 
institutions.  

Three tables have been integrated directly into the text: 

• Percentages of applications for new projects accepted by year 
• The approval rate for all projects (new, renewals and dissemination) by type. 
• Funding formula by year and type of project for coordinating and partner 

institutions.  
 
The full results are presented in Chapter 3. 

 

2.3 The Questionnaire  
 

2.3.1 Objective of the questionnaire 
The main aim of the questionnaire was to undertake a survey of all the coordinators in 
the Curriculum Development projects in order to map clearly the participation of 
universities in this action in the period designated and to gather data on the impacts 
and use of project outputs. 

It also represented the second quantitative activity of this study, the main purpose of 
which was to gather a large amount of information on the measurable aspects of the 
Curriculum Development Projects. It would, together with the analysis of applications, 
allow the evaluators to highlight the themes and issues that would be interesting and 
important to investigate further during the qualitative part of the evaluation.  

 

2.3.2 Design of the methodology and tools used 
 

2.3.2.1  An on-line questionnaire 

An on-line questionnaire was selected by the team for this survey in order to be able 
to: 

• contact more rapidly the total number of project coordinators; 
• collate the resulting data more efficiently and effectively and present them in 

the form of charts; 
• send out reminder e-mails to those coordinators who had not responded.  

The web tool selected was Websurvey by Textalk AB, a tool developed by a 
Swedish/Polish company (https://websurvey.textalk.se/en/ ). 
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2.3.2.2  Languages 

The questionnaire was produced in the four languages which are used across the 
different actions of the SOCRATES Programme: English, French, Spanish and German. 
The SOCRATES 2000 study reported a predominance of English as the working 
language of CD partnerships, but the evaluation team considered that it was 
important to offer a range of languages that was feasible within the time and budget 
constraints of this evaluation in order to increase the rate of response. 

2.3.2.3 The composition of the questionnaire (See annex 3) 

The questionnaire was composed of 90 questions divided into in 5 sections: 

• The project (main objectives, target group, links to other projects, etc.); 
• The partnership (advantages, difficulties; main project languages, etc.); 
• Results and impact (outputs, innovation, use and on-going use of the new 

course/ module /materials, contribution of the project to a European dimension 
in education, main benefits to the institution, to the staff and to the students, 
difficulties encountered, dissemination, etc.); 

• Administrative and financial questions (grants, length of time to receive them, 
evaluation, etc.); 

• Conclusions (desire of the coordinator to renew this experience of coordinating 
a SOCRATES project, comments and suggestions for improving the 
Programme). 

2.3.2.4  The Sample 

The core of the survey included the 429 CD projects funded by the Programme during 
the period 1996-2000. The final sample for the questionnaire was composed of 298 
valid electronic addresses.  

371 questionnaires were sent out the first time. This figure did not correspond to the 
total number of projects because: 

• electronic addresses were not available for 29 coordinators;  
• some coordinators were responsible for several projects (30 coordinators were 

responsible for 52 CD projects). 
 
The 371 addresses were not all valid (see below), which further reduced the size of 
the final sample.  

2.3.3 Data collection process 
The questionnaire was first sent on 15th of June 2004. Following the initial launch, 
reminders were sent by e-mail 7 times at regular intervals to those coordinators who 
had not replied. The web survey was closed on 22nd of September 2004. It was kept 
on-line for three months over the summer period to maximise the number of 
responses.  
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2.3.4 Difficulties encountered and solutions applied 
The main difficulty was that there was not a valid list of e-mail addresses for all the 
CD coordinators, especially for the earliest projects (funded by SOCRATES 1). 

The initial launch of the questionnaire showed that 127 e-mail addresses out of 371 
were wrong or no longer existed. Remedial action was taken as follows: 

the Commission provided valuable support by accepting to check and search for 
correct addresses; 

the evaluation team telephoned a number of institutions and searched via Internet. 

Mainly because of these problems, frequent communication with project coordinators 
and their institutions was necessary in order to obtain a sufficient number of 
responses. Nevertheless, it was not possible to find valid addresses for 73 
coordinators. In addition, 5 people on the list of coordinators responded that they had 
not coordinated a project.  
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2.3.5 Results of the data collection 
By the end of the survey period, 129 completed questionnaires had been received out 
of a possible 298. The response rate was therefore 43%. 

The following table shows the proportion of responses by eligible country.  

Countries 

% of projects which 
responded to the 

questionnaire 
Austria 5,4
Belgium 7,0
Bulgaria 3,9
Czech Republic 1,6
Denmark 1,6
Finland 4,7
France 12,4
Germany 11,6
Greece 3,1
Hungary 0,8
Italy 9,3
Netherlands 4,7
No Answer 2,3
Norway 0,8
Poland 0,8
Portugal 0,8
Romania 3,1
Scotland 0,8
Slovenia 0,8
Spain 6,2
Sweden 5,4
United Kingdom 12,4
Total 100%

100% = 129 projects 

The full results are presented and analysed in Chapter 4 of the report. The 
questionnaire can be found in Annex 3 and the summary of results in Annex 4.  

2.4 Analysis of the Final reports  
 

2.4.1 Objective and purpose of the study of the final reports   
The objective of this phase of the evaluation was to elaborate a selected sample of 
final project reports to enable the evaluation team to investigate and analyse what the 
coordinators reported actually happened and was produced. The application form for 
each project was studied in conjunction with the final report. The analysis focused on 
results, dissemination and integration, use of courses/modules, difficulties 
encountered and solutions applied and whether or not objectives were adjusted and 
how this affected outcomes.  
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2.4.2 Design of the methodology and tools used 
The evaluation team wanted to measure the discrepancies between intentions and 
results/outcomes using an AAR approach (After Action Review). The After Action 
Review is an approach that is often used to study the differences between the 
intentions and results because it asks a series of questions: what was supposed to 
happen? What actually happened? What were the reasons for differences and 
discrepancies? This method does not seek to make value judgements as to why plans 
had not been fulfilled as intended, but creates a basis for reflection and future 
adjustments. 

The final reports and the application forms for each of the sample of projects were 
analysed either by members of the core team or by one of the members of the 
extended evaluation team. The consultants involved in this analysis were Mario 
Barajas (Spain), Filio Diamanti (Greece), Magda Kirsch (Belgium), Janerik Lundquist 
(Sweden) and Friedrich Scheuermann (Austria). This enabled the evaluation team to 
cover all languages represented. 

The core team members responsible for this part of the study designed an analysis 
framework that had to be filled in for all the projects in the sample. It covered a range 
of data about the projects, such as the subject area, type of project, but also included 
an assessment of the objectives in comparison to the outcomes, information about 
implementation and integration, dissemination etc (See Annex 6). All these data were 
put into an Access database. 

2.4.3 Data collection process 
A strategy was developed to ensure that a representative sample of the CD projects 
would be included in the AAR analysis.  This involved a selection process of the 
material that was organised by consequential principles, which involved identifying 
certain criteria of the material. When that phase was completed, the following criteria 
were then applied in sequential order: 

• All countries that had conducted CD projects were included.  
• The more recent projects were prioritised (see figure 2-1). 
• Representation of the types of projects was taken into account (see Figure 2-2). 
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This resulted in the generation of a representative sample of 250 CD projects to be 
included in the analysis of the final reports.  

Year Projects 
in the 
sample 

Projects 
 in total 

% 

2000 50 51 98% 
1999 43 44 98% 
1998 37 43 86% 
1997 57 85 67% 
1996 63 206 31% 
Total 250 429 58% 

 
Figure 2-1 Representation of projects according to year 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Figure 2-2 Representation of projects by type of project  
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Country Projects Total % 
United Kingdom 35 99 35% 
France 26 59 44% 
Germany 25 43 58% 
Belgium 23 34 68% 
Italy 16 32 50% 
The Netherlands 19 32 59% 
Finland 19 23 83% 
Austria 12 18 67% 
Spain 14 18 78% 
Greece 14 14 100% 
Sweden 7 14 50% 
Romania 7 9 78% 
Denmark 6 6 100% 
Bulgaria 5 5 100% 
Hungary 5 5 100% 
Ireland 3 3 100% 
Portugal 3 3 100% 
Czech Republic 2 2 100% 
Latvia 2 2 100% 
Norway 1 2 50% 
Poland 2 2 100% 
Slovenia 2 2 100% 
Cyprus 1 1 100% 
Iceland 1 1 100% 
Estonia 0 0 0% 
Liechtenstein 0 0 0% 
Luxembourg 0 0 0% 
Latvia 0 0 0% 
Malta 0 0 0% 
Slovak Republic 0 0 0% 
Total 250 429 58% 

 
Figure 2-3  Number and proportion of projects included in the sample by country 
 

2.4.4 Difficulties encountered and solutions applied 
The nature of the material supplied varied greatly. There were real "final reports", but 
reports made after one or two years were also mixed with other final reports, some of 
which were only partially completed. 

Another obstacle was that the questions asked by the Commission changed slightly 
from year to year. This made it difficult to have a consistent evaluation, to give the 
reports the same value and it also made it difficult to draw valid conclusions. 

Many of the reports were badly written and answers were convoluted, drafted in an 
abstract language. In many of the reports, the questions had either not been 
answered or answers had not been expressed clearly. 
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Some application forms outlined broad, global objectives, which would be difficult to 
measure, rather than specific objectives. It was difficult to compare these objectives 
with the information provided in the final reports, as the latter concentrated on the 
annual achievements.  

The fact that there was no agreement amongst the co-ordinators on the meaning of 
concepts such as outputs, achievements, dissemination, etc was confusing. In many 
cases the reports did not offer significant information for the evaluation. Furthermore, 
in some cases, the coordinators reported on their envisaged outcomes (e.g. about 
outputs), but not on what the project had really achieved. 

It was therefore very difficult to carry out a strict AAR analysis. Missing reports or 
parts missing in both application and (final) reports made the evaluation team 
cautious about the results of the analysis.   

The team decided to base its conclusions on the final report submitted for completed 
projects and not on annual ones.  

2.4.5 Results of the data collection 
The results are presented in detail in Chapter 5 of this report.  

 

2.5 Consultation groups 
 

2.5.1 Objective and purpose of the consultation groups 
The consultation groups aimed to give a qualitative insight into the running of the CD 
projects through a discussion in peoples’ own language. The objective was firstly to 
validate the trends and conclusions of the analysis of the final reports and the 
questionnaire to the project coordinators. Secondly, it was to broaden the findings 
with the "stories" and experiences of other people who had been involved in the CDs8.  

Four countries/or language areas were selected to host consultation groups: 
Belgium/Netherlands; Denmark/Sweden; Romania and Greece. The countries were 
chosen not only to represent different European areas: North; South and East; but 
also to include input from countries that were not amongst the most represented in 
the CD projects. However, it was important that all countries either had a sufficient 
number of projects to make it realistic to set up a group, or as in the case of 
Belgium/Netherlands, and Denmark/Sweden the two countries together would make a 
group feasible. 

                                                 
8  In the chapter on the results of the consultation groups, these experiences are referred to as “stories” to underline 
the fact that they are   snapshots and highly subjective, but nevertheless provide very important insights into the work 
of the CD action. 
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In choosing the venues for the consultation groups, the team saw an interest in 
involving countries with lesser used languages, and the grouping of countries further 
facilitated travel, so that more countries could be involved within the limitations of the 
budget for this activity. 

 

2.5.2 Design of the methodology and tools used 
The group interviews followed a framework of questions prepared to cover the areas 
of the evaluation study. The areas are presented below, and the full interview 
guideline can be found in Annex 2. The guidelines took into consideration the results 
of the parts of the studies already carried out, and questions were designed to 
validate or further develop areas that were puzzling and interesting after analysis of 
the final reports and questionnaires. 

The interview guideline was a tool for the interviewer and the moderator. It was semi-
structured and included the different questions of interest to the study, but was not 
supposed to be followed from a-z. This way of interviewing allowed the participants to 
influence the process by talking about what they were interested in and the 
experiences they had had during the work with the CD projects. The tool, however, 
made sure that all the subjects of the study were addressed and helped the 
moderator to keep the discussions from running off track. 

The framework contained the following overall subjects:  

• Outcomes 

• Use/implementation 

• Recognition 

• Partnership and Cooperation 

• The European Dimension 

• Miscellaneous 

• Suggestions and recommendations 

In the following sections, the organisation of each of the groups will be described. The 
full outcomes of the Consultation Groups discussions are presented and analysed in 
chapter 5 of the report.  

 

2.5.3 Data collection process 
In all four countries, the format of the consultation groups was planned to be the 
same. The groups comprised 6 – 8 people, with a moderator who could speak the 
mother tongue of the participants and the discussions were planned to be informal. 
They included coordinators, partners in projects and others involved in CD projects, 
e.g. international officers, etc. 

The guidelines were used in all four countries as the backbone of the discussions. In 
some countries, the participants asked to see the questions first, and they received 
the guidelines with an explanation of the intended methodology. 
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All the consultation groups were introduced by Astrid Berg, who was a member of the 
evaluation core team. She also participated in the moderation of the groups of which 
she knew the language. Astrid Berg introduced the study, explained the process and 
purpose of the groups and the expectations of the evaluation team for the 
consultation groups. She emphasised that the participants’ and opinions would be 
treated confidentially and would only be reported anonymously.  

Following this introduction and questions about it, the participants in the groups were 
asked to present themselves and their connection to the CD activities and give a short 
outline of the project or projects in which they had been involved. The focus then 
shifted to the overall issues mentioned above. 

The discussions in all four groups lasted between 3 and 4 hours. Travel costs and the 
midday meal were covered by the project. 

Each of the consultation groups are described in more detail below. 

 

2.5.3.1 Belgium 

The consultation group in Belgium took place in Leuven, at the university, on 24 
August 2004. It was organised with the help of Magda Kirsch.  5 participants from 4 
different universities attended. The participants covered 15 CD projects – 6 CDI, 4 
EM, 1 ILC and 3 CDA and 1 MOD. The discussion lasted from 9.15 to 13.15, followed 
by lunch. One participant was an international officer.  The others were academics in 
different subject areas.  

For the consultation group in Belgium, the SOCRATES National Agency (NA) helped to 
localise people who were not on our lists. These were partners or key persons from 
universities' international offices. Contact was made by e-mail, and reminders were 
sent out by the NA and the team of consultants.  

All but one had been involved in more than one CD project; and the person from the 
international office had been responsible for many projects during the period 1997-
2001. Participants came from both universities and polytechnics; and from both 
Catholic and non-Catholic institutions.  This is an important difference in the Belgian 
system. 

The discussion was very lively and the participants answered the questions willingly. 
They shared their own concerns and experiences and expressed their satisfaction at 
having had a chance to discuss these issues, as they felt that they had not been given 
the opportunity to do so before. 

 

2.5.3.2 Sweden 

The consultation group in Sweden took place in Stockholm, on 30 August 2004 in the 
offices of the Swedish National Agency. The group was headed by Astrid Berg, and, 
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due to special circumstances, it had only 3 participants. They covered a range of 
projects - since their university was one of the most active in Sweden. The discussion 
lasted from 9.00 to 12.00. Because of the poor participation in the Swedish group, 
remedial action was taken and Astrid Berg located and interviewed 3 coordinators by 
phone and did one further interview with a coordinator face-to-face. These interviews 
were with institutions in the South of Sweden and in Denmark and the findings were 
included in the study. 

 

2.5.3.3 Romania 

The consultation group in Romania took place in Bucharest on 29 September 2004. It 
was organised with the help of Dr. Adrian Stoica. The participants covered 7 CD 
projects from the period analysed for this evaluation study. The discussion lasted from 
9.30 – 13.30 followed by lunch. It took place at the SOCRATES National Agency in 
Bucharest. 

The SOCRATES agency in Romania was very helpful in assisting with the 
arrangements of the seminar which brought together 7 participants representing 5 
different universities and polytechnics and from four cities in Romania: Bucharest, 
Timisoara, Brasow and Constanca. 

The participants were contacted by e-mail both by Astrid Berg and the SOCRATES 
agency. Furthermore, Adrian Stoica made some contacts to make sure that the group 
had a sufficient number of participants. The discussions were very lively, with all 
participants contributing. The fact that it was in Romanian made it possible for 
everyone to participate at a high level and this was seen as positive.  

 

2.5.3.4 Greece 

The consultation group in Greece took place in Athens on 4 October 2004. It was 
organised with the help of Filio Diamanti from PRISMA. The participants covered 12 
CD projects from the period analysed for this evaluation study. The discussion lasted 
from 9.30 – 13.00 followed by lunch. It took place at the PRISMA offices in Athens. 

The National Agency in Athens helped to set up the consultation group by contacting 
the potential participants and inviting them. One person from the NA also took part to 
learn more about the programme.  

The participants were contacted by the National Agency and re-contacted by PRISMA. 
The group was made up of 6 participants from 4 universities, 5 departments and one 
international office. 

The group was moderated by Astrid Berg and Filio Diamanti and was conducted in 
both Greek and English, following the participants’ wishes. 
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2.5.4 Difficulties encountered and solutions applied 
As mentioned above, the greatest obstacle for this part of the study was to attract the 
participants. The calendar posed an important issue because it was difficult to ensure 
the academics’ presence at the start of the new academic year. The schedule of this 
study made it necessary to organise the consultation groups at the beginning of the 
term.  

The national agencies in the four countries and also in Denmark and the Netherlands 
were very helpful in locating, and in some cases contacting the potential participants. 
However, the fact that the study was on projects from 1997-2001 meant that those 
who were involved were perhaps no longer employed in the same place, or if they 
were, they were busy with other projects. They were not very willing to invest time in 
the study and it was therefore rather time consuming to attract and enlist them.  

The timing of the whole study and consequently of the consultation group also 
presented a problem. The groups had to be completed before the seminar, which 
meant that the first two groups took place in late August and the beginning of 
September, which was too early in the academic year, and many were not back at 
work.  

However, those who came to the consultation groups were very motivated and 
participated positively. Some even expressed their satisfaction at being given the 
opportunity to express their opinions on the CD projects and discuss them with 
others.  

The results are presented in full and analysed in Chapter 6. 

 

2.6 Seminar 
 

2.6.1 Objective of the seminar 
The seminar was a central activity of the evaluation study, since it is a qualitative, 
final session of discussion with central actors in the SOCRATES Curriculum 
Development activities.  

The objective of the evaluation seminar was to:  

• test the key findings of the surveys and analyses; 
• organise and moderate thematic discussions around major issues; 
• test with a mixed audience of project coordinators and other key constituencies 

major areas for the development and functioning of the programme; 
• test with a mixed audience of project coordinators and other key constituency’s 

major areas arising from the projects: innovative products and outcomes, 
integration into programmes of study and courses, dissemination, links with other 
actions of ERASMUS, such as mobility and ECTS. 

 

2.6.2 Design of the methodology and tools used 
The seminar was part of the tender and therefore very important. It was planned as 
the event where all the different activities were brought together and discussed in a 
larger group, with different constituencies involved: coordinators, partners, 
international officers, National Agencies and national and European authorities. ()  



 

58 

 

The presentation of the seminar and the invitations were sent out to a large group of 
political organisations and interest groups, as well as to selected coordinators. The 
venue in Brussels was decided beforehand since it was easy to reach for most people.   

Since the seminar was designed to discuss, enlarge on, and deepen the understanding 
of the findings of the other evaluation activities, the final design of the methodology 
and tools were elaborated just before, and even during the seminar in order to be 
responsive to issues raised in the discussions. This meant that the points discussed in 
groups were turned around, reformulated and fed back to the seminar, thus enabling 
a process of feedback and feed forward that was unique.  

The team started by formulating the issues at a preparatory meeting that took place 
in Paris at the beginning of October. The outcomes of the other activities were 
discussed and the themes and issues for the seminar were laid out. Before the 
seminar, these issues and themes were formulated into questions and grouped. They 
were presented as question sheets and used for the first group sessions of the 
seminar. 

The methodology of the seminar had its theoretical roots in the Open Space 
Technology9 (OST) but due to the fact that there was limited time and a rather large 
number of issues that were of interest to the study, it was decided that the 
“openness” would have to be controlled slightly to ensure the quality of the outcomes 
of the seminar.  

The discussions were mainly in groups. The groups were formed in different ways 
during the seminar, and this is described in more detail in chapter 7. But they were 
always given some questions to start and guide discussion. The groups were also free 
to decide what they were interested in discussing, thereby creating an “open space” 
for discussion within the more guided process.  

The first group sessions focused on aspects of the major issues presented by the 
evaluation team using the process question sheets. The participants split themselves 
up amongst the groups according to their wishes to allow them to discuss the issues 
that they found most interesting.  

For the second group session, the participants were divided into two groups mainly 
made up of academics and a group of higher education administrators. The first two 

                                                 
9 Open Space Technology (OST) enables all kinds of people, in any kind of organisation, to create inspired meetings 
and events. In Open Space meetings, events and organisations, participants create and manage their own agenda of 
parallel working sessions around a central theme of strategic importance, such as: What is the strategy, group, 
organisation or community that all stakeholders can support and work together to create? Though Open Space may be 
known for an apparent lack of structure and “welcoming of surprises”, its meetings are  very structured -- but because 
that structure fits the people and the purpose, it goes unnoticed, in its proper role of supporting (not blocking) best 
work.  

The following results tend to occur in an Open Space: 1. All the issues that are MOST important to the participants are 
raised. 2. All the issues raised are addressed by those participants who are the most qualified and capable e. 3. In so 
short a time as one or two days, all the most important ideas, discussion, data, recommendations, conclusions, 
questions for further study can be tackled. 4. When appropriate and if there is time, the contents of the seminar 
document can be focused and prioritised very rapidly, even with very large groups. 5. After an event, the results can 
rapidly be made available to a broader community. 
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groups were asked to provide recommendations as to how to ensure a successful CD 
project. The questions were influenced by an Appreciative Inquiry methodology10, 
which focuses on the positive aspects. This method is very useful for generating good 
ideas and recommendations. 

In all the group sessions, except the last where the groups were formed on the basis 
of language, people from the extended team were assigned as moderators and 
rapporteurs, thereby helping to sum up and to keep the discussions moving forward. 

The extended team met for a briefing the day before the seminar. They were all 
involved in other evaluation activities as well, either the consultation groups or the 
analysis of the final reports. They therefore had background knowledge of the issues 
that were central to the evaluation of the CD projects.  

2.6.3 Data collection processes  
The data of this evaluation activity are the output of the discussions in groups and 
plenary sessions during the two-day seminar.  

After each group session, there was a plenary session where the main issues were 
reported by the moderator and the rapporteur, or by other members of the groups. 
Hence, every group session influenced the next. 

The conclusions and recommendations of the seminar were collated by the group of 
consultants and discussed during and after the seminar. The extended team of the 
consultants was invited to comment on the text for the chapter. 

2.6.4 Difficulties encountered and solutions applied 
The greatest difficulty was, as with the consultation groups, to find the people who 
were interested in participating. This process was very time consuming. 

The people who had responded to the questionnaire were contacted several times by 
e-mail. Furthermore, members of the team telephoned both the organisations and the 
National Agencies to ensure the geographical spread, and coordinators in countries 
where we did not find any participants. 

As with the consultation groups, one of the difficulties was the timing in connection 
with the academic year. The date of the seminar was moved to October mainly 
because of this.  

2.6.5 Results of the data collection 
The seminar resulted in a list of recommendations concerning different aspects of the 
Curriculum Development action which is presented in Chapter 7. The 
recommendations have been used in conjunction with the conclusions of the other 
evaluation activities to formulate the general conclusions of this evaluation study. 

 

                                                 
10 Appreciative Inquiry is a school of thought developed by David L. Cooperrider and Diana Whitney. “AI involves, in a 
central way, the art and practice of asking questions that strengthen a system’s capacity to apprehend, anticipate, and 
heighten positive potential. See for instance: http://appreciativeinquiry.cwru.edu/  
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2.7 Limitations of the tools and approaches used 

The data analysis was dependent on the availability and quality of the data contained 
in the TAO database and therefore only certain characteristics of the projects could be 
mapped. In addition, the electronic address list contained a large number of incorrect 
addresses. Given the mobility in higher education careers, it may be useful to consider 
ways of updating contact lists regularly for monitoring purposes.  

There is clearly a need for a multilingual, on-line questionnaire which would allow for 
easy merging of the data collected in different languages. As far as the evaluators can 
ascertain, such a tool does not exist (or certainly not within the limitations of an 
evaluation budget). Another drawback was that coordinators could not fill in the 
questionnaire on two or more occasions but were obliged to finish once they had 
started. At the beginning of the evaluation, several tools were examined and Webtool 
fulfilled the highest number of criteria (the possibility of sending automatically 
generated reminder e-mails to all the coordinators and of aggregating the data; no 
limits to the number of questions and space for answers; no limits to the number of 
respondents or the server space). However, the team had to make some adaptations 
to the tool (with the software developers) to adapt it to multi-lingual purposes.  

Discrepancies arose between the quantitative data supplied by the TAO and the 
questionnaire results. Two examples illustrate clearly the problem. Given the 
comparatively high proportion of questionnaire responses which stated that their 
projects were interdisciplinary (about 30%), it would appear that there are diverse 
interpretations of this characteristic. The TAO database counts the projects which 
declare on the application form that they will be working in more than one subject 
area – fewer than 10% of the total number of new projects. It would seem that 
project coordinators had a more informal definition. Another example is the fact that 
projects first approved in 1998 and 1999, which continued to receive support in 2000, 
started the project as CDAs or CDAs and finished as PROGS. It would seem that 
questionnaire respondents used the final coding only. This also created some 
confusion in matching final reports with application forms.  

The After Action Review method depends on the availability of materials which are of 
good quality and well-organised. As explained above, this was not always the case for 
the applications forms and final reports.  

For the best possible analysis it should have been possible to take a sample which was 
balanced both from the point of view of country and year representation. Given the 
much higher number of projects first approved in 1996, a representative sample by 
year would have included too many old projects for which the data were not of very 
good quality. Therefore it was decided to select the sample using several criteria 
described above and to include all the projects which were first approved in 1999 and 
2000.  
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2.7.1 Strong points of the qualitative methodology  
Consultation groups are qualitative by definition. The strong points are that they 
supply the evaluator with more detailed information than quantitative methods. The 
data collected are more in-depth and allow for the possibility of probing into 
interesting or new aspects arising from the discussion. 

It is very important to note that this method gave the team a broader and deeper 
understanding of the running of CD projects. This is only possible with a qualitative 
method. It contributed case stories that were “anecdotal” insights and perceptions of 
successes and failures of a larger group of individuals. The team was able to test the 
results of the analysis of the questionnaires and the final reports. 11 Furthermore, the 
groups provided the opportunity to test the hypotheses about the CD action in 
national contexts as well as of involving more people than if we had only relied on the 
seminar. Therefore since consultation groups are not as expensive as individual, face-
to-face, in-depth interviews, the evaluation team considered that they would be a 
cost-effective way of obtaining qualitative data. Finally, another strong point is that 
the consultation groups were carried out in the language of the country and therefore 
provided data that were not “twisted” by interpretation or by participants having to 
explain themselves in a foreign language.  

The seminar, also a qualitative approach, contributed to the evaluation processes in 
the way that the team expected. While also providing an interesting insight into the 
workings of the CD action, it also highlighted the limitations and the constraints. It 
gave the team the opportunity to test and validate the range of hypotheses developed 
during the other evaluation activities and therefore contributed substantially to the 
conclusions. Good results from this type of seminar depend on solid preparation and 
excellent moderation. The fact that the team had met for a full day before the seminar 
in order to discuss the issues and hypotheses certainly contributed to the outcomes.  

However, one of the main reasons why the seminar was a very valuable part of the 
study was the people involved. The group had a shared experience; many had run at 
least one (and in some cases several) CD projects. This almost automatically 
generated output, because when people decide to participate in this type of seminar 
they are very likely to want to share their experience and discuss the positive and 
negative aspects, the outcomes and outputs.  

2.7.2 Limitations due to the calendar 
It will always be difficult to fit an evaluation into the higher education academic year, 
particularly because of the long summer break. In order to deal with this problem, the 
questionnaire was left on-line for three months and seven reminders were sent. 
Unfortunately, the consultation groups and seminar had to be organised at the 
beginning of the university year, making it difficult to attract participants. For the 
consultation groups, this made it extremely difficult to obtain a balanced distribution 
of types of projects, subject areas, etc. The Commission suggested moving the 
seminar back to October to accommodate these problems of timing.  

                                                 
11 See footnote 2 above.  
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3 Participation in the SOCRATES CD projects: figures 
and patterns  

 

3.1 Objective of the quantitative data analysis 

This chapter presents the results of the analysis of the quantitative data supplied by 
the SOCRATES-Youth Technical Assistance Office on the curriculum development 
projects. The objective is to map the participation of higher education institutions in 
projects by year, type of project, country of the coordinating institution and partner 
countries. This phase of the evaluation concerned the full sample of 429 projects.  

As a reminder, the number of countries eligible for SOCRATES support increased 
during the first phase of the SOCRATES programme. From 1995 to 1998 only the 15 
Member States of the European Union and three countries of the European Free Trade 
Area (EFTA), i.e. Iceland, Liechtenstein, and Norway, were eligible. As from 1998, the 
number of eligible countries grew to 24 (see below) with the inclusion of the Czech 
Republic, Cyprus, Hungary, Poland, Romania, and the Slovak Republic. A further 
extension took place in 1999 by opening ERASMUS to higher education institutions in 
Bulgaria, Estonia, Lithuania, Latvia, Malta and Slovenia. Thus, the number of eligible 
countries reached 30.  

Application 
year  

1995/96 1996/97 1997/98 1998/99 1999/2000 

Eligible 
countries 

15 EU Member States (Austria, 
Belgium, Germany, Denmark, Spain, 
Finland, France, Greece, Ireland, Italy, 
Luxembourg, The Netherlands, 
Portugal, Sweden, the United 
Kingdom) 

and 3 EFTA countries (Iceland, 
Liechtenstein, and Norway) 

Czech 
Republic, 
Hungary, 
Poland, 
Romania, 
Slovak 
Republic, 
Cyprus 

Bulgaria, 
Estonia, 
Lithuania, 
Latvia,  

Malta, 
Slovenia 

Figure 3-1  Countries eligible for SOCRATES 
 

3.2 Summary of the methodology  

A full description of the methodology is presented in Chapter 2. The data for this 
section were supplied by the SOCRATES YOUTH Technical Assistance Office from their 
database as follows: 

• The number of applications per year and type of project. 
• Overall number of projects accepted by year and type and also the number of 

renewed grants by type of project and year. It was, however, not possible to 
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obtain information on the duration of individual projects, as the relevant data 
were not coded systematically until 2000. 

• The number of dissemination grants by year and type of project.  
• New projects by type and year, by country of coordinators and partners, by 

subject areas, grants requested and awarded. 
• The formula applied for allocating grants by year and type of project. 

 

This chapter presents the analysis of: 

The number of applications for Curriculum Development projects in the period 1996 to 
2000 (application years) and the number of projects approved, renewals and 
dissemination grants. The analysis refers to Figure 3-2 and Figure 3-3 in the text and 
Table 1 in Annex 3. 

• Grants awarded for new projects by subject. The analysis refers to Tables 2 for 
1996-2000 (and 2a to 2e by year) in Annex 3. 

• The breakdown by country of the coordinators and type of new project. The 
analysis refers to Tables 3 for 1996-2000 (and 3a to 3e by year) in Annex 3. 

• The breakdown by participating country (project partners) and type of new 
project. The analysis refers to Tables 4 for 1996-2000 (and 4a to 4e by year) in 
Annex 3. 

• The funding formula by year and type of project for coordinating and partner 
institutions. The analysis refers to Figure 3-5 in the text 

•  
Except for Table 1, please note that in all cases the data refer to new projects only, 
the total number of which was 429. The year of reference in the tables refers to the 
application year, except for Table 1 in which the first year of activity has also been 
given. Thus, grants requested in 1996 would have been obtained for the academic 
year 1997-1998. 

SOCRATES I supported four types of Curriculum Development activities and activity 
for dissemination of projects. The four types were as follows: 

• Joint development of curricula at initial or intermediate level – CDI; 
• Joint development of university programmes at advanced level – CDA;   
• Joint development of European Modules – EM;  
• Joint development of Integrated Language Courses – ILC;  

In the second phase of SOCRATES the categories above were merged into two types 
of activities as well as dissemination grants:  

• Projects for the joint development of "study programmes" at any level - 
PROGS; 

• Projects for the joint development of European "modules" - MODS 

Project proposals and requests for funding support were submitted by eligible higher 
education institutions in at least three different participating countries and could be 
developed for any field of study. They were coordinated by one of the participating 
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institutions. Under the SOCRATES I regulations and for the first part of SOCRATES II 
(until 200312), funding was approved annually and the grant was allocated on the 
basis of fixed amounts per participating institution (see Table 5). Projects were able to 
request a renewal of the grant for a second and third year and/or for dissemination of 
the project outputs. The CD projects were developed within the framework of the 
Institutional Contracts which included the European Policy Statement. 

3.3 Results of the data analysis 
 

3.3.1 Summary of main results: 
 

• From 1996 to 2000, over 1000 grants were approved for projects (new 
projects, renewals and dissemination).  

• The total number of partners (including coordinators) funded, in new projects, 
was about 2700 for the whole period. 

• There was an overall decrease in the number of applications submitted each 
year and in the number of grants approved.  

• From 1996 to 1999, 40% of the grants were for CDAs, 35% were for EMs, while 
20% were for CDIs. Only 5% were grants for ILCs.  

• Five subject areas represented just over a half of the total number of new 
grants awarded over the period: Social Sciences, Engineering and Technology, 
Education and Teacher Training, Medical Sciences and Business Studies and 
Management.  

• 38 projects out of the total of 429 were working in more than one subject area.  
• Institutions in France, Germany and the UK coordinated almost half the total 

number of new funded projects.  

3.3.2 Overall numbers of applications, new projects and renewals 
It is important to note that during the period taken into consideration for this 
evaluation, over 1000 annual grants were approved for projects (new projects, 
renewals and dissemination).  

However, there was an overall decrease in the number of applications submitted each 
year and in the number of projects accepted. Within that overall decrease the 
acceptance rate increased from 18% to 35%. About one-third of all applications for 
CDAs, CDIs and EMs were approved, but only one-quarter of ILCs. 

In the application years from 1996 to 2000, grants were awarded for a total of 429 
new projects (See Table 1, Annex 4). Under the SOCRATES I regulations and until 
2003, CD Projects applied annually for a grant. Generally, projects were funded for 
between one and three years13 and could request funding for one year for 
dissemination of the project outputs. 

                                                 
12 New financial regulations were introduced by the European Commission on 1/1/2003 but came into effect later that 
year for new projects only. 

13 65% of the respondents to the questionnaire received funding for three years.  
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Over the four application years covered by SOCRATES I (1996-1999), there was a 
decrease each year in the number of project applications submitted, both overall and 
for each type of project (See Table 1, Annex 4). The new arrangements with PROGS 
and MODS came into application in 2000, the last year taken into account in this 
evaluation, and therefore no trends can be assessed. 

The following table shows the percentages of applications accepted for grants for new 
projects by year. The acceptance rate increased over the period.  

Figure 3-2 Percentages of applications for new projects accepted by year 
Year Applications  Accepted  % 
1996 1175 206 18% 
1997 408 85 21% 
1998 225 43 21% 
1999 211 44 21% 
2000 147 51 35% 
Source: Database of the SOCRATES Technical Assistance Office. 

Over the four application years taken into consideration for SOCRATES I, the number 
of newly approved projects decreased significantly each year. Thus the number 
decreased from 206 in 1996 to 85 in 1997. This trend continued the following two 
years when much lower numbers of grants were awarded (43 in 1998 and 44 in 
1999). In 2000, with the introduction of PROGs and MODs, the number of approvals 
rose. 

The following table on the approval rate for all projects by type (new applications, 
renewals, dissemination) shows a similar approval rate for CDAs, CDIs and EMs 
(about one-third each) but a lower rate for the ILCs – about one-quarter. There were 
considerably fewer projects supporting language courses under SOCRATES I and the 
approval rate was much lower. With the introduction of PROGs and MODs the approval 
rate rose to over 50%, mainly because of a very high rate of approval of requests for 
renewal of grants (96%). 

Figure 3-3 The approval rate for all projects (new, renewals and dissemination) by 
type. 
Type of project  Applications 

(new, renewals 
& 
dissemination) 

Accepted  % 

CDA 902 319 35% 
CDI 620 196 31% 
EM 918 329 36% 
ILC 164 43 26% 
PROG/MOD 241 128 53% 
Source: Database of the SOCRATES Technical Assistance Office. 

Concerning the number of applications for grants to be renewed, out of the 206 
projects which received grants in 1996, 189 requested a renewal in 1997 and over 
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95% of them were granted a second year of funding. This percentage dropped slightly 
the following year, but was still over 90%. The decrease continued, however, in 1999, 
dropping to 83%, but increased again to over 95% in 2000 (See Table 1, Annex 4).  

Applications for a dissemination year came into effect as from 1998, when five were 
requested and all were accepted. The following year, the number of applications for 
dissemination rose to 66, 40% of which were accepted. They were quite evenly 
shared among the CDI and EM applications (22 for each type) and 19 CDAs. In 2000, 
however, the number dropped to 31, although no distinction can be made between 
PROG and MOD in the figures provided. Half of them were accepted. 

Taking into account new projects, renewals and dissemination grants, the 
overall number of projects supported for the application years from 1996 to 
2000 was over 200 for each of the first three years. They rose from 206 for the 
1996 application year to 268 in 1997 and 264 in 1998. This number then 
decreased by over 40% in 1999 to 149. In the last application year included in 
this evaluation, only 128 projects received support (See Table 1, Annex 4). 

3.3.3 New grants and renewals by type of project 
In 1996, the first application year considered, about 40% of the projects which 
received grants were of the EM type, about a third was CDAs and almost a quarter 
CDIs. The language courses (ILC) constituted just 5% of the total. This trend 
continued the following year (1997) when 45% of the new projects supported were 
EMs and one-third CDAs. The proportion of CDIs dropped to 16%, while ILCs 
remained very low (See Table 1, Annex 4). 

In the last two years of implementing the SOCRATES I actions, the proportion of CDAs 
increased considerably, to almost 60% of the total new projects in 1998 and to 80% 
in 1999. However, given the decrease in overall numbers, the number of new projects 
supported only increased from 27 in 1997 and 25 in 1998 to 35 in 1999. At the same 
time, the number of new CDI projects decreased every year from 48 the first year 
(1996) to 4 in the last year. The number of new EM projects - the largest percentage 
the first year - also decreased from 82 in 1996 to 5 in 1999. Over the four years, only 
18 new ILC projects were awarded grants.  

Over the four application years under SOCRATES I, 378 grants were awarded to new 
projects. The largest proportion was awarded to CDAs (40%), closely followed by EMs 
(35%), while 20% were CDIs and only 5% ILCs. 

The evaluation study covered only the first year of the SOCRATES II grouping of 
actions into PROGs and MODs so it was not possible to note any trends. Of the 51 new 
grants awarded to applications in 2000, 40% were MODs (the former EMs and ILCs) 
and 60% were PROGs (programmes at intermediate or advanced level).  

Data could not be provided for the overall duration of individual projects, which means 
that the renewal rates for the different types of project cannot be calculated for every 
year. However, the figures suggest that a high percentage of projects received a 
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second year and even third year grant14. Thus for projects which first applied in 1996, 
the renewal rate was 89% for a second year of activity.  

 

3.4 Grants awarded for projects by subject area 

Five subject areas represented just over half the total number of new grants awarded 
over the period. In the application period from 1996 to 2000, the largest percentage 
out of the total number of new projects (14%) was developing curricula in the Social 
Sciences (See Table 2, Annex 4). The three other subject areas with 10% and over 
were Engineering and Technology (12%), Education and Teacher Training (11%) and 
Medical Sciences (10%). In addition, 9% of the grants went to projects in Business 
Studies and Management.  

3.4.1 Variations over the five application years.  
In 1996, although projects in the Social Sciences and Engineering and Technology 
each had over 10% of the grants (17% and 10% respectively), projects in Art and 
Design received 11% of the grants that year. This was an exceptional situation as 
grants for that subject area constituted only 6% of the total over the five years. In 
1996, over 60% of the grants were awarded to projects in these three subject fields, 
plus Business and Management, Education and Teacher Training and Medical Sciences.  

This general trend continued in 1997, but for a much lower number of grants: 
Business and Management, Engineering and Technology, Medical Sciences and Social 
Sciences received almost half the grants. Grants awarded for new projects 
applications were much lower in 1998 and 1999 but the general trend continued: 
projects in Education and Teacher Training, Engineering and Technology and Social 
Sciences received almost half the grants in 1998 and in 1999 half the grants were 
received for projects in Education and Teacher Training, Medical Sciences and Social 
Sciences. 

Grants in 2000 continued to be for the subjects in the same areas: Engineering and 
Technology, Education and Teacher Training, Social Sciences, Business and 
Management and Medical Sciences.  

3.4.2 Variations by subject area and type of project 
Over the five application years, in Engineering and Technology the largest numbers of 
projects were in CDIs and CDAs (over 60%). In Education and Teacher Training they 
were spread across CDIs, CDAs and EMs (80%). In Social Sciences they were mainly 
CDAs or EMs (78%). In Business and Management 50% were EMs, while in Medical 
Sciences they were CDAs and EMs (almost 60%) (See Table 2, Annex 4). 

The top subject areas by type of project were as follows: 

                                                 
14 The questionnaire results confirm this observation.  
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• The highest number of grants awarded over the five application years for CDIs 
were in Education and Teacher Training and Engineering and Technology. In the 
case of Teacher Training, this may be due to the fact that higher education 
institutions tend to focus on initial teacher training.  

• On the other hand, half the grants for CDAs were spread across five subject 
areas. In order, they were Social Sciences, Engineering and Technology, 
Medical Sciences, Education and Teacher training and Architecture and Urban 
and Regional Planning. The latter is not amongst the most common groups of 
subject areas (5%) and is mainly represented at advanced level.  

• For EMs, 70% of the projects were in Social Sciences, Business and 
Management, Law, Art and Design, Education and Teacher Training and Medical 
Sciences. This is the only type of project in which Art and Design figures in the 
top group in terms of number of grants and most were awarded in the first 
application year.  

• Out of the very small number of ILCs, it is interesting to note that most were 
related to fields of study which were not languages, e.g. Business Studies, 
Engineering and Medical Sciences. Languages seem to be complementary to the 
main subject area and potential enablers of mobility (during studies or future). 

 

3.4.3 Interdisciplinary projects15: 
According to the TAO data, the projects working in more than one subject area 
totalled 38 out of 429 for the full period covered. All of them were applications made 
in either 1996 or 2000. They represented 10% of the project applications in 1996 
(CDIs, CDAs, and EMs) and one-third in 2000 (though half of the PROG). 

Out of these 38 projects, nine grouped together subjects which were in the same 
broad discipline field, mostly in the Social Sciences and in Education and Teacher 
Training. These projects, combined two specialities in Education or two specific fields 
of the Social Sciences. The interdisciplinary projects tended to be in the most common 
subject areas:  

• Engineering and Technology in which they tended to be combined with Medical 
Sciences or Mathematics and Informatics or Communication and Information 
Sciences. 

• Education and Teacher Training in which they tended to be combined with 
Social Sciences (Psychology and Sociology) or with Languages and Philological 
Sciences, but in most cases it is a question of different specialities within 
Education. 

• Social Sciences in which they tended to combine with different specific subject 
areas such as Politics and Economics, or Psychology, or Economics and 
International Relations.   

• Art and Design in which they tended to be combined with Communication or 
Museum Studies. 

                                                 
15 See Chapter 4, section 4.2.1. The questionnaire responses show that coordinators have a broader "working" 
definition of interdisciplinarity than the formal one in the application form.  
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• Architecture, Urban and Regional Planning in which they tended to be combined 
with environmental fields, Engineering or Economics.  

 

3.5 The breakdown by coordinators’ country and type of project 

Over the total period, of the 30 countries in which institutions were eligible for grants 
for CD projects, almost half the projects were coordinated from institutions in the UK 
(22%), France (14%) and Germany (10%). Institutions in Belgium coordinated 8% of 
the projects, the Netherlands and Italy 7% each, while 6% were coordinated by 
institutions in Finland and 5% in Austria (See Table 3, Annex 4). At least one project 
was coordinated in all of the EU and EFTA countries, except Liechtenstein and 
Luxembourg. 

Coordination of new projects breaks down in the following way: 

• There was a total of 74 CDI projects over the period, of which 38% were 
coordinated by institutions in Germany and the UK.  

• There was a total of 152 CDAs, of which 50% were coordinated by institutions 
in France, Italy and the UK.  

• Out of 134 EMs, 50% were coordinated in institutions in the UK and France.  
• There were too few ILCs (18) under SOCRATES I (1996-1999) to justify a 

breakdown by percentage by coordinating country. The countries which 
coordinated at least one ILC were: Belgium, the Czech Republic, Germany, 
Spain, France, the Netherlands and the UK.  

• There were also too few PROGs and MODs under SOCRATES II in 2000 to 
justify a breakdown by country.  

 

At first sight, the figures tend to suggest a very high level of activity in a small 
number of countries. However, the population of a country and the number of higher 
education institutions have an impact on the likelihood of being coordinators, though it 
is not the only factor influencing differences in participation. The following table 
groups the countries by population size and whether they are Member States (pre May 
2004) and EFTA countries or Candidate and Accession countries.  
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Figure 3-4 Countries by population size /membership 
 
Population (millions) EU (15) + EFTA New Member States + 

Accession countries  
58.0 – 82.0  Germany, the UK, 

France, Italy 
 

35.0 – 40.0 Spain Poland 
10.0 – 22.0 Belgium, Greece, 

Netherlands, Portugal 
Czech Republic, 
Hungary, Romania 

5.0 – 9.0  Austria, Denmark, 
Finland, Sweden  

Bulgaria, Slovak 
Republic  

1.0 – 4.5  Ireland, Norway Estonia, Lithuania, 
Latvia, Slovenia 

Less than 1 million Luxembourg, Iceland, 
Liechtenstein 

Malta, Cyprus  

Total eligible population = approx. 486 million 
 

The figures below provide an illustration of the trend. In order to make a more precise 
estimate it would be necessary to take into account other characteristics of the profile 
of higher education in each country, but it gives some indications. Higher education 
institutions in the four largest Member States, Germany, the UK, France and Italy, 
coordinated almost half the (new) projects, but they also represented just over half 
the population. On the other hand, the Member States which have a population of 
between 10 and 20 million (Belgium, Greece, Netherlands and Portugal) represent 
together just 10% of the total eligible population, but institutions in those countries 
coordinated about 20% of the new projects over the period, mainly due to a high 
number of projects in Belgium and the Netherlands. This trend is similar for the 
Member States with a population of between 5 and 10 million (Austria, Denmark, 
Finland and Sweden) which together represent 6% of the total population, but 14% of 
the coordinators, due to a high level of activity in Finland.  

Institutions in Central and Eastern Europe began to establish cooperation agreements 
immediately after their eligibility to participate in SOCRATES in 1998/99 but they had 
been eligible to submit an application the previous year. In 1997, project applications 
were submitted and approved by coordinators in institutions in the Czech Republic (1), 
Hungary (3), Poland (1) and Romania (3). The following year there were projects 
coordinated from Hungary (2), Romania and Poland (1 each) and the following year 
from Bulgaria, Romania and Lithuania (1 each). For the applications in 2000, grants 
were awarded to projects coordinated from Bulgaria (4), Cyprus (1), the Czech 
Republic (1), Lithuania (1) and Slovenia (2).  

Institutions in the countries which entered during SOCRATES I represent less than 
10% of all coordinators. It should, however, be noted that the drop in the number of 
new projects which received grants each year may have contributed to this.  
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3.6 The breakdown by participating country and type of project (project 
partners)  

This section examines the participation by country in the programme and the tables 
show the number of partner institutions from each of the eligible countries for new 
projects (See Table 4, Annex 4). 

In the years covered by the evaluation, higher education institutions in all the eligible 
countries participated in at least one project.16 The total number of partners 
(excluding coordinators) in projects was 2274 for the whole period. 12% were 
institutions in the UK, 11% in Germany, 10% in France and 9% in Spain. Together, 
higher education institutions in these four countries provided 42% of the total number 
of partners. Other countries with 5% of the partners and more were: Italy and the 
Netherlands (7%), Finland (6%), Belgium, Greece and Portugal (5%). This pattern 
reflects the pattern for project coordination.  

Partnerships had the following characteristics: 

• The 74 CDI projects had a total of 423 partners, an average of 5 to 6 partners 
by project. 15% of the partners were UK institutions, 13% were from Germany 
and 11% were from France.  

• The 152 CDA projects had a total of 834 partners, an average of 5 partners by 
project and one third of the partners came from the UK, France and Germany 
(11% each). In addition, 10% of the partners were from institutions in Spain.  

• For the 134 EM projects there were 669 partners, an average of 5 partners. 
13% of the partners came from the UK, 11% came from Germany and 10% 
came from Spain and France respectively.  

• For the 18 ILC projects, there was a total of 75 partners, an average of 4 per 
project. 13% of the partners were in Finland and 12% in Germany.  

• For the PROG and MOD project the analysis only covers one year – 2000. For 
that year, there were 30 PROG projects with a total of 191 partners, making an 
average of 6 per project. 11% of the partners were in Germany and 10% in the 
UK. The 21 MOD projects had a total of 82 partners, an average of 4 per 
project. Institutions in Finland, the Netherlands and the UK had 10% of the 
partners each. 

 

The proportion of partners by country did not vary much from one year to another. It 
should be noted that when Romania became eligible in 1997 its institutions 
represented 5% of the total number of partners for that year. In 1998, the new 
countries entering the programme represented 9% of the total number of partners 
that year (for new projects) and this figure increased during the next two years to 
17% in 1999 and 22% in 200017. 

                                                 
16 Except Liechtenstein. Cyprus became eligible in 1998-1999 but by 2000 had no partners in the projects. 

17 There was a very small number of Swiss (7) and Russian (1) partners in CD projects, all in the first application year 
for Switzerland and in the application year 1997 for Russia. 
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The figures confirm a high level of participation of institutions in the UK, France, 
Germany, Spain, Finland, the Netherlands and Italy as partners. 

 

3.7 Grants requested and received 

For the years under consideration, grants were allocated according to a formula 
presented in Table 5 below. Regardless of the amount requested, institutions received 
a fixed annual grant depending on whether they were coordinators or partners. The 
grant was not related to a forecast of real costs and the academic staff salary costs 
were not covered. Under this arrangement, the matched funding was examined less 
stringently than under the new financial regulations, based on a percentage as for 
other SOCRATES projects.  

Figure 3-5 Funding formula by year and type of project for coordinating and partner 
institutions  
 
Funding  Formulas   

Year categories 
CDA / 
PROG 

CDI / EM / ILC / 
MOD 

1996 Coordinator 4000 3000 
  Partners 3000 2000 
1997 Coordinator 4000 3000 
  Partners 3000 2000 
1998 Coordinator 4000 3000 
  Partners 3000 2000 
1999 Coordinator 4400 3300 
  Partners 3300 2200 
2000 Coordinator 5060 3795 
  Partners 3795 2530 
Source: Database of the SOCRATES Technical Assistance Office. 

This meant that a CDA project of five partners which received funding for three years 
(e.g. from 1997 to 1999) would have received a total grant of about 48,000 euros, 
whereas an ILC of five partners which received funding for three years during the 
same period would have received a total grant of 33,000 euros. 

Despite this formula-based approach, the data show quite substantial differences 
between the grants requested and awarded. As an example, in 1996 the grants 
requested for CDAs ranged from just under 8000 euros to almost 200,000 euros18. 
Grants awarded ranged from 10,000 to 100,000 euros19. Such discrepancies suggest 

                                                 
18 This latter CDA application would have had to have over 60 partners to receive that amount. In fact, the project had  
six partners including the coordinator and received 19,000 euros.  

19 This latter CDA project had 32 partners including the coordinator. 
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that applicants were not informed precisely enough about the grant formulas which 
would be applied. The Guidelines20 state that "projects will be materially affected by 
the number of partners" but with no further precisions. According to the Technical 
Assistance Office, the formula was not given to applicants.  

The issue which is examined later in the evaluation is whether or not the reduction of 
the grant requested affected the implementation and outputs of the projects 
concerned.  

 

3.8 Conclusion 

During the period 1996- 2000, over 1000 grants were approved for projects (new 
projects, renewals and dissemination).  

There was, however, an overall decrease in the number of applications submitted each 
year and in the number of grants approved. Within that overall decrease, the 
acceptance rate increased from 18% to 35% by year. About one-third of all 
applications for CDAs, CDIs and EMs was approved, but only a quarter of ILCs. 

Over the four application years covered by SOCRATES I, from 1996 to 1999, 40% of 
the grants were for CDAs, and 35% were for EMs, while 20% were for CDIs. Only 5% 
were for ILCs.  

Five subject areas represented just over half the total number of new grants awarded 
over the period: Social Sciences (14%), Engineering and Technology (12%), 
Education and Teacher Training (11%), Medical Sciences (10%) and Business Studies 
and Management (9%). 

Over the five application years, in Engineering and Technology over 60% of the 
projects were in CDIs and CDAs. In Education and Teacher Training, 80% were spread 
across CDIs, CDAs and EMs. In Social Sciences, 78% were CDAs or EMs. In Business 
and Management, 50% were EMs, while in Medical Sciences almost 60% were CDAs 
and EMs. 

Concerning interdisciplinarity, according to the TAO data, 38 projects out of a total of 
429 were working in more than one subject area. All were applications made in either 
1996 or 2000. They represented 10% of the project applications in 1996 (CDIs, CDAs, 
and EMs) and one-third in 2000 (though half of the PROGs). 

Institutions in the UK, France, and Germany coordinated almost half the total number 
of new projects funded. Institutions in Belgium, the Netherlands, Italy, Finland and 
Austria coordinated 5% or more of the new projects. Overall, institutions in the 
countries which entered the programme during SOCRATES I represented less than 

                                                 
20 SOCRATES Programme, Guidelines for Applicants, June 2000 Edition.  
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10% of all coordinators. This may have been influenced by the drop in the number of 
new projects each year.  

The total number of partners in new projects (including coordinators) was about 2700 
for the whole period. Higher education institutions in the UK, Germany, France and 
Spain provided 42% of the total number of partners, but participation was also high in 
Finland, the Netherlands and Italy. As new countries became eligible for SOCRATES 
funding, their "share" of partners grew rapidly from 9% in 1998 to 22% in 2000.  

Applicants were not given the formula for calculating grants when they applied. This 
may have affected the implementation and outputs of the projects concerned.  

Intensive Language Courses tended to support other subject areas and thus 
contribute to the objective of developing a European Dimension and encourage 
mobility.  

An issue for further discussion was whether or not the decrease in the overall number 
of new projects approved, in addition to the renewal of a substantial proportion of on-
going projects, could have limited the possibility of new countries obtaining project 
grants.  
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4 The results of the questionnaire 

  
4.1 Objectives  

This chapter presents the analysis of the results of the questionnaire. The objectives 
were to map clearly the participation of universities in the Curriculum Development 
projects and to gather data on the impacts and use of the project outputs. In addition, 
the questionnaire provided a large amount of information on the measurable aspects 
of Curriculum Development Projects.  

The methodology was fully described in Chapter 2. As a reminder, the response rate 
was 43% (129 projects). The questionnaire was in 4 languages and dealt with 5 main 
sets of issues (the characteristics of the projects, the partnerships, the results and 
impacts, the administrative and financial aspects and finally the comments of the 
coordinators) (See annex 4). 

In the first section, the profile of the responses to the questionnaire (i.e. type of 
project, coordinating country, number of partners, disciplines covered) is compared 
with that of the total number of CD projects in order to have an idea of the 
representativeness of the responses. Some specific information about the projects 
which responded to the questionnaire is also presented (i.e. target group, length of 
projects and languages used for communication).  

Secondly, information on the background of the projects is provided, i.e. whether they 
were based on a problem or need identified by the partners; whether they were built 
on an existing partnership; whether the coordinators and institutions had previous 
experience of the Programme and in coordinating projects; the objectives and 
envisaged outputs.  

In the third section, the characteristics of the partnerships and the organisation are 
described, as well as the administrative and financial issues. Moreover, we look at how 
the partners worked together, the difficulties encountered and whether this had any 
effect on the implementation of the outputs. The existence of dissemination plans and 
their characteristics are also examined. This section also analyses the responses to 
questions related to the application process, the regulations and the support for the 
SOCRATES Programme, as well as possible impacts on the projects.  

Finally, the responses of the coordinators concerning the results and impacts of the 
projects are presented. The analysis examines the use of the outputs of the CD 
projects; how they were implemented across the whole partnership; how the projects 
contributed to the development of a European Dimension; and the innovative aspects 
of these projects. In addition, some of the comments and suggestions made by the 
coordinators in the questionnaire are also presented. 
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4.2 Profile of the responses 
 

4.2.1 Representativeness of the responses 
In this section, the characteristics of the responses to the questionnaire are compared 
with those of the total number of CD projects (see Chapter 3), as well as the main 
characteristics of the projects and of the respondent coordinator. 

The sample of projects is comparable to the total of number of funded projects in 
terms of the distribution by type of project funded. In the responses to the 
questionnaire, 54% of the projects were either CDI or CDA projects (compared with 
49% overall). Figure 4-1  shows the proportion for each type of project in the 
questionnaire responses.  

Figure 4-1 Types of projects in Questionnaire responses 

Types of Project  in Questionnaire Responses

26%

28%
17%

2%

16%

11%

CDI

CDA

EM

ILC

PROG

MOD

 

 

Figure 4-2 compares the breakdown by country of the coordinators for the total 
number of projects (429 projects) as compared with the questionnaire responses.  

Both in the questionnaire responses and in the total number of projects, France, 
Germany, Italy and the UK represent about 50% of the coordinating countries.  

In the responses to the questionnaire there is an average of 7 partners per project 
(with a range of 3 to 38 partners). The average number of partners for all projects is 
similar (more than 6).  
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Figure 4-2  Coordinators by country 

  
Approximately one third of the coordinators (30%) declared in the questionnaire that 
their projects were interdisciplinary. This was higher than for all projects (9%) and 
could probably be explained by differences in the interpretation of the notion of 
interdisciplinarity by the coordinators who answered the questionnaire and the 
information provided by the application form (See Chapter 2). In the questionnaire 
responses (Figure 4-3) there was a better spread than in the total number of projects.  
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Figure 4-3  Fields of Study 
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4.2.2 Characteristics of the projects represented in the questionnaire  
The target groups for the project activities were as follows. Over half (56%) the projects 
targeted a single group. Thus 27% targeted postgraduate level students doing Masters 
Degrees and 6% doctoral/PhD students. 23% targeted undergraduate students. Given 
that CDAs and CDIs targeted specific groups of students, these results are not 
surprising, as they correspond to the proportion of CDAs and CDIs represented in the 
responses to the questionnaire.  

However, it is interesting to note that 44% of the projects targeted several groups. 15% 
targeted both students at undergraduate and postgraduate levels, while just under one-
fifth of the projects (18%) targeted mature students on undergraduate and/or 
postgraduate courses.  

The majority of projects in the questionnaire responses received SOCRATES grants for 3 
consecutive years (66%).  

Concerning the languages used for oral and written communication by projects in the 
questionnaire responses21, a very large majority used English as the first language for 
both oral (81%) and written (84%) communication. French and German were also used 
as first languages but by far fewer projects. French was used by 12% for oral and 11% 
for written communication, while German was used by 5% for oral and 2% for written 
communication. It is interesting to note that, despite this overwhelming use of 3 
languages, there was some diversity, albeit small, since 2% of the projects (3 projects) 
used one of the other "Latin" languages (Spanish, Italian, Portuguese).  

A second language was more often used for oral, than for written communication. One 
project mentioned that a second language was used in order to ensure mutual 
understanding between partners. 

Half the projects used a second language for oral communication and a third for written 
communication. Concerning oral communication, more than a third of the projects who 
mentioned the use of a second language used French, whereas about a quarter used 
English and less than one fifth used German. The diversity in the second languages used 
was higher than for the first language, as Spanish, Italian, Swedish, Dutch and 
Romanian were also used. This same diversity could also be found in the second 
languages used for written communication.  

A quarter of the projects used a 3rd language for oral communication and just over one 
in eight for written communication. Compared with the 1st and 2nd languages used, 
various new languages appeared, notably in oral communication: Czech, Greek, 
Hungarian, Finnish and Bulgarian.  

It is interesting to note that some project coordinators made a distinction between 
languages used for communication with the project partners and those used for 
communication with the European Commission. 

These findings are illustrated in Figures 4-4 to 4-5.  

                                                 
21 The on-line questionnaire was launched in 4 languages (English, French, German and Spanish) which might have 
influenced the results since the respondents were those coordinators who felt able to answer the many questions in one 
of these four languages. Those who could not answer in one of these languages could not respond to the questionnaire.  
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Figure 4-4  First and Second Languages – oral communication  

First Language/Oral communication (total = 129 projects)

81%

12%

5% 2%

English French German Others

 
Others: Spanish, Italian and Portuguese  
 

Second Language for Oral Communication

22%

31%
17%

14%

16%

English French German Spanish Others

 
*Of the 63 projects who mentioned a 2nd language 
Others: Italian, Swedish, Romanian, Dutch 
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Figure 4-5 
First and Second Languages – written communication  

First Language/Written Communication (total = 129 projects)

85%

11%

2%

2%

English French German Others

 
Others: Spanish (1%), Italian (1%), Portuguese (1%) 
 

Second Language/Written Communication* 

25%

26%
20%

9%

11%

9%

English French German Spanish Italian Others

 
*Of 44 projects who mentioned a second language.  
Others: Swedish (2 projects), Romanian (2 projects) 



4.3 The background of the projects  
 

4.3.1 CD projects and coordination experiences 
For the majority of respondents this was the first CD Projects in their institution 
(52%) and it was their first experience as a partner in a CD project for 63% of the 
coordinators and also their first experience coordinating a CD project for 76% of the 
respondents.  

No rupture in the continuity of the projects was reported by the coordinators, since 
90% were coordinators from the beginning to the end of the project.  

Most projects were not related to former CD projects (63%). For those which followed 
a previous project (33%), one-third (30%) was funded by the EU, but a majority by 
other sources (73%).  

Nevertheless, during the EU-funded period, the majority of the CD projects described 
in the questionnaire were linked to other ERASMUS activities. More than half the 
respondents declared that their CD project was linked to Student mobility (66%) 
and/or Staff mobility (59%). 17% declared that their project was linked to a Thematic 
Network. 

Concerning the coordination function and position of the coordinators (see Figure 4-
6), 52% were Professor/Associate professor/Lecturer, whilst, 28% were in charge of 
administrative or management activities and 20% were project 
leaders/coordinators/heads of international offices. The latter had more experience in 
coordinating CD projects than the other two groups (28% compared with of 24% for 
professors, associate professors and lecturers and 9% for those in charge of 
administrative or management activities).  

 



Figure 4-6 CD projects experiences/coordinator’s academic position 

57%

74%

89%

9%

91%

45%

56%

74%

24%

97%

64%

64%

64%

28%

76%

Administrative/Management
position

Professor/Lecturer Project coordinator

CD Projects experiences/Coordinator's Academic position

Coordination from the start
Experienced in Coordination
First CD project coordination
First CD project participation
First CD Project for Institution

AdA
Administrative/Management position refers to: Rector, Vice-Rector, Head of Faculty/Unit/Department, etc. Professor/Lecturer refers also to Associate 
Professor. Project coordinator category applies also to Head of International Office. 



4.3.2 Building partnerships 
For a large majority of respondents, the partners knew each other before the CD 
project, as 85% had worked with partners in previous projects. The partners did not 
know each other before the start of the project in only 22 projects out of 129.  

For those who had not identified partners before developing the proposal, one fifth 
(22%) had used their networks in other institutions, one fifth (20%) had met future 
partners during conferences and seminars, and finally one fifth (19%) had used the 
help of their colleagues from their own institution. For the other respondents 10 
coordinators did not answer this question, only 3 coordinators identified partners 
through a partner search on Internet and only one found their partners through the 
National Agency. No coordinators found partners through the SOCRATES Technical 
Assistance Office. Finally, 9 coordinators found other ways of finding partners, such as 
through other projects, (ERASMUS exchange projects, European Thematic Networks) 
or through existing university partnerships or even through personal contacts or 
personal investigation.  

This shows that the main source for building partnerships came from outside the 
coordinator’s institution. Colleagues (inside or outside of the coordinating institution) 
represented the principal source for identifying potential partners and very few 
coordinators used the representative organisations of the EU as a way to find partners 

To conclude, the partnerships were built on existing networks amongst colleagues.  
 

4.4  How the partners worked together and financial/administrative issues 
 

4.4.1 Organisation of work  
The large majority felt that the project was a very positive experience and that they 
would like to work together again (73%). More precisely, in over two-thirds of the 
projects (70%), the partners reported that they had been able to agree on specific 
shared objectives and design the activities to reach them. Communication between 
the partners was often described as efficient (60%) and deadlines had generally been 
met (58%). However, only half the respondents (53%) stated that there were no 
communication difficulties caused by language problems. 

Two-thirds (58%) of the respondents felt that the contributions of the different 
partners had been unequal. This could be linked to the fact that a third of the 
coordinators thought that at least one partner did not contribute in the ways agreed. 
Half the respondents considered that there were difficulties because the project 
activities were carried out in addition to a full normal workload. Some complained 
about the lack of time to work on their project (29%). This last point represented the 
main difficulty concerning the potential involvement of staff in the CD project (52% of 
the respondents) (see below).  

The responses suggested that the investment of the partners varied. This could   be 
explained by one of the other results of the questionnaire: only half (48%) the 
coordinators had drawn up a formal contractual agreement with their partners. 
Moreover, about one third (36%) of those who did not enter a formal agreement with 
their partners would have found it useful.  

The difficulties described above represented less than a third of the total difficulties 
described. Others concerned the content of the project. There were difficulties with 
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partner institutions in terms of the structure of units, compulsory modules and length 
of courses (42% of the difficulties) and the difference in teaching traditions (40%). 
Amongst the difficulties concerning the involvement of academic staff, the lack of time 
appeared in half the cases and the lack of academic recognition of the work done in 
the project in a third. This latter difficulty was frequently evoked by the respondents 
in answer to the open question at the end of questionnaire in which they could make 
any further comment they felt important. It should be emphasised that the lack of 
interest on the part of the staff only concerned 8% of the respondents.  

Concerning the possible difficulties due to insufficient institutional support, once again, 
less than a third of the respondents reported them. The most quoted were the 
complexity and slowness of the administrative procedures (36%) and the difficulties in 
integrating the course/module into the existing curriculum (33%).  

To conclude, the organisation of the work functioned in a similar way to most EU- 
funded projects, insofar as time-management, scheduling, involvement of the 
different partners were part of the challenges of European partnerships. In other 
words, the process involved in producing the outputs was less questioned by the 
coordinators than the working environment (e.g. recognition of work by their 
institution, knowledge of partner institutions). The most common difficulty was the 
integration of the CD projects, their specific objectives, and characteristics into the 
current institutional organisation.  

In other words, developing a CD was not easy, but it was not impossible. On the other 
hand, dissemination and implementation were more problematic.  

For the coordinators and partners, the dissemination activities could have been 
reinforced or better targeted. Three-quarters of the respondents said that their project 
had had a dissemination plan, in half the cases dissemination was developed by all the 
partners. 59% of the coordinators had not received guidance about dissemination 
from the University ERASMUS officer. 

The dissemination audiences were firstly other universities or research institutions, in 
addition to the partners (57%). Secondly, it was students who were not initially 
targeted (50%), and thirdly, the other staff in their institution (43%). These results 
should be read in conjunction with the methods used for disseminating the results of 
the CD projects.  

The main tools were the normal academic means of dissemination: conferences and 
seminars (60%), publications (52%), articles (43%) and project Websites (47%). 
Some of these methods used by academics for their usual activities were important 
for academic recognition. Moreover, it could be said that colleagues of CD projects’ 
coordinators and partners were more frequently targeted as audience for 
dissemination than non- mobile students. Only a few of the respondents quoted some 
dissemination through student manuals or training courses for future teachers.  

In order to develop the dissemination, and hence the implementation of the results of 
the CD projects, two categories of staff need to be equally involved: the academics 
and the senior management.  

The questionnaire results show that the most developed dissemination activities were 
undertaken by the academics, which is not surprising given that they are most often 
the coordinators or partners in the projects. The dissemination they organise is mainly 
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aimed at students and their colleagues (seminars, lectures, etc.). A more intense 
dissemination activity would be useful, as it is the way of transmitting the results to 
the primary beneficiaries (the students and in particular the non-mobile students) and 
also to those people who will be the main users of the programmes – the teaching 
staff and researchers.  

However, the capacity to disseminate the results more broadly was also linked to the 
capacity and willingness of the educational system to recognise these products. This 
was beyond the power of the academics and involves a second category of staff: the 
senior management at the institutional regional/national/European levels. Their 
investment in these activities helped that of the academics by providing the 
institutional recognition of the products. However, it is the role of the academics to 
provide them with the incentive to move forward the recognition.  

It may be interesting to reflect on how the Programme, which expects dissemination 
of the results of projects, could encourage more institutional dissemination. In this 
way these activities could take on a more important role in the implementation phase 
of the project, giving the results both academic and institutional recognition. In other 
words, the dissemination plan could be an incentive to improve implementation, as 
the targeted audience and the uses made of the plan would be expanded  

The next section examines the project development phase and the constraints linked 
to ERASMUS Programme Rules.  

4.4.2 Financial and administrative issues 
There were no particular problems with the Guidelines as three-quarters (76%) of the 
respondents said that they were very easy, quite easy or that they had had no 
particular problem in following them. A very great majority of the projects (85%) 
received a grant the first year they applied. However, for 58% of the respondents, the 
grant did not correspond to the amount requested. This could be linked to the 
following results. Though 50% of the respondents thought that the selection criteria 
were very clear, 36% considered that they were not clear. This could explain the 
difference between the amount requested and the grant obtained. But the most 
important element was, as has been noted in the chapter on the seminar (see Chapter 
7), that the decrease in the grant awarded (in relation to the amount requested) was 
not accompanied by a corresponding and contractual redefinition of the objectives and 
activities of the projects.  

Concerning the financial aspects during the project’s lifecycle, most of the 
respondents were quite satisfied, since the grant always arrived on time (17%) or 
usually on time (40%). However, for a third of them, the grant never arrived on time. 
Two-thirds of the respondents said they had had to wait for over 2 months for the first 
advance payment. Moreover, 40% considered that the financial control procedures 
were sometimes difficult and 15% found them complex to follow. 

The support from the EU administration to the partners was seen as very satisfying by 
the majority, as half the respondents found the SOCRATES administration generally 
responsive and 23% always so. The results concerning the support and information 
are similar: almost three-quarters stated that they received it from the University 
ERASMUS officer, and also from the Technical Assistance Office (53%) and the 
European Commission (47%). The opinion about the quality of this support and 
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information was mainly good but the respondents underlined in their comments that 
the responses to their questions were often late in coming. Amongst the other 
comments, the very helpful role of the University’s International Office was sometimes 
quoted. Concerning the need for further information, the respondents mentioned the 
need for more detailed information at the very beginning of the project on eligible 
costs, as well as more information on EU programmes (aims, funding, selection 
criteria, and calls for proposal).  

These results were similar to the other EU funded projects. They underlined once 
again the need to make a distinction between the role of the partners and of the 
coordinator/manager of the project. The latter needs to possess more information 
about the project’s environment (the specific characteristics of the programme, clear 
understanding of the financial aspects…). The coordinators stated that they learned a 
great deal during these projects and at the end were able to manage them well. Only 
31% of the respondents would not renew such an experience, in some cases due to 
the fact they were retiring or changing activity. However for some, although they 
recognised the advantages of this type of activity, the workload had been too heavy to 
make them want to renew their experience of coordination.  

 

4.5 The results and impacts 
 

4.5.1 The main benefits from the projects 
The global perception of the respondents concerning the results of the CD projects 
was positive. In order to assess the achievement of the objectives of the EU 
Programme, the benefits for the coordinating institutions, staff and students were 
detailed in the questionnaire.  

4.5.2 The main benefits for the coordinating institution 
It is possible to make a distinction between three levels of benefits: the first two are 
the internal and external benefits to the institution. The third refers to the content of 
the CD project and the main activities of the coordinating institutions.  

Internal benefits were, for example, better understanding of the home institution; 
improvements in the work relationships between the different departments of the 
coordinating institution; greater involvement of the target group in the everyday life 
of the institution. In addition, the CD projects were thought to improve the 
institutional profile (56% of the responses). The main benefits were linked to the 
development of networking of similar institutions around Europe or other European 
institutions rather than to the internal benefits. 

Concerning the content, some coordinators did not agree with the idea that the CD 
project could improve the quality of the work of the institution (only 42% of them 
thought this was possible) or that the CD project could give access to a wider range of 
activities and products (only 36% thought so).  

As noted below, the ability of the CD project to develop a European Network was 
recognised and appreciated. However, the immediate repercussions on the everyday 
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teaching activities of these institutions were less important, as the emphasis was 
placed on networking.  

4.5.3  The main benefits for the staff 
The CD projects mainly contributed to establishing better contacts with colleagues 
abroad (79%), better exchange of expertise and experience, and information with 
colleagues abroad (69%), better knowledge of cultural differences (63%) and of EU 
procedures (54%). The CD projects furthered the development of working in networks 
(55%).  

According to the respondents, the coordination of the CD project led to greater 
personal development (57%). About half the coordinators felt that the projects 
developed their management and foreign language skills.  

Concerning the effects of the CD projects on their core activities, they considered that 
these projects led to an improvement in the quality of teaching (54%) and also to 
developing their own pedagogical approaches (50%). In addition, the participation in 
the CD also increased knowledge of various ways of working (48%).  

Compared with the institutional benefits, the results of the CD projects seemed to be 
more closely linked to the core activities of the staff and to the content of the 
programme/modules. However, the CD projects led to the development of a team 
spirit for only 42% of the respondents. Moreover, less than a third stated a desire to 
transfer benefits to staff who were not directly involved in the project and less than a 
fifth indicated that the CD projects led to closer involvement in the everyday life of the 
institution. To conclude, the benefits from the CD projects were more closely linked to 
the content of the professional activities of the coordinators, and had fewer 
repercussions on the other staff of the coordinating institution 

4.5.4  The main benefits for the students 
The majority of the responses indicated that there were great benefits for the 
students. These were principally linked to better knowledge of other European 
countries (68%) or the desire to have more contacts with other European countries 
(64%).  

According to the respondents, other benefits were more closely linked to students' 
studies, such as access to new materials (65%), new learning methods (50%), a 
range of learning tools (51%) or improvement of foreign language skills (57%).  

In addition, respondents indicated that in some cases the CD projects improved the 
students’ IT skills (26% of the responses) or allowed more involvement in the regular 
teaching of the institution (16%). However, this implies that for over 80% it was not 
the case, which provides another illustration of the issue of low participation or lack of 
involvement of the non-mobile students in the participating institutions.  

 

4.6 Uses of the outputs 
 

4.6.1 A description of these outputs  
The responses to the questionnaire demonstrate that the results of the projects are 
not just complete curricula. The outcomes from the four types of projects were 
mainly: teaching materials, teaching modules, courses and teaching programmes.  
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4/5th of the projects had one or two products: 39% had one product and 38% had two 
products. 20% of the projects had 3 products and 4% had 4 or 5 products. 

For less than a third of the answers, projects’ coordinators mentioned the production 
of teaching materials. These included different kinds of didactic tools, such as: CD-
ROMs, software, field trips, seminars for students, case studies, on-line 
teaching/learning resources / tutoring, subjects for interdisciplinary programmes, 
documents, etc. For one fifth of the answers, the outcomes of the project were 
teaching modules. In some cases, teaching modules had not been completed yet, but 
the partners had agreed on their framework or on a model for the degree. For 12% of 
the responses (which were multi-answer) the project outcomes were courses.  

More than half the projects (53%) developed teaching materials. One third (33%) 
developed teaching modules. More than one fifth achieved courses and less than a 
fifth of the projects achieved a teaching programme. Only 7% of the projects 
developed a whole Master programme and no responses reported developing full 
undergraduate or doctoral programmes. 

For 38% of the projects, the course or degree has been already taught and tested in 
some of the partner institutions, against 26% of the projects in which the course or 
degree has been taught and tested in all the partner institutions. 

In addition to the outcomes which are represented in the figure below, there were also 
other kinds of outputs, such as: creation of a Centre of European Studies or exchange 
of students, or the outcomes obtained "recognition as a network authorized to offer 
European doctoral training by the EU DG Research ". 

The main outcomes are represented in Figure 4-7. As the responses on the outputs 
were multi responses, there were 226 answers for the 129 projects. The percentages 
in the figure are proportions relative to the total number of responses to this question.  
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Figure 4-7 Products of the projects 

Products of the projects

10%

19%

12%

31%

4%

7%

4%

6%

2%

2%

1%

2%

Teaching programme Teaching modules Courses Teaching materials
Whole Master programme Publications Conference, seminar Website
Booklets, study guide Material translation Others No answer

 

4.6.2 Use of the outputs  
According to the responses, the outputs of the CD projects were still used by 81% of 
the coordinators who responded. More than half were partly used (56%) and 44% 
were totally used.  

A partial use does not necessarily imply a delay or/and difficulties in the 
implementation of the outputs. A partial use may be voluntary to allow for 
adjustments (adaptation of the content of the course to the country, or adaptation to 
the number of credits according to the different national or institutional systems)  

According to the coordinators, the partial use of the project products can be explained 
by the nature of the material. For example, in some cases flexibility was built in from 
the start to enable products to be adapted to the different national contexts both for 
reasons of content and structures of programmes in different HE systems. 

“This course is only offered every year as a supplement, only the third year 
of the programme is different in each partner institution…”).  

 

It can also be, as was explained by one project, because the introduction of a newly 
developed study programme, including the creation of a new higher education 
progression route, was underway and so this new programme could only be partly 
used in existing courses. 

However, a partial use may be due to some difficulties:  
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“Change of coordinating centre policy, the vocational aspect of the course 
which is not well appreciate by the university, and for one project, a total 
use in each country implies mobility for each student”.  

In some cases, the difficulties reported were more closely linked to research and 
education policies of institutions or to financial aspects than to the content of the 
production process.  

For 11% of the projects, the outcomes were not used. In the cases where the outputs 
were not used at present  or partially used (altogether 29% of the projects/ one 
fourth of the projects), the reasons given were : firstly, difficulties in integrating new 
products in an existing degree programme (for half  these projects, 51%); secondly, 
insufficient funding (for 43% of these projects); thirdly, administrative difficulties to 
set up a new course/module (for 38% of them), and lack of interest of the other staff 
(32%). It is interesting to note that the following reasons were rarely mentioned: 
production and translation problems, lack of student interest; lack of information 
given to students; lack of interest by the university.  

Most of the reasons quoted referred to difficulties linked to the existence of different 
national framework programmes or modules between the higher education systems, 
financial problems (i.e. insufficient EU support) or the working environment within 
institutions. The difficulties referred much less to language problems within the 
partnerships than to the investment of the target group (mainstreaming) or to the 
coordinating or implementing institutions (i.e. institutional national/local policies).  

The question sought to establish whether the outputs had been integrated into an 
existing degree programme or whether they were new programmes of study designed 
by the projects.  

In the cases where the outputs were integrated into an existing degree programme, 
they were introduced as either an optional (40%) or an obligatory (34%) module. It 
appeared that the format depended on the partner institution. In the majority of 
cases, partners seemed to have chosen the appropriate format for their institution.  

The option chosen by the partners did not refer to the fact that the products were of 
“bad” quality or that they were badly integrated. In other words, an optional module 
did not mean that the product was less able to be disseminated to the overall 
institution than a mandatory module.  

In the case where the project led to the introduction of a new study programme22, a 
majority of coordinators did not apply for full recognition of this programme within the 
national system. The following reasons were given: “it is not necessary” (in the UK for 
example), “administrative heaviness”, “it is for the university to recognise the 
programme not the national level”, “insufficient number of students …”  

According to the responses, the product’s recognition by the institutional and/or 
national level represented the major element to explain their full implementation.  

                                                 
22 When the output is a new module or part of a course, the full recognition procedure does not appear to have been 
necessary.  
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4.6.3 The innovative aspects of these outputs 
Innovation is a complex notion which can cover discipline specific aspects or 
complementary interdisciplinary content, teaching methods, the tools used to provide 
the teaching (on-line technologies, for example). It also refers to how the project 
“product” is defined and the objectives pursued (see description of the outputs 
above). The innovative character of the outputs is not the same depending on 
whether it is essentially a juxtaposition of courses from different universities or the 
creation of a new field of study. This is even truer when, according to a few 
coordinators, “innovation as such was not the primary objective of the project”.  

The respondents considered that curricular innovation was achieved when: 

• The European perspectives were integrated into existing modified modules. 

• The outcomes of the project for the department concerned were integrated as 
options. The latter were also sometimes opened to all departments of the 
university (in the case of interdisciplinary projects). 

• A European module was integrated in a new CDA. 

• A new Master’s Degree was implemented or there was an updated Master. 

• The products of the MOD were integrated in the study design 

• Study programmes were conceived according to what was planned by the 
partners and there was a training period for students in one of the partner 
universities 

• New didactic materials were integrated in a new curriculum which was to be 
designed /funded by a future project 

• new tools (TIC) were introduced in the courses of some institutions  

• A new teaching methodology was implemented  

 

Respondents gave the following reasons for curricular innovation being partially 
achieved: 

• Curricular innovation was achieved in only one of the coordinating institutions 
(this could be due to lack of funding in the other partner institutions or to 
different speeds of implementation of this process among the partners). 

• The module was new for some of the partner institutions, because it was based 
on existing modules in one or several of the other partner institutions (e.g. 
consumer perceptions of new food product development) 

• The development of the new module was on-going  

• The new study programme had just started in the partner universities 

• Part of the outputs were implemented (the other part was obsolete at the end 
of the project), need to readapt the products after experimentation and 
assessment 

• Spin-off effects: innovation was not where it was expected 
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Respondents gave explanations about the conditions of implementation of 
the curricular innovation. They are presented below. 

The content of the study programme was partially implemented for some of the 
following reasons: 

• the content was overtaken by structural changes in the courses or modules. 
Due to “the massive growth of the Internet”, some of the material became 
redundant 

• the partners who wanted to launch a new Master realised after one year that a 
common basis, was missing , in terms of content 

• the partners did not implement the content of the study programme at the 
same pace 

• lack of regular participation of some of the partners 

• language problems (the module, written in English, was not translated into 
Spanish and French) 

• the content evolved constantly due to the moving context (e.g. project about 
how to find a work placement or a job in Europe) 

• there were changes in the content of some courses “on the basis of student 
evaluations” 
 

The intended structure of the study programme was partially implemented for 
some of the following reasons: 

• it took more time than initially foreseen23: 

• a lack of institutional agreement 

• the intended structure was implemented, however it was sometimes 
“inadequately tested” 

•  

The intended teaching and learning methods were partially implemented for 
some of the following reasons: 

• problems with material 24: 

• lack of human resources25: 

• difficulties with the partnership26: 

                                                 
23 The delay being due to: 
- content reasons (e.g.: the need to set up a common basis for developing new modules) 
- the need to adjust/readjust the structure of the study programme (during the development of the project or when the study programme started at a 
second partner university) 
- legal restrictions 
- administrative/TIC difficulties (e.g. the APOGEE software which saves and validates all the students’ results) 
24 These problems were of the following nature:  
-lack of equipment for some of the partners (video conference equipment, for example) or little willingness of some partners to invest in an e-learning 
platform 
- little anticipation of the difficulties of using Internet as a base for teaching and learning methods 
25 e.g.: need for more human resources than expected to implement the modules through self -training 
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• for a project about European aspects in insurance “less participation from the 
industry than expected and anticipated in the project”  

• the target group was not sufficiently prepared 27: 

• lack of time in some countries to develop the intended teaching and learning 
methods; the teaching had yet not started or had to be completed in a future 
project. 

• “lack of sufficient incoming students in the new programme” 

 
More generally, the respondents also identified some obstacles or limits to develop 
curricular innovation: 

• The implementation of the curricular innovation was slowed down by the fact 
that some countries had not yet implemented the Bologna Process or were in 
the process of doing so. 

• In some countries, the curricular innovation may be hampered by lack of 
university or ministry willingness/ desire, support, or by the slowness of 
institutional change, structural changes in courses, modules, etc. 

• The institution estimated that the setting up of such a project was too heavy 
and that funding was too uncertain and risky. 

 
As has been said above, the feasibility of the implementation of the products was 
closely linked to their degree of recognition in the institution. The implementation of 
innovation was therefore linked to the recognition of this aspect both by the 
educational heads (institution and/or national levels) and by the students (i.e. those 
who showed interest in the new programme). 

In addition, some respondents gave examples of curricular innovation which may have 
effects beyond the ERASMUS-funded project itself (“parabola effect” in the words of 
the coordinators). It was the case in the following: 

• The work on the project created a feedback on existing courses of studies 

• The CDA “was proposed as a sort of prototype to launch other similar curricula 
in other didactic areas”; spin-off effects on other courses/modules 

• Other scientific partners or academic and research institutions in various 
European countries (and even beyond the EU) were interested in the outcomes 
of the project 

 
These comments raised the question about the time needed to achieve and sustain 
innovation. Respondents considered that the time required to achieve innovation was 
not easy to anticipate, especially due to the nature of the innovation itself. In 
addition, the content of the CD project may be rapidly redundant. It may sometimes 
be linked to the discipline/ study area, but this was not the only factor). 
 

                                                                                                                                                                  
26 Difficulties in reaching an agreement with all the partners (“too many corporatist reactions”: each partner defends his/her own specific teaching 
course) 
27 In one project, some of the students were not accustomed to the new teaching and learning methods used in seminars 
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Structural changes, in the wider context of Bologna Process, also affected the 
sustainability of innovative aspects. For some projects, it was “unclear how permanent 
the innovation will prove in the face of BA/MA curricular changes”. 

Colleagues/peer groups, institutions and target groups needed to be sufficiently 
prepared for the curricular innovation, in terms of content, structure of the study 
programme and teaching and learning methods. They may “accept new trends, but 
that does not mean that they “adopt them” ”. 

Recognition by the peer groups, by the institution or/and by the national bodies 
played an important role in enhancing the value of innovation. A new CD programme 
may act as a pilot experience: “a prototype to launch other similar curricula in other 
didactic area”. Indeed, the former contributed to enhancing the value of innovation 
and to disseminating it. 
 
Some questions remain after the analysis of the responses. How should innovation be 
recognised and by whom? Was it the role just of the coordinator of the project to 
enhance the value of innovation? In addition, the questionnaire’s results showed that 
about three quarters of the respondents had an evaluation plan. If it concerned the 
outcomes for students and staff, the products and the organisation of the work, it took 
the form of an informal discussion within the partnership (71%) and self-evaluation 
methods. Only 12% of the respondents invited peer groups to evaluate the 
partnership’s products. 

One example quoted in a questionnaire response showed a particularly well structured 
approach to improving recognition of innovation and its implementation28. 

4.6.4 The European Dimension of these projects 
The definitions of “European dimension” in the responses were not clear; yet the 
response rate for the questions covering this aspect was very high. 

The respondents confirmed the European dimension of their participation in these 
projects both for the staff involved and the students targeted.  

For the CD Project coordinators, these projects contributed to building a European 
Dimension by enabling them to work with partners from others countries (87%), by 
developing a curriculum that integrated elements/materials from courses in other 
countries (73%), by raising the awareness of academics of the European Dimension in 
their field of study (66%) and by encouraging new teaching methods (52%).  

Once more, the development of a European partnership was the most important 
outcome for the CD projects process.  

                                                 
28 A European doctoral programme organised an evaluation mechanism. It was made up of a Scientific Advisory Board 
and a Core Executive Committee, which met at different intervals during the year, following an intense meeting 
calendar. Furthermore, an evaluation by the Quality Committee at the coordinating university and at each partner 
University was carried out on a regular basis. Besides this, the quality of the scientific programme is evaluated by the 
Programme Director in collaboration with the Scientific Coordinator and tutors through evaluation instruments and 
open and distance co-tutoring systems – through the use of the website devoted to the European doctoral project – 
through a continuous monitoring of the students training. Evaluation by the students of the scientific events (such as 
the intensive courses carried out during the International Summer Schools) also provides necessary feedback. 
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According to the respondents, CD projects contributed to a European Dimension for 
students by introducing an intercultural dimension and learning about other countries 
(71%), by raising the awareness of students of the European Dimension of their field 
of study (66%) and through the use of foreign languages (52%). Only a smaller group 
of coordinators thought that the CD Project could foster the idea of European 
citizenship (35%).  

The use of foreign languages seemed less important than introducing the targeted 
students to the intercultural or European dimension in their field of studies. These two 
notions could cover a broad range of definitions (see below, Chapter 7). Some even 
underlined the possibility through this programme to promote the idea of Europe 
amongst students who were not required to join in European links as part of their 
course (i.e. non language).  

For 87% of the respondents, the CD projects contributed to intensify cooperation with 
other European Universities, for example teacher collaboration, integrating new 
partners in the CD project, launching bilateral agreements under SOCRATES 
ERASMUS, setting up new projects with the same partners (for example under the 6th 
Framework Programme of DG Research or other programmes), organising seminars 
and conferences…  

For 76%, the CD Project also contributed to intensify their other international 
activities by enabling the CD project partners to be involved in other activities, by 
involving other departments of the university in this project, by developing contacts in 
the education field other than in research, by developing activities of research and 
learning with theses partners, by developing competences in coordination and 
management of international projects.  

As is shown below, the European dimension developed during these projects 
concerned many aspects (institutional, networking, research, learning activities, 
personal development).  

 

4.7 Comments and suggestions of the respondents  

Concerning the University ERASMUS Office, the respondents expressed the need for 
meetings or seminars in order to review the situation one year after a new 
Programme had started (assess the feasibility, readjustment of the programme, 
consider funding). In other words, they suggested giving the users of this programme 
the possibility of reflecting on their experiences. They also requested some feedback, 
discussions on main issues and review sessions at the end of funding periods.  

Concerning the support provided to the CD project coordinators, they suggested:  

• A database of previous CD projects (with coordinators’ e-mail addresses) 
including information about how the project worked and the outcomes 
(“process and product”) 

• Links with the other CD projects; information about what they are doing or 
what they have done. 

• Better developed guidelines including on the following points: 

• different ways/systems of sharing out the funding between the partners 
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• different ways/systems of leadership 

• different ways/systems of organising group production activities  

• information about the different uses of funding, taking into account the 
objectives of the project (a different document from the document sent by the 
Commission which was only about technical aspects) 

• systematic information about use of funding, especially between the partners (if 
there are differences in allocation when you are the coordinator of the project 
or when you are a partner) 

• More written guidelines in all languages 

• An improved and user-friendly SOCRATES Website 

• A personal contact with the TAO/ ERASMUS office in Brussels. 

 
Concerning their national authorities, they laid stress on the difficulties to obtain a full 
recognition of legitimacy for curricula developed in the framework of European 
programmes. This issue about the links which needed to be developed among local, 
national and European initiatives also underpinned their comments concerning the 
involvement of their own institutions.  
They suggested that the institutions should be encouraged to commit themselves at 
the application stage and then integrate the courses or programmes in the study 
programme of the institution, but also to participate in the dissemination activities, 
relieve the professors of some of their duties, recognise the staff’s work in these 
projects and raise the awareness of local administration concerning the financial 
management of projects.  
These comments stressed, as we did above, the shared roles in the implementation 
process of the curricula developed through the SOCRATES CD projects.  

 

4.8 Conclusions  

43% of the responses to the questionnaire showed that these projects were mainly 
based on a pre-existing network and coordinated by a majority of 
Professor/Associated Professor/Lecturer and this for the first time.  

The organisation of work met with some difficulties, similar to most EU-funded 
projects. The implementation of the outputs seemed to be linked to their recognition 
by the institutional/national authorities. The involvement of these authorities in the 
production process could be increased as well in the evaluation and dissemination of 
these outputs.  

In so far as CD projects succeeded in developing a real European Dimension (with a 
broad definition), it would appear that the main impact was initially on the project 
teams involved and that the resulting impacts on the core activities of the universities 
(i.e. the teaching, curriculum development, research) could be further improved.  

According to the respondents the students targeted, benefit greatly from these 
projects.  



 

100 

 

Concerning the outputs, the majority were still used. Half were partly used due to 
difficulties in implementation and funding a total production, but also as a result of the 
nature of the material.  

Respondents’ answers to the questions concerning innovation raised the question of 
the time needed to achieve innovation and its sustainability. The recognition of the 
innovative aspects (and their evaluation) seemed to represent a major issue for their 
implementation. These two elements would be worth reinforcing.  
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5 Analysis of final reports 

 
5.1 Introduction 

 
5.1.1 Objectives 
The objective of this phase of the evaluation was to study a selected sample of final 
project reports in order to enable the evaluation team to investigate and analyse what 
the coordinators reported had  happened and was produced during the projects. The 
analysis therefore focused on results, dissemination and integration, use of 
courses/modules, difficulties encountered and solutions applied and whether or not 
objectives were adjusted and how this affected outcomes. It was also important to 
obtain data on the outcomes of projects in comparison with the intentions expressed 
in the applications. This is why the second aspect of this analysis was a comparison of 
the applications with the final reports. 

5.1.2 Summary of the Methodology 
A sample of 250 of the final reports was established according to the principles 
explained in the methodology chapter. All the countries which had coordinated 
projects were represented in the sample. All the projects first accepted in 2000 and 
1999 were selected together with a sample from 1998, 1997 and 1996. The number 
of projects from 1996 was limited so that they would not be too heavily weighted in 
the sample.  

The final reports and the application forms for each of the sample projects were 
analysed either by a member of the core team or by one of the extended team of 
consultants. The consultants involved in this analysis were Mario Barajas (Spain), Filio 
Diamanti (Greece), Janerik Lundquist (Sweden), Magda Kirsch (Belgium) and Friedrich 
Scheuermann (Austria). This enabled the evaluation team to cover all languages 
represented in the sample.   

In addition to the analysis of the results presented in the final reports, the team 
undertook an analysis using the After Action Review method. The aim was to generate 
data to respond to questions such as: 

• What was supposed to happen?  
• What actually happened?  
• What were the reasons for the deviations?  

The core team members responsible for this part of the study designed an analysis 
framework to be filled in for all the projects in the sample. It covered a range of data 
about the projects such as the subject area and type of project, but also involved an 
assessment of the objectives in comparison to the outcomes, information about 
implementation and integration, dissemination, etc. (See annex 5) All these data were 
put into an Access database. 
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Finally, in order to capture any other trends (and take account of the high number of 
projects in 1996), a sample of the applications and final reports for a small number of 
projects from 1996 was undertaken. 

5.2 General observations from the final reports 
 

5.2.1 Were projects successful? 
Based upon the experts’ observations about the projects in the sample, the team 
decided to use the findings to establish a success rate for the projects.  Some of the 
reports however did not provide sufficient information for the experts to make an 
accurate analysis. 

The purpose of this approach was to illustrate how well the projects achieved the 
objectives stated in their application forms and whether results were congruent with 
them. One aim was to make it possible to determine if any particular trends were 
made apparent due to this kind of analysis.  There are some inherent limitations to 
this approach that must be taken into consideration when interpreting the results.  As 
mentioned above, one is that the final reports varied in quality, which made it difficult 
to interpret the outcomes in accordance with the objectives. Another was that the 
sample size varied considerably between the different types of CD projects.  A further 
important aspect that needed to be addressed was the varying quality and amount of 
information contained in the final reports. All these factors singly and collectively 
influenced the experts’ classification procedure for the analysis of the final reports and 
the structured AAR format. 

5.2.2 Results 
The core team classified the different projects either as "successful", "not successful” 
or indicated when the classification could not be made. The following distribution 
emerged for the 250 CD projects (see figure 5-1). 

 

Figure 5-1 Distribution of Success Ratio 

Distribution of Success Ratio of Analysed Final Reports 
 

20% 
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Furthermore, the success ratio was also analysed by the specific type of project (see 
figure 5-2).  The results indicated that the EM projects had the highest success rate, 
while the CDI projects showed a lower success rate. A feasible explanation could be 
that it was structurally and functionally easier to implement a module than a course or 
programme.  However, this trend is not apparent in the PROGS and MODS projects, 
no doubt due to a small sample. The very limited sample size for the ILCs was also a 
factor which made it difficult to interpret the results.   

There were no significant differences between the types according to success.  The 
results were similar when comparing all the projects together or by type. This 
indicates that all the different types of CD projects are influenced by the same factors 
that were described in the AAR analysis of the final reports.  

 

Figure 5-2 : Success Ratio According to type 
 

5.2.3 Outputs  
A clear majority of the co-ordinators classified their projects as successful. 
Programmes or modules were jointly produced and used. Even if the course or 
material produced were delayed, the general feeling the co-ordinators conveyed was 
that the objectives were at least partially achieved. 

 “Everything has functioned well. The joint European Teaching Module has 
offered the participants a very fruitful arena of collaboration and has made 
it possible for the participants to develop together curricula very much 
needed. In time, also collaboration in regard to research may develop.” 
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In most cases, the outcomes were described as whole modules or courses which were 
produced in genuine co-operation. Only a few (less than five) described their 
outcomes as only lecture notes. 

In a few cases, one of the partner institutions delivered content for the others to use, 
with or without adaptation. In some cases this seemed to be due to difficulties in 
finding a proper co-operation strategy or process, but mostly it seemed to be because 
the ”donating” partner was very advanced in the field and the other partners 
contributed in other ways.  

Partners who dropped out for institutional reasons affected the quality of the 
materials. These were cases when the pooled expertise suffered from a dropout. Here, 
the consequences were sometimes a failure of the whole project. 

5.2.4 Languages used 
Although the final reports were submitted in a number of languages, the most 
common working language was English. Obviously, other languages were used for the 
ILCs.  

It is difficult to give estimation from the final reports of the extent to which more than 
one working language was used, since information on this aspect was not requested in 
the final report form. The fact that the final report was written in one language was no 
indication that this was the working language. A very rough estimation is that out of 
the 250 projects analysed, about 15 used French and 5 used German as their working 
language. This is an indication that the less widely taught languages lag behind and 
are not even considered as working languages.  

In terms of the production of the project outputs in several languages, the reports 
show that language versions other than in the first working language were often not 
produced as planned. This was reported as both too costly and time-consuming. It 
was also reported that funds for translation were lacking. 

In cases where an institution from one country clearly took the lead, the only material 
produced within the partnership was in that language. There were no translations and 
the only version was the original language one.  

In some projects, regional language zones seem to have developed as a solution to a 
need to accelerate the production of material. 

“Universities do not seem to be aware of the concept of a joint European 
module. These kinds of modules are thus often seen as additional 
administrative work, which lacks positive connotations. Therefore, it seems 
to be worthwhile checking whether European modules should be approved 
for a longer time span, in order to compensate for the additional work 
necessary in the beginning.” 
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5.2.5 European Dimension 
The European Dimension was not defined in a uniform way in the project reports. It 
was mostly defined as subject matter e.g. an MA in European history, European Civil 
Law, etc. 

Sometimes the focus was on matters of great political interest – racism, conflict 
solution and peace studies. Other projects reflected concern with differences in culture 
and tradition. 

Many partnerships were built on former networks between institutions. This was a sign 
of an already existing European dimension amongst networks of professionals 
throughout Europe. The fact that fewer partnerships applied for new curriculum 
development funds during the duration of the programme did not mean that these 
networks disappeared, but rather that the application procedures were  too complex 
and time-consuming  for the coordinators.  

According to the reports, ICT-supported projects offered methods which made it 
possible to deepen approaches insofar as discussions were not limited by time and 
space. It also made it possible to engage the most prominent experts for video 
conference lectures and online lectures.  

The European Dimension as a means to gather forces in international competition was 
also visible. Competition with other continents was the declared driving force in some 
projects, mostly those dealing with music, art and design.  

5.2.6 Connections to other EU actions and the Bologna process 
There were many indications in the final reports of links to other EU-funded actions. 
The work in the projects led to joint applications for grants from other actions within 
SOCRATES and LEONARDO. Thus, partners from renowned higher education 
institutions in Europe joined forces to submit proposals to obtain LEONARDO funds. 

ERASMUS mobility grants were often a very necessary and useful complement to the 
Curriculum Development projects. Many successful combinations with teacher and 
student grants were reported. 

Many projects also seemed to have led to a greater    exchange of teaching staff. 
Whether this was always supported by the mobility grants was not clear.  

There were difficulties reported with the synchronisation and combination of the 
different actions (CD projects, student and teacher mobility). Some projects reported 
that courses were supposed to be taught by teachers using teacher mobility grants 
but this was not always possible because the application for the mobility grant was 
not approved. And students from the partner universities who went to one of the 
other universities with a mobility grant did not always take the course/module 
developed by the CD project, as originally expected .It would appear from the reports 
that in other cases students may have taken the course/module but without knowing 
that they were expected to contribute to its development. 
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Concerning the Bologna process, many cases of difficulties in obtaining ECTS 
accreditation were reported. They varied over the years and countries involved. 

Joint curricula were agreed but could not be linked to ECTS for different reasons. One 
project coordinator suggested that it would be useful to have an 
accreditation/certification service to deal with ECTS matters.  

It was clear that there was a certain drive amongst the representatives of the 
different partners to find fields for future research collaboration within some EU 
programmes. 

5.2.7 Teaching methods and cross-curricular integration  
The reports suggest that problem-based learning was a rather common approach for 
many subject areas. In addition, language learning which was integrated as 
mainstream in courses and programmes focusing   on specific specialist fields was also 
frequent. 

Many modules/courses were delivered with ICT tools that were sometimes linked to 
an ODL structure. The use of ODL and ICT gradually became more common during the 
period studied, but this was not always without complications. Some of the delays and 
dropouts reported seemed to be due to the use of ICT, which some partners could not 
master. Co-ordinators of projects with more advanced ICT/multimedia elements 
complained that the tools were very costly and that special funding was needed. 

Some coordinators maintained that less “academic” subjects such as music did not fit 
in well with the guidelines for CDs, thus making it difficult to create joint products. 

5.2.8 Implementation 
As shown in the After Action Review, there were many reasons for the courses and 
modules not having been implemented. 

Partners dropping out was an important reason for difficulties in the implementation 
phase. Thus there were many cases of partial implementation when the 
course/module was only offered at some of the institutions involved.  

The main obstacles to implementation seemed to have been bureaucratic barriers and 
differences in legislation. The freedom to integrate new modules also varied amongst 
the institutions and this had affected the joint implementation.  

“It failed (until the date of the last report) on creating a European Diploma, 
and has been transformed on a local Diploma of each of the Universities 
(mentioning only “with the collaboration of “), because of the 
administrative and legal issues still on place on the State-based University 
systems.” 

A one-year delay in the implementation was common. These delays were often due to 
the non-conformity of year and semester systems. An exception seemed to be the 
cases where the subject area was of very great interest. This appears to have made 
the implementation easier – e.g. International studies in intellectual property law. 
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It was also reported that it had been difficult to convert ordinary modules into 
distance education ones because of resistance within the partner institutions. 

Student uptake was another crucial issue. Some of the courses/modules produced 
were not implemented through lack of students. Others could only be implemented by 
bringing together all the students from the entire partnership. The reports suggest 
that very specialised institutions found it motivating to gather together groups of 
students   around a CD project in the hope of being able to present a course content 
that was attractive to new student audiences. 

5.2.9 Integration 
There were very many examples of the outcomes not being used in the home 
institutions. This always seemed to be due to bureaucratic barriers. Validation and 
recognition were    substantial difficulties for all the different types of CD projects. 

Implementation was sometimes reported to have been undertaken individually due to 
different organisational structures. 

In Germany, the introduction of a new module could not be decided by the 
universities themselves. Some other countries seemed to be in the same situation, 
but not the majority.  

Many of the reports showed that larger universities had a tendency to be more rigid, 
not always allowing the CD outcomes to be recognised.  

In other cases, the participating institutions were reported to be so large and complex 
that implementation of the projects would need intense and repeated information 
campaigns.  

5.2.10 Dissemination 
All the usual channels for dissemination were mentioned: exhibitions, presentations at 
conferences and seminars, publications in magazines and in the daily press at 
national, regional levels, etc. One of the most efficient means of dissemination 
appears to have been   through networks. Summer workshops also attracted interest. 

 
The main approaches used by projects to disseminate the results were: 

• Websites. Almost all projects developed their own project website.    

• Research and development events, conferences, meetings, seminars, and 
workshops. One of the projects was expecting the result of a special call for a 
dissemination project in order to request more funds; another project was 
undertaking a Diffusion Activity (CDID) with six new universities   

• media (journals, TV, radio, newspapers,.)  
• publications inside the participating universities   
• by including new European universities outside the project in the consortia   
• through professional Associations   
• in thematic networks (ACO*HUM, Eurobio, Mednet.)   
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Other systems mentioned were: 

• leaflets and posters with basic course information   
• organisation of events with the ministry   
• newsletters   
• translations of materials and documents in all languages of the consortium   
• through the ERASMUS programme in each institution   
• on a personal basis   
• publishing a book on the web  
• mailing list of possible interested people and institutions  
• by publishing the dissertations of MA  students  
• by the information systems of each centre (students’ website, university 

website, Teaching Guide etc.)    

In several cases (about every fifth report) the dissemination plan was ill-defined. In 
some cases   the projects had failed or were still under way.   

It is worth noting that successful projects tended to have a well organised 
dissemination plan, which was clearly outlined from the outset.  In some cases there 
were positive dissemination outcomes that were not planned in advance; this 
happened on a personal contacts basis, not because of dissemination planning. 

“The implementation of the program in 1999/2000 was actually 
accomplished through the intensive cooperation of the project partners. 
The program was considered positive and approved of by all university 
bodies.” 

 

5.3 After Action Review observations 

The After Action Review method asks the questions “What was supposed to happen?” 
and “What actually happened?” The answers to these questions gave a clear hint 
about the results and impact of the development projects. The reviews are based on a 
study of the final reports and the original application form. 

In order to illustrate the situations depicted by the coordinators, the team chose to 
report a few typical cases, giving both what was supposed to happen and what 
actually happened. The next section deals with the general reasons for the 
discrepancies. 

5.3.1 The examples 
A CDI project in languages and economics aimed to award the students of the course 
at every participating institution a B.A. from the UK but this  was not accepted by 
one of the participating universities. A declaration of equivalence could, however, be 
agreed upon. 
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A MOD project aimed at organising PhD seminar sessions for engineering students in 
order to enhance the quality of doctoral seminars and to give them a European 
dimension.  The seminars would be given by doctoral students. Several seminars were 
organised and were evaluated very positively.  However, none of them were organised 
following a proposal by a PhD student.   

The aim of another CDI project was to design and test a curriculum of 20 ECTS credits 
for teacher training institutions in integrated learning for disabled children. The project 
was to run for three years. During the first two years, a coherent curriculum was 
designed to be integrated in existing study programmes. The different modules were 
tested and revised at the partner institutions.   During the running of the project the 
number of partners increased from 11 to 16 and the project will now comprise 11 
countries. Getting all newcomers on board led to some delay, in relation to the 
original project schedule. The dissemination was, for example, postponed to the 
fourth year. 

One CDA project aimed at creating a European module in “European Civil Law” that 
was applicable to all European law faculties and law programmes. A study programme 
and a curriculum were developed to standardise the subject area “European Civil 
Law”. A textbook was written and has now been published. 

One CDI project dealt with introducing first-year students of mathematics to new 
problem-solving capacities. It   produced concrete materials using modern hypermedia 
technology, computer networks and modern software. But the aim of integrating a 
new joint curriculum was not achieved. The reasons for this were change of staff and    
some partners dropping out. People fell ill and some partners did not participate. The 
commission did not grant a dissemination year.  The co-ordinator complained that he 
had had to "struggle with poor collaboration working cultures inside most of the 
partner institutions, some of them pulling out without any explanation." 

A CDI project on intercultural and anti racist social work planned to present the result 
of the project at a conference in Vienna on the theme “Human Rights and Social Work 
in Europe”. This crucial conference never took place. 

5.3.2 What were the reasons for the deviations? 
Most projects seemed to have been run according to the original plan from the point 
of view of the content. They generally stated that they did not encounter substantial   
problems when developing their projects. The main difficulties were:  

5.3.3 Institutional problems 
There were many problems with the accreditation of the degrees that were envisaged 
to be the result of the joint courses developed.  Large universities seemed to be more 
rigid than newer or restructured ones.  Spanish partners reported that degrees on 
offer at new further education centres were not recognised. This caused failure in 
some projects. In some cases when difficulties were encountered, the partners of the 
projects solved the problem by offering a local degree, instead of a European one, or 
by adapting the courses created to other kinds of degrees which required fewer 
administrative adaptations. It is worth noting that bureaucratic procedures played an 
important role in the implementation and success of the CD project programme.  
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Recognition and validation problems varied according to each country and academic 
structure of the institution. In some countries, a master’s degree programme did not 
have legal value, so the objectives had to be downgraded from the initial aim of 
creating a common master’s degree.  

Lack of autonomy of universities, which are not free to recognise the degree and 
cannot easily change the requirements played a role.  Since the partners did not know 
enough about the legislation and freedom of each of the institutions involved, there 
were problems. 

During the lifecycle of the project new laws that changed the educational system were 
introduced in some countries. (e.g. Spain and Italy)  Sometimes it was difficult to 
adapt the CD programmes to these new laws. 

5.3.4 Academic structures  
Although the majority of the projects presented no real difficulties in the recognition of 
the programme, it was important to take into account that a significant number of 
them did. Some solved this situation by recognising the course by the coordinating 
institution. In other cases, recognition of the course was local, mentioning only "with 
the collaboration of". In other cases, the barriers were intact and, as a result, some 
partners had to leave the project. 

Changes in the educational system were introduced. Some problems were 
encountered with the changes in third cycle studies which created an intermediate 
course between the BA and the graduate level. The Master could be implemented in 
both studies. 

There were problems with the recognition of the European Master’s Degree for 
different reasons: changes in the management of the institution, reorganisation of the 
structure of the faculty and of some departments. 

5.3.5 Partnership and project organisation 
Difficulties in internal co-ordination and initial organisational problems were 
mentioned and some partners dropped out because they did not feel competent 
enough. 

A few projects expressed their difficulties in setting realistic objectives and deadlines 
at the beginning of the project; they were too ambitious to fit into the   timetable and 
available funding. In some cases, this was due to an inexperienced project coordinator 
and partners.   

“This partnership has tried to adapt the project to the difficulties 
experienced so that there would be a real outcome of the project.  
Students who participated in the project have been granted credits in their 
home institution.  The project was a stimulus for staff and student mobility.  
The project co-ordinator says that: “the European Commission should put 
greater emphasis on Curriculum development activities because curriculum 
development and comparison seems to be the most efficient way of 
establishing links for exchanges”. 
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Partners’ involvement differed greatly.   One university left, and was later replaced by 
another institution that was not sufficiently acquainted with the project and could not 
participate in the meetings. Other projects mentioned difficulties related to the regular 
academic commitments of one of the partners, which hindered participation in the 
project. 

Changes of individuals representing partners often resulted in slower progress of the 
work than planned. 

Some projects suffered from difficulties and delays due to the fact that staff costs 
were not funded and the project work was added to the ordinary workload of the 
professors. 

“All activities were carried through according to the project plan even if the 
structural conditions at the partner institutions were very different. In most 
cases there the participating colleagues were not given any reduction of 
their ordinary workload, which led to that their work with this project had 
to come on top of their ordinary job. Several institutions were also in the 
middle of a reorganisation process.”  

Lack of knowledge about requirements for teacher and student mobility was reported. 
This had a negative influence on the demand for mobility opportunities.  For instance, 
in one project, teachers’ mobility was planned when teachers had lecturing duties, 
which reduced the number of candidates. 

Students obtained information about the mobility schemes from former ERASMUS 
students, but not from international student organisations.  

There were different approaches to the CD content and structure, as well as 
institutional requirements. This made it difficult to take decisions about the design of 
the CD activities. 

Another factor was the difficulty in following the calendar of the project; e.g. a 
particular problem in one institution could cause delays in the overall calendar of 
activities. 

There were often complaints about a lack of pre-project planning. Later, the partners 
found that their approaches to the task were too different so they carried out some 
concrete information activities with participating students.  Learning alliances were set 
up and the project could go on, but at a slower pace than originally anticipated. 

5.3.6 Other aspects 
Many projects complained about delays in receiving the funding or that it was cut 
without warning, as far as the co-ordinators understood. 

Almost all projects complained about the lack of financial resources, especially for 
those projects that wanted to develop multimedia materials or decided to translate 
the CD materials; for instance, one university lacked financial resources to translate 
another institution’s rich multimedia materials. 
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The financial decision of the Commission came too late to organise the conference. 

“Late arrival of grant postponed some of the intended activities. Difficulties 
with new partners, who didn’t receive funds. Very often some institution 
has forgotten to mention the CD project in their IC, meaning that they 
cannot get funding from the commission for the project.” 

There was a lack of flexibility in managing the budget: one project coordinator 
recommended more flexible economic management amongst the partners. 

The long delay between the application and the launch of the project was another 
difficulty as, according to the reports which mentioned this aspect, it created a certain 
amount of irritation as the dynamic amongst the partners had to be re-created.  

There was also a lack of information about the recognition of the programmes at the 
European level. One project asked for help to manage this issue; it did not know 
anything about administrative procedures to introduce the ERASMUS courses. 

Students did not take advantage of mobility opportunities e.g. they were supposed to 
spend more time with the other institution than they actually did.  And student 
participation and/or responsibility for parts of courses was difficult to organise. 

Another factor was that some co-ordinators had little experience of the programme 
either as managers or participants. which made it even more difficult to implement 
the   projects. 

There were difficulties in implementing CD activities needing ICTs tools and resources, 
e.g.  videoconferencing amongst teachers, developing CD course materials, etc. 

Delays were also caused by the question of language knowledge as a prerequisite for 
admissions and the question of language teaching as part of the programme. 

“The participating institutions were not prepared for the stopping of funding 
for the project, which led to the incomplete results of their work.” 

 

5.4 Analysis of a sample of applications and final reports from 1996  

A separate analysis of a sample of application forms was carried out to see if there 
were any common denominators that needed special attention in the later analysis. 
Most of the application forms had been included in the sample for the After Action 
review. Of the remaining forms, a sample of 17 EM projects from 1996 was selected.  

 

5.5 Subject areas 

A range of subject areas was covered in the evaluation, the most prominent being the 
Social Sciences, Environmental Science, Art and Design, Law and Political Science. 
This was in conformity with   the statistical analysis of popular subjects in 1996. 
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5.5.1 Number of partners 
The average number of partners per application was 6.4. However, two projects in the 
sample had far more partners than the others. Over one third of the projects had the 
minimum requirement of 3 partners including the coordinating institution. 

5.5.2 Collaboration 
31% of the project samples mentioned the involvement of regional authorities or 
agencies. Only 18% mentioned working with national agencies and even fewer 
mentioned European agencies. Local enterprises and industry were present in 25% of 
the projects.  

The collaboration aimed to enhance the quality of the education provided. The 
European module was seen as an opportunity for sharing staff expertise. Bringing 
together academic experts from the partner institutions would create a stronger 
module in terms of content than if the partner institutions were acting alone. A 
number of applications also mentioned the involvement of external experts from 
outside the universities. Some mentioned raising the standard of provision through 
collaboration, including the use of multimedia and the combination of subject areas. 

5.5.3 Achieving economies of scale 
In terms of achieving economies of scale through collaboration, two common elements 
emerged. Firstly, many application forms referred to the opportunity of producing 
joint materials which would be difficult for each university to produce on its own. 
Secondly, some applications mentioned the relationship between the roles of the 
coordinating institution in collating the study materials and the responsibility of each 
partner to provide its own independent contribution to the whole teaching material. 
Thus, some application forms emphasised the cooperation of partners in devising the 
content of the module, whilst other forms underlined the independent contribution of 
each institution to the overall project.  

Very little mention was made of the benefit for enterprises and citizens in the regions. 

 

5.5.4 Benefits from the connection with LEONARDO and other programmes 
and actors  

Approximately one third of the applications mentioned that the European module was 
to be based on existing or former partnerships. Only one project from the sample was 
directly linked to a previous LEONARDO project. Other application forms stated that 
the coordinating institution had experience in other EU programmes such as LINGUA 
and ERASMUS.   

Slightly more projects referred to past and present cooperation with other universities 
and business in general. One project stated that it would seek advice from institutions 
outside the partnership, including professional organisations and industry, whilst 
another noted that industry, professional associations and hospitals would be involved 
in the delivery of the module.  
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5.5.5 Funding from other sources 
There were no examples of projects receiving funds from another EU programme. One 
third intended to approach other external sources of income, including regional 
authorities and the business community.  

5.5.6 Interdisciplinarity 
Cross links between different subject areas were frequently described. Most were 
related subject areas such as History and Political Science and Law and Environmental 
Science. The European module was seen as an opportunity to combine related 
subjects. A smaller number of applications intended to make connections between 
unrelated areas or form unusual combinations.  

5.5.7 ODL  
ODL was an element in over two-thirds of the applications. Modules involved creating 
ODL study packages with CD ROMs or on-line handbooks. ICT was also seen as a 
dissemination tool to reach as many potential participants as possible.  A website 
including an interactive message board for members was to be created in only one 
project.  

5.5.8 Integration and dissemination 
Two-thirds of the modules created according to the applications were to be integrated 
into existing courses. Only a few were to be stand alone projects. 

Dissemination did not seem to be a great concern. Only 25% of the applicants 
mentioned dissemination outside the own institutions and one planned a conference to 
disseminate the outcomes of the module to a wider public. 

 
5.6 Cases of best practice 

Out of the sample the evaluation team has chosen to present five cases of best 
practice in order to illustrate good use of project funds. They show curricular 
development meeting concrete needs, strong co-operation within large consortia, 
creating new fields of European knowledge and good dissemination resulting in new 
networks and areas of learning.  

5.6.1 European Law – EM  
A very useful tool has been developed with very concrete case studies on European 
law and European institutions. It has not only been largely disseminated but has also 
been largely used by students in postgraduate courses. 

The materials met a concrete need; most of the material on European Law and 
European institutions addresses law students and very little addresses non-law 
students, which was the target group addressed by this EM. 

Even though the project ended in 2001 it is important to note that the materials are 
still used in several universities or higher education institutions and that there is 
interest to go on with a similar new project under ERASMUS. 
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5.6.2 Societal responsibilities in biotechnological sciences – CDA  
This CDA is the result of a fruitful collaboration between some of the partner 
institutions.  Bio-Ethics-Biomedical and Societal Aspects in Europe seems to have 
opened a large number of interesting perspectives.  The course in Bioethics has been 
implemented in a number of institutions, the network of partners was enlarged and 
moreover it opened the possibility for Master and Ph.D. students as well as for 
Professors to be exchanged.  An application was also filed for stimulation and 
coordination of doctoral studies in biology as well as for a Thematic Network Project 
for Biology in which 291 universities expressed interest.  Once more, it is obvious that 
Common curricular development can be instrumental in enhancing student and 
teacher mobility.   

Moreover, it is clear that when collaboration goes smoothly it works as a multiplier, 
giving rise to more related projects and more activities. In this case an application for 
a PROG: European Master in Anthropology and Human Biology and a PROG in Societal 
Responsibilities in Biotechnological Sciences. 

5.6.3 Master programme in European Health - CDA  
The programme was designed and implemented in seven countries. The project used 
different tools for dissemination.    

Students had to obtain 60 ECTS credits in a minimum of one year and maximum of 5 
years. Participants must study in at least two countries.  

Each student took a core course and an advanced module, which were completed by a 
thesis – in English, but it could also be delivered in Spanish or French.  

Two awards were offered: The European Diploma in International Health, after three 
months of successful training; and The European Master in International Health, 
corresponding to one year of full-time work.   

5.6.4 Master programme in History of Architecture - CDA 
Teaching modules were produced in co-operation with all involved institutions and 
teaching could start according to plan. There was high interest from students. 
There was also full involvement by all participating institutions and the recognition of 
the Master’s degree offered no difficulty.  
 
The teaching modules received a special recognition from the Italian Ministry of 
Education which considered the programme as “very innovative”. 
 

5.6.5 European PhD on social representation and communication - CDA 
These social science courses represent an innovative didactic formula within the ECTS 
system based on an integrated open and distance learning system with a tutoring and 
co-tutoring system. 
 
It was proposed “as a sort of prototype" to launch other similar curricula in other 
didactic areas. They obtained interest from other scientific partners as well as 
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academic and research institutions in various European countries, and even beyond 
the EU.  
 
They also implemented an evaluation mechanism. It was made up of a Scientific 
Advisory Board and a Core Executive Committee, which met at regular intervals 
during the year. Furthermore, an evaluation by the Quality Committee at the 
coordinating university and at each partner University was carried out. Besides this, 
the quality of the scientific programme has been evaluated by the Programme 
Director in collaboration with the Scientific Coordinator and tutors through evaluation 
instruments and open and distance co-tutoring systems. It has also been done 
through the use of the website devoted to the European doctoral project and through 
continuous monitoring of the students' training. Evaluation by the students of the 
scientific events (such as the intensive courses carried out during the International 
Summer Schools) and also provided necessary feedback. 
 
 
 

5.7 Conclusions 

The analysis of the final reports showed that the CD projects offered European 
integration and innovation in higher education. The joint work of preparing common 
courses facilitated understanding of the different educational systems. It furthered the 
Bologna integration process, as it stimulated exchange of students and courses 
outside the mobility schemes. At the same time, they were an illustration of good 
combined use of mobility grants – both for students and teachers. The value of the 
alliances, networks and working liaisons had a long term impact which could be 
prolonged.  

It is interesting to note that the overall aim of the ERASMUS action of the SOCRATES 
programme – to promote common understanding of academia in Europe - was one of 
the reasons for not being able to achieve the funded objectives. Certain reports 
explained the difficulties the partners had had in reaching understanding and 
agreement in the group. The main reasons for projects being delayed were, on the 
one hand, the fact that  contracts arrived late from the Commission and, on the other, 
that the  universities' financial units  made the departments wait until the  contracts 
had arrived before starting. There were further delays due to the fact that partner 
universities had different term dates and the courses/modules relevant to the project 
were taught at different points in the academic year. This made agreement on the 
project timetable complicated. These reasons contributed, in some cases, to fewer and 
less developed outcomes.  

Language diversity was not promoted by the projects. This was especially true for the 
less widely used languages of Europe, but also for German, French and Spanish. 
English has become the lingua franca of the European development projects. 

The work within the partnerships seemed to have been easier when the application 
was submitted after a preparatory meeting, where a common understanding of 
objectives and working strategies had been reached.  
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Partners dropping out almost always had negative effects both in terms of producing 
delays and in terms of the outcomes which tended to be poorer, even if new partners 
joined the project.  

The importance of ICT as a means to strengthen the work within partnerships was 
obvious. It provided many opportunities to enhance the European Dimension 
academically and to keep in touch and provide insights into cultural differences.  

Innovation in course design through new teaching methods and ODL seemed less 
apparent as a result of the projects. 

Subject matter was also a way to promote the European Dimension. This was also the 
case in the way the projects linked to other EU actions and the Bologna process. 

The partnerships seemed to have had great value as an "opener of windows" for 
research co-operation. 

Implementation was often delayed due to differences between the freedom of 
institution to recognise new modules and programmes.  

Integration of the modules and programmes produced was not always easy. This was 
especially true for the large universities. It would be difficult to estimate if the 
widened educational offers were sustainable in the long run. 

Many cases of successful implementation were reported. The most successful seemed 
to have been the cases when there was a proper plan of the project work from the 
outset. 
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6 Results of the consultation groups 
 

6.1 Objectives  

The consultation groups were, as presented in chapter 2, designed to be a qualitative 
insight into the running of the CD projects: through a discussion in peoples’ own 
language, the trends and conclusions from the analysis of the final reports and the 
questionnaires to the project coordinators could be validated and broadened by the 
stories and experiences from other people who had been involved in the CDs.  

In general, the groups added to the perception of the CD projects and gave “flesh and 
blood” to the input from the final reports and from the questionnaire. The groups 
offered an opportunity to further explore the issues around outcomes and use, and 
how the CDs could have furthered the Europeanisation and the development of the 
participating universities. They were very valuable in illustrating and validating our 
perception of the success and shortcomings of the programme. 

The participants shared their views very freely and also enjoyed discussing their 
experiences with colleagues, and they expressed their satisfaction that people were 
interested in hearing what they had done and what they had learned from it. The 
consultation groups led to a sort of small network in Romania where the people did 
not know about each other, and also created a possibility to exchange ideas in both 
Belgium and Greece.  

The discussions were structured according to a framework of questions developed by 
the evaluation team. The main points in the framework were outcomes, 
implementation, recognition and accreditation; partnerships and the European 
Dimension. Other issues such as ECTS and Bologna and the use of ICT and mobility 
were included in the discussion. In the next sections, the discussions will be 
summarised following this overall structure. In the text, the participants’ experiences 
are sometimes referred to as “stories”. This is not to question their validity, but to 
signify that they are perceptions, sometimes seen 4-5 years after the experience, and 
are highly subjective.  

 

6.2 Introduction of the participants 

The first aim of the consultation groups was to develop a common framework and 
understanding.  The participants therefore presented themselves, their institution and 
their involvement in the CD action.  

As mentioned in chapter 2 on the methodology, they had either been coordinators, 
partners or held a position in the international office of a university or a polytechnic or 
another institution that was eligible for participation in ERASMUS. 
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Following the introduction, the first theme for discussion in all groups was the 
outcomes of the projects. 

 

6.3 Outputs and outcomes 

The respondents in all four groups answered that the objectives of the projects they 
had been involved in had been generally met. Only one of the projects represented in 
the consultation groups was not completed. This was due to a collapse of the 
partnership because the coordinator left the institution and no one replaced him. 

Some of the coordinators reflected on this and said that it also had to do with the way 
of applying and reporting. The final reports did not give much opportunity to address 
deviations in detail and there was a fear that these were not accepted. The projects 
were not approved and were therefore not funded. This made fulfilling the objectives, 
at least on paper, the “safe” thing to do. The respondents elaborated on this and said 
that it was better to do what was in the application to the best of one’s abilities and 
only address the real “disasters” in the final report.  

The outcomes of the CDs can be very different, as the analysis of the final report 
shows. A relevant way of distinguishing them could be to talk about outputs and 
outcomes: 

The outputs are courses, modules, or curriculum frameworks – themes, subjects, but 
not the actual content of the course 

And the outcomes are the additional outcomes, e.g.  teacher mobility, that close links 
with partner institutions are beneficial for the mobile students, an international 
research network, etc. 

In one example, the course developed was very interesting from the viewpoint of the 
organisers and project partners of a particular CDA, but they never attracted any 
students to the course. This was put in the final report, but in many other cases, 
things were perhaps glossed over in a sort of internal logic saying that  

“(.)we have to make an impressive project to obtain the funding, - if we 
are approved, the Commission is bound to cut the budget, so we will have 
to reformulate what we will do when we have the approved budget, and 
know how much effort we can put in”. 

The time issue was mentioned in all the consultation groups: two or three years were 
not always seen as sufficient to develop a joint curriculum, let alone testing it with 
students and teaching staff. This meant that the courses could be developed, but if 
they were not tested, the likelihood that they would be implemented and recognised 
was faint because the funding dried up. Furthermore, the issue of getting the outputs 
disseminated, translated and adapted was raised in all the groups, and will be further 
developed below. 
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However, many different outputs and outcomes were mentioned in the consultation 
groups, ranging from course material, new teaching methodologies, new subjects, to 
interdisciplinary approaches.  

In some cases, the CD projects led to the development of other courses. An example 
of this was Romania where the success of a CDI project led to the development of a 
Master’s programme with local funding only.  

The modules developed were well documented, although they might not be 
implemented in the envisaged form. The respondents in the consultation groups said 
that the main reason for this was the difficulties with structures in both their own 
universities and in their partner universities. This point was raised in all groups and 
the respondents talked at great length about it, mentioning it as one of the most 
difficult obstacles to overcome. 

All the projects that aimed to develop a curriculum structure did so; in those cases it 
was not clear how the implementation was supposed to take place, but it was usually 
not the main objective of the project. 

The participants in the group talked at length about related or additional outcomes.  
An illustration of this is how the CD projects, with their links to other 
internationalisation activities, give the institution a new insight into new teaching 
methods, technologies, new aspects of a specific field, and taking up new fields or 
activities in general.  

An example of this was the engineering university that, following a CDI and combined 
with other European activities, went on to develop a European project semester. It 
also wanted to develop a CDA, but could not find a partner who was willing to 
coordinate this, and therefore had to abandon this project. 

A very important related outcome was the teacher mobility that resulted from the CD 
projects. Almost all  the projects represented in a consultation group had led to some 
kind of mobility for the teaching staff, and this was seen as very valuable both for the 
individual going abroad to teach and for the organisation, because the teaching staff 
returned with an international experience that would almost always “rub off” on the 
non-mobile students . The incoming teachers had the same indirect 
internationalisation effect.  

Teacher mobility was seen by all four groups as an important aspect in the 
internationalisation area, but there was also a widespread perception that it was 
becoming increasingly difficult to persuade the teaching staff to go abroad because 
they were under great pressure to teach, research and some also had many 
administrative tasks.  . At the same time, a number of respondents expressed that the 
financial arrangements for the mobility of teaching staff were very tight and that   
people sometimes had to pay from their own pockets to go on a teacher mobility 
project.  

The budget influenced the outcomes of the CD projects. In all the groups the 
participants mentioned that their budgets were cut when the project was approved. 
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This meant that they had had to begin the first meeting by re-evaluating the 
objectives and setting goals that could be reached within the budget.  

This was linked with another overarching tendency in groups: that the time put into 
the CD projects was not paid.  It was something   the participating persons did in 
addition to their teaching and research duties, and required a very high level of 
commitment. The reduction in the budget led, for the majority of the projects, to 
lesser commitment of the partners, with the difficulties that this could give rise to. 

This will be discussed further in the conclusions and recommendations section of this 
chapter. 

 

6.4 Implementation 

The consultation groups confirmed the trends in the questionnaire showing that the 
outcomes of the CD projects were or had been used to a large extent – fully for some, 
but partially for most. There were several projects that had not yet been 
implemented, either because of lack of students, or because there had been no 
institutional backing, but the outcomes had one way or the other been used with other 
students or in other departments. 

This was related to the above mentioned added value that came out very clearly from 
the consultation groups. The outcomes of the CD projects were broken up and used in 
the departments where they had been developed and in other areas of the institution.  

An example is a course in European Law, where the material developed in the project 
had been, and was still used by different departments of a polytechnic.  

Implementation outside the circle of partners was often for other purposes such as 
adult education or Open University courses because the subject was appropriate for 
such this kind of use.  

The problem for the continuing use of the material was the funds needed to keep the 
material up to date, or the translation which was not funded in the project, and for 
which the funding was sometimes very difficult to secure within the organisations.  

This issue of funding also relates to the fact that  all groups  considered internal 
barriers as being  the greatest  barriers to implementation : the fact that professors 
seemed to favour materials, courses and modules that they had developed internally, 
that some partner institutions or rather their country of origin were perhaps  not  held 
in very high esteem outside the project, and the fact that the management may have 
an internationalisation strategy, but was not always backing this strategy with money 
or  support.  
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There seemed to be a tendency to speak more of bureaucracy, and its role in the use 
of the CD projects in some of the participating countries than in others, with the two 
groups in the South and East citing more bureaucratic barriers than the two others.  

However, the barriers for implementation had as much to do with one’s partners 
origins: for a Romanian university, the main barrier was that their French partner had 
a 4-year plan for the curriculum. This meant that the new course could not be 
integrated until the next 4-year plan was put in place.  

From the stories told by the participants in the groups, it seemed that the 
implementation was a matter for the partners individually. It might be a common goal 
in the application, but the partners quickly discovered whether it could be achieved in 
all countries or not, and if it was not, then they just did what they could within their 
own system. 

For some of the projects, the objective was   to design the course and produce or 
collect the material, not to test and disseminate it. Projects that only focused on 
design did not have the same time problem as those where the testing was also part 
of the project. For some, the fact   that they subsequently did not obtain funding for 
the testing and dissemination was a problem. 

A common opinion was, however, that, although the projects might not have been 
implemented, they could still be internally labelled a success because the participating 
individuals learned a great deal.  

This raised the question in the groups about quality and the criteria that were used to 
decide which projects would receive funding and which would not, and led to a 
discussion about what could be expected as the outcome. These points will be 
discussed below. 

 

6.5 Recognition and accreditation 

Very few of the CD projects represented in the consultation groups were validated and 
implemented in the participating institution’s curriculum. This also fell in line with the 
outcomes from the other evaluation activities.  

When asked about the reason for this, most respondents said that it had to do with 
the rigidity of the universities and the fact that getting a module or course recognised 
and implemented was a challenging task.  

When further probed on this issue, an interesting tendency showed, and this is an 
important factor in the understanding of the CD projects and the way they are 
developed, the role they play in an institution and why the implementation did not 
always happen although it was described in the project applications. 
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The stories about the projects in all groups showed the same tendency: the people 
involved in the European projects were dedicated professors or lecturers who wanted 
to develop CD project to   attract students, have an international profile, be “modern” 
by using ICT and ODL methods, but also   to develop research opportunities, an 
international network, personal development, etc. 

The differences in the systems which still existed in  Europe such as  3+2 years, 4+1 
etc. were also seen by many as an obstacle  to  the implementation and accreditation, 
especially for a whole partner group. It seemed as if this was not really seen as 
possible, and most of the time when a project was completed, the partners did 
everything possible to implement the developed outcome, but it was no longer really 
done as a partnership. 

There were, however, also a few examples of projects where they had succeeded in 
implementing the CD project totally, examples of double degrees and of CD projects 
having led to new offers for the students which were now implemented in the 
curriculum of the institution.  

 

6.6 Partnership and cooperation 

Many participants in the consultation groups said they had gained experience from 
many EU funded projects and from other international projects, and they saw 
cooperation with people from other countries as an interesting part of the work with 
the CD projects.  

Some of the remarks in this section centred on how partnerships were established: 
Most participants found the partners in the personal, research network of the 
participating individuals.  

Some universities received many invitations to participate, but as one of the 
international coordinators said:  

“We would never enter a partnership just like that”. 

A successful partnership needed trust amongst the individual members and was most 
likely to develop when the partners knew each other, or at least the coordinator knew 
the people. Therefore some of the participants did not put too much emphasis on the 
need for partner search instruments.  

However, not all institutions who wished to prepare a CD project had the necessary 
partners, and the approach to “partner-search” clearly differed amongst the groups. 
Whereas the “old” universities had the viewpoint mentioned above, several of the 
participants in the Romanian consultation group had tried to use the partner search 
database in Brussels. 

To develop a good partnership it was very important to be sure that all the partners 
were sufficiently motivated, but the experience of the participants in the group 
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showed that it was also important to know about the educational systems of the other 
partners: This was easier if the partnership, as was the case for many in the groups, 
was built on existing project cooperation or other kinds of cooperation. But this was 
not always the case, which led to difficulties when it came to the detail level of the 
cooperation and the implementation of the produced outcomes, as was mentioned 
above.  

There is a big difference between being a partner and a coordinator. Some of the 
participants had tried both, and the majority said that they did not mind being 
partners in new projects, but they were not willing to coordinate again, as it had been 
very demanding and had taken much more time than they had envisaged. 

Time and effort were subjects that the participants in the groups kept returning to.  

Different approaches were used; the most common being that the coordinator did all 
the work related to the project and only made little use of the international office. 
However, in some universities, the International office played a much more active 
role. It helped to formulate the applications, prepared the budgets, and assisted in the 
financial and general reporting.  

A more active involvement on the part of the international office seemed to have had 
a positive impact on the involvement of the teaching staff because they were then 
“able to concentrate on the content”. This required a certain sized institution, but for 
those of the participating organisations that had developed a system – and there were 
one or two examples in all the groups - it seemed to create good results and 
continuity in the international projects and the partnerships.  

 

6.7 The European Dimension 

For the participants in the consultation group, the concept of the European Dimension 
mainly concerned cooperation. Working in a European project with partners from 
abroad was adding to the European Dimension of their work and lectures gave them 
the possibility to teach abroad and take part in teacher mobility activities and gave 
mobile and non-mobile students more options.  

The European Dimension was not something that the partners in the CD projects 
spent a lot of time discussing. Once the application was accepted, the main focus was 
on reaching the established target, and none of the partners mentioned that they had 
tried to find a common understanding of the term. It was to a large extent seen as: 
“something that you have to address in a way that pleases the Commission in order to 
get the money”. 

Nevertheless, the participants all had their own idea about the European Dimension . 
It varied between a personal and/or institutional network that would facilitate the 
mobility of students and the variety of courses and qualifications they could obtain by 
adding a European dimension to their studies, and the notion of the European 
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Dimension only being present when the subject had a European dimension, e.g. EU 
law, European coastal zones, or other overarching subjects.  

Some of the participants called for a clear definition of what the EU meant by the 
European Dimension: “what is it they want us to do?”, while the majority thought that 
it was just very convenient that there was money to develop things together with 
partners from other countries. For them this was the European Dimension.  

 

6.8 Other issues 

The CD projects were often the result of other EU projects, they developed from 
Intensive Programmes (IPs) – and sometimes it was the other way around. This was 
the case for many of the projects represented in the consultation group, and could 
also be seen in the answers to the questionnaires. But the CDs were also starting 
points for new international activities, EU projects, new CDs, as well as projects in 
LEONARDO DA VINCI or other programmes. 

All the consultation groups were asked to explain to what degree ECTS had been 
implemented in their organisations and whether and how they had been an influencing 
subject in their CD project. The answers to this varied, of course,  according to  
country , as some countries had already implemented ECTS  in the mid-90s, but also  
to the partners with whom they had cooperated. There was however no doubt that 
ECTS existed, and there was a common understanding of this, which gave the 
partners something to discuss , although there were still problems with countries 
using different methods to calculate the courses which did not easily translate into 
ECTS.  

They saw the ECTS and the general Bologna process as necessary developments and 
were satisfied that these would eliminate some of the problems they had encountered 
in the cooperation. 

Use of ICTs and new teaching methods were areas of special focus. For most of the 
participants in the consultation groups the projects used some element of ICT, and for 
some this meant a breakthrough, but it was not the major focus. ICTs were 
implemented when needed, and where the partnerships had the expertise, but were 
not  the purpose of the cooperation.  

Romania was an example of one of the more advanced users of ICTs and ODL   where 
a project had worked in virtual laboratories with the students.  This was directly 
related to the fact that the university from the UK already had experience, and the 
facilities, so the partners could use these  and benefit from the transfer of knowledge.  

In addition, some participants made a parallel with the European Dimension or the 
issue in the application forms of some programmes on equal opportunities. It is 
something that the applicants must have an opinion about and write about because it 



 

127 

 

is a focus point of the founder, but it does not always make very much sense for the 
project.  

Many of the participants in the groups mentioned the large amount of time it took to 
coordinate a CD project, compared with the budget for it. However, a few also 
observed  that the fact that everything had to be described and reported in detail was 
a help for the coordinator because it assisted him or her in  being sure about  the 
project objectives  and  made it easier to make other people in the institution 
understand what the project was about. 

One participant especially was not dissatisfied about having to write things down and 
be precise, and this was actually a common understanding in the groups. – What they 
were most dissatisfied with was that their work load was not related to the budget 
available and that the reporting back focused on the financial side and not at all on 
the outcomes, the quality of the outcomes, etc. 

The administrative tasks were not discussed at length in the groups because the 
moderator started out by saying that our analysis of the questionnaires and the final 
report made us aware of the burdens, and that the subject was not to take up too 
much time. However, when people made suggestions as to how things could be done 
differently, this was taken up, and we also asked if the coordinators who were 
dissatisfied with administrative aspects had expressed this dissatisfaction.  

Most of those who had expressed their dissatisfaction in the final reports, or even 
called the TAO in Bruxelles or their National Agency to make their point felt that their 
complaints had been taken seriously and that things had changed for the better 
compared to the first years of their CD projects.  

The greatest problem concerning the administrative tasks and the reporting 
procedures seemed to be the fact that the focus was only on the financial aspects. 
This was followed closely and to a level of detail that was not always proportionate to 
the amount of money involved. The quality of the outcomes, however, was not 
stressed in the reporting procedures, and some of the participants in the groups said 
they were surprised that there was such little interest in what the partnerships had 
produced. They did not see whether it was really innovative or whether it could be 
valuable for other partners in Europe.  

The participants in the group were very traditional in their dissemination: 
presentations at conferences, web pages and folders. In some cases, the students had 
also been involved in the dissemination activities.  

The Swedish consultation group stressed that the internal dissemination was not an 
area they had focused on, but they would like to change  this.  

From the discussions it was clear that universities were not used to think in marketing 
terms, but they realise that the competition is stronger now, and they need to begin 
thinking about it.  
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6.9 Conclusions and Recommendations  

The consultation groups gave the evaluation team a great deal of information on the 
reality of the projects. It also seemed to be satisfying for the participants to take part 
because it made them feel that there was some interest in what they had done and in 
their experiences. They also found it interesting to meet the other people who had 
been involved in CD projects.  

The consultation groups supported the conclusions of the questionnaires insofar as the 
projects had more or less achieved what they had set out to do, considering that the 
budgets had been cut considerably for most projects.  

The consultation groups agreed that two or three years were not always sufficient to 
develop a joint curriculum, let alone to test it with students and teaching staff. This 
had had implications for the projects in terms of difficulties with implementation and 
accreditation. 

The consultation groups confirmed the trends in the questionnaire that showed that 
the outcomes of the CD projects were or had been used extensively – fully for some 
projects, but partially for most. From the discussions, one can conclude that the 
barriers for the implementation of an output developed in a CD project can take many 
forms: The main reason for it is the difficulties with structures in both own universities 
and partner universities. But  internal political reasons  in the institutions, a feeling 
that “home made is better” and other bureaucratic barriers were also mentioned.  

The stories of the coordinators in the groups showed that most of the projects used 
the developed material in one way or  another.  

It seemed that overall implementation was a matter for the partners individually and 
was not considered a partnership concern. 

The problem of the continuing use of the material was also an example of 
shortcomings in the organisational backup for the CD activities. In the case where 
money was needed for the updating of the material or for translation, if these were 
not funded in the project, it was very difficult to secure funds within the organisations.  

The barriers were not the same in all four groups, suggesting that the national 
structures differed. There seemed to be a tendency to speak more of bureaucracy and 
its role in the implementation of the CD projects in some of the participating countries 
than in others, with the two groups in the South and East citing more bureaucratic 
barriers than the two others. The rigidity of the universities was a further barrier for 
the implementation. 

Very few CD projects represented in the consultation groups have been validated and 
implemented in the participating institution’s curriculum. This also falls in line with the 
outcomes of the other evaluation activities. Many also saw the differences in the 
systems which still exist in Europe such as 3+2 years, 4+1 etc.  as an obstacle  for  
implementation and accreditation, especially for a whole partner group.  
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The discussions on partnerships showed that most of the participants found their 
transnational partners in their own personal, research networks. This was mainly 
explained by the fact that a successful partnership needed trust amongst the 
individual members and was most likely to develop when the partners knew each 
other, or at least the coordinator knew the people. 

To develop a good partnership it was very important to be sure that all the partners 
were sufficiently motivated, but they could only be motivated if they or their 
institution had something to gain from the participation. This also explained the 
problems with implementation, because it was not easy to see the benefits of   this 
activity. Some suggestions as to how to tackle this problem were made: a more active 
involvement of the international office to allow the teaching staff to concentrate on 
the content, or the involvement of more than one person. 

The European Dimension was not discussed at length amongst the partners in the CD 
projects according to the consultation groups. The participants all had their idea about 
what they thought the European Dimension was, but it was seen as  secondary  to the 
development of the product. For the participants in the consultation group the concept 
of the European Dimension was mainly about cooperation. 

The ECTS, perhaps as a part of the European Dimension, were seen as a necessary 
development, and the participants in the groups were satisfied that they would  
eliminate some of the problems they encountered in the cooperation. 

Although they focused on problem areas, the consultation groups did give  good 
examples of why people did take on a CD project . The personal outcomes were 
explained and also the additional effects on the students, etc.  

In some institutions they developed mechanisms to ensure that the knowledge of how 
to run the projects and coordinate them was gathered in the international office or 
with specific key persons. In other institutions, the project coordinators created 
networks where they exchanged information and expertise. This was also used for 
dissemination purposes. 

The respondents in the consultation groups produced outputs: courses, modules and 
related activities and they also felt they had some additional outcomes. As an 
example, almost all the projects represented in a consultation group had led to some 
kind of mobility for the teaching staff, and this was seen as very valuable both for the 
individual going abroad to teach, and for the organisation 

Most of the CD projects were seen as a “lifting bar” to something more; they 
developed from other activities or generated other international activities. For the 
Romanian and to some extent the Greek universities it had been a possibility to start 
internationalising the universities.  

The participants in the consultation groups were therefore in favour of   the CD action, 
and the dissatisfaction that they did voice about administrative demands were for the 
most part taken into account in SOCRATES II, and did not seem to outweigh the 
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positive aspects. However, all did not feel like coordinating a project again. It  was 
seen as a heavy task and perhaps less rewarding than  being a partner. 
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7 Results of the evaluation seminar 
 

7.1 Objective  

This chapter describes the outcome of the evaluation seminar in Brussels on 15th and 
16th October 2004. The methodology is further described in the methodology chapter 
and will only be referred to briefly here.  

The seminar was the second qualitative element of the study and it was designed to  

• test the key findings of the surveys and analyses; 
• organise and moderate thematic discussions around major issues; 
• test with a mixed audience of project coordinators and other key constituencies 

major areas for the development and  functioning of the programme; 
• test with a mixed audience of project coordinators and other key constituencies 

major areas arising from the projects: innovative products and outcomes, 
integration into programmes of study and courses, dissemination, links with 
other actions of ERASMUS, such as mobility and ECTS. 

 
These objectives were fully met, with the seminar comprising around 40 people from 
different European countries, representing a variety of institutions and subject areas 
that covered all the different aspects of the CD action. The participants discussed 
freely, and were very interested in sharing their experiences and suggestions and 
recommendations.  The evaluation team structured the discussions in such a way as 
to ensure that   the freedom embedded in the Open Space Technology as described in 
chapter 2 was respected and that all the key findings were tested and validated. 

The following section describes the activities of the two-day seminar, with a focus on 
the process and the organisation. Section 7.4  summarises and discusses the different 
points brought forward and presents the recommendations of the seminar group. 

 

7.2 Seminar activities 

The seminar took place in the Mid Sweden office in the New Denmark House in 
Brussels. The Mid Sweden office supported the evaluation seminar by making the 
premises available for the team. 

The seminar started on 15th October before lunch and ended on the afternoon of the 
16th October. The full programme can be found in Appendix 8. 
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7.2.1 The participants 
The final number of participants was 40. There were 23 project coordinators and 
people involved in CD projects from international offices. Furthermore, there were 
representatives from the Coimbra Group and from other international groups such as 
The National Union of Students in Europe and the European Society for Engineering 
Education (SEFI), as well as the group of consultants, both the core and the extended 
team.  

The group covered 16 countries, and a wide spread of types of institutions and 
projects. Unfortunately, the National Agencies and the representatives of the 
Santander group, that were also invited, were unable to come, due to other 
obligations. 

List of participants: 

Project coordinators: 

Name Organisation 

Antonin Komenda Faculty of Law, Palacký University 
Benedicte Beauchesne University of Paris 8, St. Deni 

Christine Devlesaver 
Université catholique de Louvain, International 
Office 

Ciprian Stefanescue West University of Timisoara 

Evangelos Sambracos 
University of Piraeus, Department of Maritime 
Studies 

Frank Heubach 

Hochschule für Angewandte Wissenschaften 
Hamburg, Fb. E/I (Hamburg University of Applied 
Sciences)  

Geoffrey Gooch Linköpings University 

Geoffrey Walker 
University of Teeside, School of Science and 
Technology 

George Balafoutas University of Tessaloniki 
Ilse Kyspin-Exner University Vienna, Unit Klinische Psychologie 
Jan Raeymaekers KU Leuven 
Jan Verwijnen University of Art and Design Helsinki, School of 

Design 
Javier Valle University of Madrid 
Jonna Johansson Linköpings University 
Magda Kirsch KH Leuven 
Marita Wigren-Swensson Uppsala University 
Marja-Leena Lähteenmäki Pirkanmaa Polytechnic 
Mikael Holst Karolinska Instituttet 
Renata Vystrčilová Faculty of Law, Palacký University 

Rimantas Petrauskas 
Law University of Lithuania, Head of Dept. of 
Legal Informatics 

Roel Jonkers University of Groningen, Department Of 
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Linguistics 
Roland Piel University of Applied Sciences - Oldenburg, 
Anne  Marie Van den Dries KATHO - B - Kortry 01 
 

Other participants: 

Fantisek Kulhanek Czech Technical University in Prague 
Julia González University of Deutso, Bilbao 
Karin Bagge  ESIB-The National Union of Students in Europe 
Linda Mexes SEFI 
Luigi F Dona Dalle Rose Padova University (COIMBRA group) 
Nadja Wyvekens ESIB-The National Union of Students in Europe 
 

Consultants – core, and extended team: 

Astrid Berg ABC dialog 
Berwyn Davies EIESP 
Erica Sahlin VeraDotter 
Filio Diamanti Prisma 
Friedrich Scheuermann Institute For Future Studies 
Isabelle Libert EIESP 
Jan-Erik Lundquist Linköpings University 
Jean Gordon EIESP 
Laurence Emin EIESP 

Mario Barajas 
University of Barcelona - DOE, Dept. Didactics 
and Educational Organisation 

Martin Persson Folkuniversitetet 
 

7.2.2 1st day of the seminar 
The first group section took place on the first day of the seminar, following  a keynote 
speech by a representative of DG Education and Culture, and a presentation of the 
results of the evaluation study so far by the members of the evaluation team. 

The 40 participants were asked to decide which of the following themes they wanted 
to discuss and they all had a moderator and rapporteur designated to them: 

• Innovation and partnerships 
• Quality and evaluation 
• Implementation and recognition 
• The European Dimension and languages 

The four groups were of relatively equal size, so there was no need to redistribute 
participants. They worked on the questions on the question sheets that were 
distributed, and took up other points as they went along. The discussions were lively, 
with many stories and exchanges of experience.  



 

134 

 

After the first group session, the main points were summarised in plenary and, as 
requested from the outset by the group session, the rapporteur drew up some points 
that the group had found interesting under each of the issues.  

This gave rise to a discussion, or rather points of clarification from the plenary. The 
first day of the seminar ended after this.  

In the evening, the group met for dinner, and here the discussions continued 
informally.  

 

7.2.3 The 2nd day 
On the second day of the seminar, the first session divided the participants into three 
groups.  

One group was established for the “administrators” – those who represented 
international offices or had an overarching position in connection with the CD projects. 
They were asked to discuss the following questions, seen from their perspective and 
that of their organisation: 

• How do you evaluate the CD programme? 
• What are the advantages – disadvantages? 
• What were the difficulties and how did you deal with them? 
• Is funding an issue? 

The remaining people were divided into two groups to discuss and sum up issues that 
constituted a successful CD project. They were asked to propose recommendations. 

• For other projects starting up 
• For the Commission  
• Other questions to help the discussion included: 
• What other types of support contribute to the success (funding, links to other 

actions/programmes)?  
• What is the role of internal partnership/project partnership continuity?  
• Are there other important elements? 

After the group session, the team presented a summary of the conclusions and 
recommendations of the seminar so far, and in the last group session the participants 
were asked to form groups, according to language, and discuss and enlarge on the 
recommendations.  

Following this session, the plenary session brought all the activities together and this 
resulted in a list of overall recommendations summing up the different discussions. 
These recommendations built on the recommendations of the prior plenary sessions, 
and with the list the seminar was brought to a close. 
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7.3 Conclusions from the seminar 

This section will deal with the discussions and recommendations from the seminar, not 
chronologically but under the themes that were identified as central to the evaluation 
of the CD action. 

The seminar started out by presenting the results of the different evaluation activities 
and by a list of questions that the team considered as central to the evaluation of the 
CD action. This list of issues will be used to structure the conclusions and the 
recommendations, and they were: 

• Innovation 
• Implementation of the results 
• Quality and evaluation 
• Dissemination 
• The European Dimension 
• Partnerships  
• Languages 
• Use of funds 

 

7.3.1 Innovation 
The understanding of the term innovation was, as was seen in the questionnaires, 
quite broad. A widespread viewpoint was that a project did not have to be innovative 
for all the partners. However, it was important to note that if a project were to be 
innovative, the material should be adapted by those who use the material already, so 
that it was not only a transfer of curricula, but also curriculum development. 

The innovation could have both an organisational and a subject matter perspective. 
The participants did not seem to believe that one excluded the other, and cited 
different examples of both types of innovative projects.  

Additionally, the use of technology, and new or different teaching methods were a way 
of being innovative and this was acknowledged by the group. However, the 
participants agreed that two years was very short for an innovatory project, and some 
of the recommendations also pointed to this:  

• Funding for a preparatory phase 
• Have sufficient time to deliver 

The notion of "innovation" and "best practice” seemed to have gained ground  in the 
vocabulary of the project people, and this was also one of the reasons why the 
discussion about it became a little frayed because  the   projects needed to be 
innovative, and therefore defined themselves as such. 
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7.3.2 Implementation of the results 
Implementation in some form or other was a very important aspect that the 
participants in the seminar spent some time discussing from different angles.  

From the questionnaire, it was obvious that the implementation of the results posed a   
problem in many projects. The coordinators answered that the results were only 
implemented partially, and this was one aspect that the groups were asked to reflect 
upon.  

Apparently, the implementation was influenced by many factors both internally and 
externally, i.e. both factors in the partnership as such, time restraints or other 
cooperation problems, but also barriers to implementation in the participating 
university, faculty or department. Integration clearly varied even within a group of 
partners and depended on what was feasible in different systems/institutions. 

So partial use was not necessarily a negative point, because there may be many 
reasons why the course/module could not be fully implemented. Partial use may 
reflect the flexibility in the system e.g. modularisation, choice of modules, etc.  Full 
integration may necessitate too great a change in policy and/or too high a cost. 

However, many of the recommendations from the group discussions pointed to these 
barriers. Here, the following points are important to have a successful CD project:  

• Knowing the partners (ethos of the institution, legal framework, level and focus 
of courses) 

• Ground rules with the partners 
• A needs analysis 
• Institutional support  
• Continuity of participation at meetings 
• Marketing of the project - start doing it during the project 

The reasons for partial integration found in the questionnaires and in the consultation 
groups were supported by the participants in the seminar. Some of these reasons 
were   that research and academic priorities, as well as institutional priorities, could 
modify  the lifecycle of a project, that the content of the project might not be 
sufficiently mainstream in the discipline, that it was perhaps too new, too innovatory, 
that it belonged to a different "school”, etc. This may lead  the faculty to reject the 
finished product after the completion of the project. It was also very much a case of 
the persons involved being interested in following the project all the way through to 
its implementation, which the respondents saw as difficult if there was not the 
financial and organisational backing. 

In the seminar, there were not many examples of outcomes not being used at all, but 
the coordinators did not know whether any of their partners still used them. 
Implementation was, however, seen as a parameter of success and the degree of 
implementation was also important. This was seen in the groups’ comments  when 
they were asked to state what constituted a successful CD project as described  
above. 
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The experiences of implementation and general positive outcomes of the projects, 
especially the added values, were dominant in the seminar and in the consultation 
groups. The spin off effects on other areas was mentioned as more indirect outcomes 
of the projects.  

However, the discussions in the groups pointed to the fact that this aspect needed to 
be stressed, and perhaps also evaluated.  

Some of the problems of implementation and recognition were due to the differences 
between the educational systems of the partner countries. The group believed that 
this would fade over time, but chose to make the following recommendation: 

The group drew attention to the importance of accelerating the development of the 
European Higher Education Area 

7.3.3 Quality and evaluation 
Quality and evaluation were discussed in several group sessions. The administrators 
group was most strict on this and stressed that evaluation should have more weight in 
the project work and take place at several levels: 

• Project level (self evaluation) 
• Departmental level/ faculty level 
• EU through the final reports 

The fact that the evaluations in the final reports should have a broader focus was also 
a point of discussion. The focus in the final reports was mostly on the financial issues 
and not on the content of the project.  

The other issues that the group suggested to include in an evaluation were: the 
learning processes, mutual understanding and synergies. 

According to the administrators’ group, asking the universities to evaluate these 
issues as well as the economic performance of the project could help to make the 
project more visible in the institution and perhaps also to enhance the implementation 
process.  The group believed that implementation should be a faculty matter rather 
than that of an individual project coordinator. The administrators in international 
offices should be more pro-active and supportive in the whole process, not just in the 
evaluation and quality assurance. 

That quality and evaluation should be stressed was also discussed in other groups. 
There was little  disagreement . If this  was also done at a European level it could help 
to generate examples of good practice and be a help to other projects that are being 
launched.  

This idea was developed in the groups and it was pointed out that supplying good 
practice examples could be  a task not only for the international offices at the 
institutions themselves, - a task for the National Agencies -, but also for the 
Commission. This was linked to some of the points in the section on dissemination. 
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7.3.4 Dissemination 
Dissemination was, however, a requirement for projects that had received funding 
from the EU and those groups that did broach the subject   linked it to the 
recommendations about timing and support.  

The timing aspect was a recurring one, and it was recommended that it would be 
important to have more time – funded time – to disseminate the results, that the time 
available in a two-year, or even three-year project was not enough. 

Some of the discussions stressed that the projects could perhaps improve the 
dissemination as well as the process  by establishing a project advisory board that 
included different interest groups. This kind of group, with representatives of  
students, faculty and perhaps alumni, employers, etc., could help to spread the 
information about a project,  course or  programme, but it could also  assist in the  
analysis prior to the curriculum development, as mentioned above. 

7.3.5 The European Dimension 
The "European Dimension" was one of the main objectives of the SOCRATES 
programme and clearly an objective of this chapter of ERASMUS. Project coordinators 
in the questionnaire situated it at a variety of levels, saying it took on different forms. 
This was also the case in the discussions in the seminar.  

The group that discussed the European Dimension agreed that it was important that 
there was not one definition and that the partners should develop a common 
understanding of the concept. There were also voices that questioned its relevance 
because it was something that you had to have an opinion about to receive a grant. 
But it was not central and it already received too much attention. 

However, the European Dimension had the expected features in the discussions and in 
the questionnaire, the most common being: 

• Networking with colleagues in other European Higher Education institutions, 
which was seen as very important 

• The introduction of "European elements" into the curriculum. For example, in 
some subjects such as Law, it was very important and could give a course an 
advantage over other institutions.  

• The use of foreign languages by the students and the introduction of cases from 
other countries. 

 "Working Methods" were also mentioned as part of the European Dimension in the 
questionnaire responses and this was supported by the discussions in the groups. It 
referred to the fact that academics discovered that, even within their own discipline, 
they did not always work or teach in the same way in different countries. The project 
was therefore an opportunity to learn about other methods of work. 
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7.3.6 Partnerships 
The partnerships were very important for the success of the CD projects. This was 
also stressed in the discussions.   

That the partnerships were often based on existing relations was confirmed by the 
group, who gave many good examples of why a good, trustful partnership was a pre-
requisite  for a successful project, CD or other. 

The group evoked a trend towards larger partnerships and this was generally seen as 
a positive thing, but some participants stressed that there also had to be some 
funding   for the less experienced project people, the smaller subject areas and the 
experiments. Therefore, not all the funding should be for the larger projects, because 
this would be counterproductive when it came to innovation and broadening the group 
of  people working within the programme. 

The recommendation from the groups can be summarised as follows: 

Prior introduction to one’s partners was a condition for success. The ethos of the 
institution, the legal framework and the level and focus of the courses that the 
partners delivered were also prerequisites for successful cooperation, as these issues 
influenced what the partners could implement after the project and how they could  
put it to use.  

Once a partnership was established, it was  important to set some “ground rules” . 
These  were very important, as the sanctions were few and not very easy to apply . It 
was also seen as important that the partner institutions sent the same people to all 
the meetings to ensure continuity.  

Finally, the group mentioned that a needs analysis should be the first step in a greater 
number of projects. It should make clear what the needs of a specific programme, 
module or course should be, and be a guide for the partners. 

7.3.7 Languages 
From the questionnaires it was obvious that English was the most used language in 
the internal processes of the projects. This was confirmed by the participants in the 
seminar, but it was not seen as a  problem, although most participants had tried to 
work with partners for whom English was not the first choice of language.  

The lack of diversity was  discussed. This led to  the recommendation that there 
should be money available for translation of material so that the results of a project 
could be  implemented more easily in the different partner countries. In this respect, 
the group saw much more of a language issue, because this is where the results of 
the projects could be enhanced.  

The issue was taken up in some of the language-based groups and  emphasis was put 
on the fact that there should  be room for diversity  in the outputs. 
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7.3.8 Use of funds 
In general, the participants in the seminar saw the CD projects and the action  as a 
good way of creating  cooperation at  university level. They had many good examples 
of interesting outcomes, but also made recommendations as to how the programme 
and the support structures  could be enhanced. The recommendations of the seminar 
are summarised in the section below.  

 

7.4 Recommendations 

The recommendations were divided into recommendations directed at the funder, the 
European Commission, DG Education and Culture and the TAO and recommendations 
to project promoters, some of which have been evoked above. 

7.4.1 Recommendations to the European Commission 
There was a need for more and better advice on programmes. This advice should 
include conditions for participation, rules and regulations and should also be  more 
concrete  by helping the partnership coordinators build networks, perhaps as  news 
groups, where the coordinators could discuss problems and solutions, suggest 
changes and obtain  information from each other and the EU Commission. There 
should be more networks between people, both at the national and at the  
transnational level. 

 A system of clearly identified contact persons should be introduced in the support 
structure so that the coordinators had somewhere to turn when facing problems with 
different project-related issues. 

Mobility was one of the recurring issues. Student and teacher mobility were  central 
themes in the discussions of the CD projects. This was also an area where the 
participants in the seminar saw room for improvement by making it easier to obtain 
the grants for  teacher mobility, and by making the rules for student mobility less 
rigid, so that funding could be  according to individual criteria and not just national 
criteria. Participants also said  that the funding should be increased  because it was 
not  enough to make  mobility seem appealing to many  students.  

Training for project management was another issue that stemmed  from the 
discussions about the need for more support. Today, there is no such training, and as 
many coordinators only coordinate one project, and then do not want to repeat the 
experience, many lessons are learned over and over again. Training could be another 
way of transferring knowledge and experience, in addition to the support and 
networks initiated by the EU Commission mentioned above. 

This issue was a recommendation for both the Commission and for the project 
managers , or the organisations that had a series of projects. They could also benefit 
from having a system that generated knowledge and collect it to enhance the 
outcome for all. 
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Objectives and tasks remaining the same, whilst  the economic basis of the project 
changed dramatically, was something  that many of the coordinators had experienced.  
Therefore they recommended that when the budgets for projects were cut, the 
projects should be allowed to adjust the work accordingly, so that the gap between 
what the project application and plan said and what was realistically possible was not 
too great . The differences in systems were also a   recurring theme. The participants 
in the seminar saw the work on the Bologna process as a step in the right direction, 
but at the same time they saw that it was still far from achieving its  goals .  

They underlined the need for the national bodies to be incited to undertake the 
necessary changes. They also saw that the CD projects and their outcomes and this 
evaluation could be used to emphasise the necessary development work undertaken 
in the context of the Bologna Declaration. 
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8 Conclusions, Recommendations and Perspectives   
 

8.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents the conclusions and recommendations of the evaluation of the 
SOCRATES CD Projects, integrating the results of the different evaluation activities 
presented in the previous chapters. The main overall results are summarised in 
Section 8.2 and then the conclusions are organised by the major evaluation criteria, 
as defined in the tender specifications by the Directorate General Education and 
Culture. They are relevance (Section 8.3), effectiveness and impact (Section 8.4), 
efficiency and management (Section 8.5), and sustainability (Section 8.6). The 
recommendations are then presented in Section 8.7. 

The conclusions are verified for their contribution to the objectives of the SOCRATES 
programmes and in particular those which can be considered to have the most 
relevance for this action: 

• developing the European Dimension in education with the concomitant objective of 
strengthening the spirit of European citizenship; 

• improvement of the knowledge of the languages of the European Union, and in 
particular those which are least widely used and least taught; 

• promoting wide-ranging and intensive cooperation between institutions 
• encouraging open and distance learning. 

Mobility of students and teaching staff, although an important outcome of the 
Curriculum Development action, is not one of its major objectives, since it addresses  
all students (mobile and non-mobile).Firstly, according to the Guidelines for 
Applicants29, the action aims to reinforce the quality and European dimension of 
higher education teaching by combining the expertise and state-of the art knowledge 
of universities from several countries. Secondly, the action attributes particular 
importance to cooperation with the professional world at national, regional and 
European level and thirdly, the results are expected to have the potential to be 
disseminated to a larger group of institutions, other than those directly involved, in 
order to increase the multiplier effect of the Community investment. 

These three points are addressed in the sections below. As a reminder, the evaluation 
aimed to: 

• analyse and assess the impacts of the CD activities and the extent to which the 
goals have been reached;  

• assess the major effects on institutions, students, staff;  
• identify, if possible, models of best practice and criteria to assist in identifying 

quality and innovation;  
                                                 
29 SOCRATES Programme, Guidelines for Applicants, June 2000 Edition. 
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• identify obstacles and, where possible, examples of solutions to overcome them. 
 

This chapter is divided into three main sections: the conclusions, the 
recommendations and perspectives for the future. The conclusions are presented 
under the following headings: relevance, results, effectiveness and impact, efficiency 
and management and sustainability. Examples of projects which the evaluators 
consider to illustrate  good practice are presented briefly at the end of the conclusions 
section. 

 

8.2 Summary of the main overall results 
 

8.2.1 Overall project outcomes 
The main question addressed by this section is whether or not the Curriculum 
Development projects produced outcomes and outputs of quality by combining the 
expertise and state-of the art knowledge of universities from several countries. This 
section draws conclusions about the results in terms of the nature of the outputs and 
outcomes of the projects and whether the obstacles and difficulties outweighed the 
opportunities in terms of reaching objectives. The implementation of outputs will be 
dealt with below in the section on Effectiveness and Impact. 

As a reminder, the SOCRATES 2000 evaluation of a small sample of CD projects 
emphasised the diversity of activities in their targets (which included 
interdisciplinarity), improvement of teaching and learning practices, use of information 
and communication technology, open and distance learning, and competence-based 
learning.  

At the quantitative level, over 1000 grants were allocated to projects (new, renewals 
and dissemination years). The projects focusing on Curriculum Development at 
advanced level (CDAs) and developing European Modules received over 300 grants for 
each strand, whereas the projects developing curricula at initial or intermediate level 
received almost 200. The Integrated language projects constituted by far the smallest 
strand, receiving only 43 grants in total. The approval rate for this strand was also 
lower: about a quarter was accepted, in comparison with about one-third for each of 
the other strands. The highest number of applications was for Advanced level and 
European Module projects.  

Half the students targeted were either at postgraduate level (one quarter) or 
undergraduate level (less than a quarter). Adult learners represented under one-fifth 
of the target groups.   

Although all the EU and EFTA countries coordinated at least one project, almost half 
the projects were coordinated by institutions in one of the four largest Member States 
(France, Germany Italy and the UK) which also provided over 40% of the partners. 
Institutions in Austria, Belgium, Finland, Italy and the Netherlands each coordinated 
at least 5% of the new projects. The countries which became eligible during the first 
phase of the programme accounted for less than 10% of the coordinators. Their share 
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of the new projects may have been affected by the decreasing number of new project 
grants that were allocated.  

Just five subject areas represented over half the projects (Social Sciences, 
Engineering and Technology, Education and Teacher Training , Medical Sciences and 
Business and Management). These findings suggest a concentration of resources in a 
limited number of subjects and partner countries which may have been inadvertently 
reinforced by the decrease in the number of new projects approved each year.  

Interdisciplinarity was not an important feature in the five years taken into 
consideration for the evaluation. According to the application forms, less than 10% of 
the projects were interdisciplinary (i.e. combining either more than one subject within 
a broad subject area or combing more than one subject area). Furthermore, they 
were all concentrated in applications made in 1996 and 2000. However, there is 
clearly an issue of perception about the definition of interdisciplinarity, as the 
proportion of projects which declared they were interdisciplinary in their response to 
the questionnaire was much higher (30%) than the number in the database .  

The Guidelines stated that "study programmes" (CDIs and CDAs) should "modify or 
adapt existing programmes of study" or "establish new, jointly devised programmes". 
It was therefore possible for projects to develop the curriculum for part of a degree 
programme or focus on the full programme. The EMs and the ILCs focused 
respectively on developing modules or courses. Thus the SOCRATES programme took 
a broad definition of curriculum development which is echoed in the variety of the 
outputs.  

In general, projects considered that their objectives had been reached in terms of 
concrete outputs, although they had not always been completed within the funded 
period. The main outputs were composed of teaching materials produced by almost 
one-third of the projects, modules produced by one-fifth and courses produced by just 
over 10% of the projects. Four-fifths of the projects produced either one or two such 
products. 7% of the projects in the sample (9 projects) produced a full Master’s 
Programme. However, there were no examples of projects which reported having 
developed full doctoral or undergraduate programmes. Thus the majority of the 
projects modified or adapted existing programmes but did not establish new ones. 
Other outputs included publications and conferences which were  more linked to the 
dissemination phase.  

One area of discussion during the seminar focused on identifying possible models of 
good practice and criteria to assist in identifying quality and innovation. Participants 
put forward a number of criteria which had to be in place for a project to be 
considered as having a successful result. They recommended that there should be 
implementation of the outputs, continued implementation a few years later with 
updating of the products where necessary; and recognition in each of the partner 
countries. In terms of contributing to good quality higher education for students, the 
seminar participants concluded that the results of projects should make a contribution 
to personal and professional development and enable mobility, but should also lead to 
recognition of the course. This was a safeguard for students insofar as it ensured a 
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"currency value". For teaching staff, participants suggested that one indication of a 
successful result was that it enabled staff mobility. 

 

8.2.2 Partnerships  
Partnerships varied considerably in size, from the minimum number of three to over 
thirty. The CDI, CDA and EM projects had an average of 5 to 6 partners, whereas ILCs 
had an average of four partners.  

Existing networks were very important in developing projects, as a high number of 
partnerships was built either through existing networks or through broader discipline-
based, scientific networks (conferences, etc.). The projects provided a structure to 
work with colleagues in the same discipline, or with whom academics already had 
good contacts. This factor appears to have been an important motivation for 
developing a project.  

The main impacts of working in transnational partnerships, as described by 
coordinators, were the development of networks of similar institutions across Europe, 
establishing better contacts with colleagues abroad to improve the exchange of 
expertise and information and increase knowledge of cultural differences. They also 
learned to work in networks. Problems arose, however, in partnerships in which some 
partners dropped out before the end, creating delays and poorer outcomes. The 
quality of the partnership appears to be a determining factor for producing concrete 
results. 

The evaluation also sought to investigate whether the "network factor" might have 
had a negative effect on the impact of the project insofar as the process of working 
together may have become the predominant objective, more important than making a 
difference to the university curriculum. On the contrary, findings show that good 
cooperation also led to outputs, as the vast majority of partnerships produced, at 
least partly, the outputs they had set out to develop.  

Some partnerships developed strategies in order to  ensure continuity after the end of 
the funded period. Some sought to develop the project further with additional partner 
institutions. Others looked for partners outside Europe. Other partnerships sought to 
continue their work by developing a follow-up project under the DG Research 
Framework programme or through ERASMUSMundus. It is interesting to note that, 
although DG Research and DG Education and Culture programmes are quite separate, 
institutions see them as a way of ensuring continuity.  

Some universities consolidated their capacity to run and coordinate projects by 
ensuring that knowledge and competence were  centralised in the international office 
so that the positive and negative lessons could be passed on to others . This  
approach contributes to good practice.  

8.2.3 Innovation 
This section focuses on whether or not this action created a real opportunity and 
framework for stimulating innovative curricular development. The Guidelines to 
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Applicants state that "the activity seeks to encourage universities to work closely 
together in order to enhance quality and innovation in programme design …". No 
specific definition is given, but the Guidelines further state that this "excludes 
arrangements whereby universities keep an existing degree or diploma unchanged". 
Thus the potential definition is broad. The evaluators chose to listen to the 
coordinators' definitions of innovation and explore the arising issues. 

Project coordinators in their responses to the questionnaire, during the Consultation 
Groups and at the Seminar described different types of innovation: in terms of 
content, methodology, the way teaching materials were used, but also in terms of 
interdisciplinarity. New modules were developed for integration into existing courses, 
new Master’s programmes were developed or others updated, existing modules were 
modified through the project and study programmes were developed by the team. 
Teaching materials and methodologies were also modified, in some cases by the 
introduction of information and communication technologies. Interdisciplinary projects 
linked subject areas that were not usually within the same programme but which 
could generate new products (both in content and in the way they were taught). 

In some cases, the outputs were based on an existing course or materials in one of 
the partner institutions but were innovatory (new) for the others. One of the 
interesting questions that this type of transfer process raises is whether or not the 
interaction with the partners led to the original product (and the way it was taught) 
being modified in the home institution. This would need further exploration.  

Some courses seemed to focus on transferring "innovation" through the translation of 
existing materials into partner languages. Such an approach could have positive and 
negative aspects depending on a variety of factors such as whether one partner was 
particularly advanced in the discipline or if it was  part of transfer of knowledge and 
technologies to new Member States. However, it might also indicate absence of 
innovation. 

Whatever the approach to "innovation", two years is a very short timescale. This has 
been amply shown in many different types of EU-funded activities and is also 
illustrated by the changes brought about in the Community Initiatives funded by DG 
Employment. Taking into account lessons from the Adapt and Employment Initiatives, 
the EQUAL programme introduced a five-year cycle which had three phases: project 
design and partnership building, the project/pilot activity and a dissemination and 
mainstreaming phase.  

Findings suggested that there might be a need for a period of reflection while the 
course/module was being fully tested.  This approach could help to plan dissemination 
two or three years after the end of the first project period, once the testing had been 
completed. This would, however, probably mean concentrating more funding on a 
smaller number of partnerships over a longer period. It would also imply a real 
commitment and investment on the part of the institutions to support a longer testing 
period. On the other hand, one of the recommendations of the Seminar participants 
was to keep some funding for small initiatives.  
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The final issue raised about innovation concerns the question of how long a project 
remains "innovatory"? In a context in which the pace of development of ICTs is very 
rapid, an ODL approach, which was innovatory when the application was submitted, 
may be commonplace three years later.  

8.2.4 The effect on non-mobile students 
The objective of the European Modules was to "provide a significant proportion of 
students with a European perspective on their specialist subject areas". It was 
formulated in such a way in "recognition of the fact that only a limited proportion of 
the student population is able to participate in exchange programmes". The objective 
will clearly be different in the case of a doctoral programme which would tend to 
involve all the students on a particular programme. 

It is very difficult to ascertain clearly from the findings whether the projects 
responded to the objective of bringing a European dimension to the non-mobile 
students, except through the use of ICTs. In the responses to the questionnaire, many 
respondents did not answer the question about the number of students concerned by 
the project. Those who did sometimes aggregated information about their students 
and those in partner universities and sometimes just answered for their institution. 
There was very little mention of non-mobile students during the Seminar and the 
Consultation Group discussions 

 

8.3 Relevance 

This section assesses the extent to which projects contribute to major objectives of 
the SOCRATES programme and of the specific Curriculum Development action.  

It should be noted that the evaluators found clear evidence of strong commitment on 
the part of the academics involved in the curriculum development action to building 
bridges between the outcomes of CD projects and the development work undertaken 
in the context of the Bologna Process30. When projects were in institutions that had 
not already adopted the Bologna structure, it made compatibility between systems 
and structures even more difficult. Europeanisation of higher education is expressed in 
a broad range of ways, partnerships and products. The common aspect was the 
commitment to working in European partnerships to strengthen cooperation and 
quality. In some countries, participation in these projects provided the opportunity for 
universities to start their internationalisation process, e.g. in Greece and Romania. In 
addition, in many projects, there was an explicit link between mobility and curriculum 
development. Over half the CD projects were linked to student mobility and/or staff 
mobility. 

 

                                                 
30 For more information on the Bologna Process see the website of the Directorate General for Education and Culture: 
http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/education/policies/educ/bologna/bologna_en.html and also the Bologna website: 
http://www.bologna-bergen2005.no/ and also www.e-education-europe.org  
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8.3.1 European Dimension  
One of the major aims of SOCRATES for all levels of education is to ensure that all 
students can benefit from a "European dimension" in their education and studies. 
Since 1995, the Curriculum Development action has been one of the main tools of the 
Commission to  address this need at higher education level. This section brings  
together the data collected, illustrating the definitions of the " European Dimension" 
that are most commonly found in the projects. 

Participants in the programme all had an idea about the "European Dimension". It 
varied from a personal and/or institutional network that would facilitate the mobility of 
students and the variety of courses and qualifications they could therefore access, to 
the notion of the European Dimension only being present when the subject had a 
European dimension, e.g. EU law, European coastal zones, or other fields of study 
taking a European, as opposed to a national or local, perspective.  

The "European Dimension" took a variety of forms and had no single definition. The 
descriptions of what was perceived as constituting the "European Dimension" were in-
line with the SOCRATES 2000 evaluation findings. The European Dimension was 
described as: 

• Networking with colleagues in other European higher education institutions. 
This was seen to be more important than raising the awareness of academics 
about  the European Dimension in their field of study or than encouraging new 
teaching methods. The fact that projects were developed from  existing 
networks tended to suggest the existence of a European dimension amongst 
networks of professionals. While this aspect of the European dimension was 
common to all projects, the others depended on the individual project 
orientation.  

• The introduction of "European elements" into the curriculum mainly 
through transposing parts of or all courses from the partner institutions. It 
would appear that in some subjects, such as Law, a "European" approach was 
perceived as very important, possibly giving a university an advantage over 
other institutions.  

• In terms of  content, the European Dimension varied considerably, depending 
on the subject area. In some cases, it was the focus of specific courses (e.g. 
European History, European Law), in others it was the introduction of an 
intercultural dimension in the field of study.  

• The opportunity to learn about other methods of working in partner 
institutions/countries, such as in teacher training in which national philosophies 
and structures tend to be important.  

• Information and Communication Technologies (ICTs) contributed to 
building a European Dimension insofar as video conferences and online lectures 
reduced the limits of space and time.  

However, the findings suggest that the European Dimension was not paramount to the 
development work of projects. Once the application had been accepted, the main 
focus was on reaching the targets. Partners did not seek to find a common 
understanding of the term. A small number of projects interpreted the European 
Dimension as strengthening the "European" contribution in their field, in competition 
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with higher education institutions on other continents. Furthermore, in fields and/or 
countries in which competition for students can be high, the "European Dimension" 
was perceived as possibly giving an institution the edge over others by contributing 
positively to the profile of the university.  

Though some participants would prefer to have a clear definition of what the EU 
means by the "European Dimension", most were satisfied that the action provided 
funding to develop curricula jointly with partners from other countries. In their eyes, 
that was the "European Dimension".  

8.3.2 Languages 
Over the SOCRATES I period there were far fewer grants (including new projects, 
renewals and dissemination grants) supporting the development of Integrated 
Language Courses (ILCs) than for the three other strands. There were 43 grants in 
total, as opposed to over 300 for each of the CDAs and EMs and almost 200 CDIs. The 
approval rate was also lower – about one quarter of all applications was  approved in 
comparison with about one third for the other three strands  

Although  communication with the Commission (e.g. final reports) was generally in 
the language of the coordinator,  communication (oral and written) amongst partners 
and in the outputs tended to be either in English only, or in English with a second 
(even third) other language. The trend that was noted in 2000 continued – English 
was the dominant language for both oral and written communication, with French and 
German well behind.  

The results suggest that the CD projects made no notable contribution to Commission 
policy (and the SOCRATES objective) concerning the encouragement of "less widely 
used and less widely taught languages". Given the predominance of English, it would 
appear that the CD projects did not support language diversity in the EU but, on the 
contrary, supported the growing use of "international" English in higher education. 
This can be explained in part by the use of English in international cooperation, as well 
as by the tendency for scientific research to be published in English. It nevertheless 
raises a series of questions for discussion about the positive and negative effects, 
such as the advantages and disadvantages for the European Research Area and 
competitiveness with universities in the USA and Asia. It also raises issues of access 
to the products developed for students who do not have the language competences. 

Although some projects would welcome additional budgets for translation of the 
materials produced to support the transfer from one partner institution to another, 
this raises issues about external assessment of the quality and content of the 
materials before investing in translation. On the other hand, if materials are not 
translated into home languages, there may be a negative effect on implementation 
and take-up, particularly in the case of optional modules. Discussion about the 
resources for translation would also have to be placed in the context of a broader 
discussion on the different levels of responsibility for providing funding. Hence, should 
translation into the home language be the responsibility of the home institution or of 
the national higher education authorities, as part of subsidiarity. The EU funds cover 
initial innovation and development.  
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8.3.3 Cooperation  
The CD action succeeded in supporting wide-ranging and intensive cooperation 
between higher education institutions in the eligible countries, with over 1000 grants 
to projects over the period taken into consideration for this evaluation. There were 
about 2700 grants to institutions (coordinators and partners) and the majority of 
project partnerships requested a renewal of their grant.  

However, both the number of projects supported and the number of applications 
submitted declined over the period. It was not possible to determine whether this was 
only related to a decrease in the budget available, or to a declining level of interest on 
the part of institutions for a cooperation activity that was perceived as providing small 
grants (between 2000 and 5000 euros a year per institution) that did not cover 
academic staff salaries. Since most of the questionnaire respondents were first time 
coordinators, it would appear that there was still a pool of academics that was 
motivated to participate in this type of programme. The question is whether the 
motivation is predominantly networking or curriculum development, i.e. are the grants 
supporting product or process? Since "process" is one of the objectives of SOCRATES, 
whilst "product" is one of the objectives of the CD projects, both types of motivation 
would appear valid. 

8.3.4 Open and distance learning  
The use of ICTs and open and distance learning appears to have become more 
common during the lifecycle of the programme, although not without difficulties. 
These were due in part to levels of sophistication and cost of the tools selected. This 
may suggest the need for a better level and quality of advice to prospective projects 
on the uses and constraints of technology-enhanced learning.  

On the other hand, ICTs reduced distances and introduced a form of virtual mobility 
for academic staff, increasing the opportunities for non-mobile students to benefit 
from teaching delivered at a distance. The rapid development of forms of virtual 
mobility and distance learning also meant that physical mobility was no longer the 
only way of ensuring that students could participate in classes and lectures given by 
academics in higher education institutions in other countries.  

8.3.5 Links to the professional world 
The Guidelines31 quite clearly encouraged cooperation with the professional world at 
national, regional and EU level. The application forms and final reports showed little 
evidence that this objective had been reached. Some links to the professional world 
came through the inclusion of adult learners in the target group and also through the 
dissemination of the outputs after the end of the project, but this tended to be done 
informally. It may, however, be over-ambitious to expect small projects to develop 
co-operation both inside and outside academia.  

 

                                                 
31 SOCRATES Programme, Guidelines for Applicants, June 2000 Edition. 
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8.4 Effectiveness and impact 

The findings suggest that the most difficult phase for partners was the implementation 
of the outputs.  

8.4.1 Implementation  
Implementing the curriculum developed, integrating it into the programmes taught in 
the higher education institutions, and steering its recognition are key issues and 
clearly the most complex. The global evaluation, SOCRATES 2000, raised issues about 
the types of barriers to the implementation of curricular innovation. The findings of 
this evaluation confirm those difficulties. Implementation, integration and recognition 
are affected by a series of factors: the structural constraints of the national and 
institutional system, the strategic will of the university leadership, the will of the 
project team to take the development through these stages, but also a series of less 
tangible factors such as relations within a faculty, hierarchies and time.  

Over 80% of the coordinators reported that the outputs of their projects were 
implemented in their own institution. National constraints were evident in most 
countries, with the exception of the UK where university autonomy allowed them to 
establish their own regulations about recognition. 11% of the projects stated that the 
outcomes were not used.  

At the institutional level, based on the evidence in the applications and final reports, it 
was not possible for the evaluators to determine clearly whether or not successful 
projects were linked to real university strategies for internationalisation. The European 
Policy Statements (EPS) are now integrated into the European University Charter. The 
criteria for obtaining the Charter are much more stringent and it is no longer a simple 
statement on the part of the university. The evaluators found no explicit examples 
through any of the evaluation activities of universities in which the CD project was 
part of the implementation of an institutional development and/or internationalisation 
strategy. The applications and final reports illustrated on the contrary a tendency for 
universities to "weave" an EPS from proposed projects and mobility plans. It was 
therefore not possible to determine the level of support within an institution for the 
academics involved in CD projects just on the basis of the EPS.  

Findings suggested that there was a complex set of issues concerning the level of 
satisfaction of the academics in the project teams, project achievements and the 
capacity for their integration into the curriculum. The findings showed that the 
projects worked well because groups of academics had ideas for curriculum 
development and wanted to work together to make them concrete. However, the 
continuity, implementation and integration into mainstream courses were clearly 
difficult to achieve and in some cases it might not have been an essential objective of 
the project . This came out clearly in some of the Consultation Group discussions. 
Fostering and consolidating a network were clearly of importance to the academics 
and part of the satisfaction of working on a project. 

The main factor which facilitated integration and ensured full implementation was the 
recognition of the project output by the home institution and/or the national level. 
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Coordinators also stated that academic staff mobility improved the quality of the 
piloting and the implementation.  

Implementation varied even within a group of partners and depended on what was 
feasible in the different systems and/or institutions. In developing partnerships with 
other academics, faculty members did not necessarily understand the constraints for 
implementing new curricula either in their own system, or in those of their colleagues. 
Most respondents to the questionnaire did not dispose of full information from their 
partners on the exact situation concerning implementation in the partner institutions.  

In some cases, implementation was "partial", but for positive reasons. There were 
many reasons why the courses/modules could not be fully implemented before or at 
the end of the project funding period. In addition, findings suggested that partial use 
could reflect flexibility in a system e.g. modularisation, choice of modules, etc. Full 
integration of a course might necessitate too great a change in policy and/or too high 
a cost. Reasons given for partial (or no) integration were:  

• Modification of research and academic priorities over the lifecycle of a project; 
• Modification of institutional priorities over the lifecycle of a project; 
• The content of the curriculum development was not sufficiently mainstream in 

the discipline, being too new, too innovatory, belonging to a different "school", 
etc.; 

• More development time and funding needed; 
• Administrative barriers and obstacles. 

Furthermore, the findings show that developing curriculum is intellectually satisfying 
and stimulating for academics but the processes of attempting to have the results 
integrated into an existing regulated framework may be much less so. This was 
another reason for partial integration. Academic recognition is increasingly important 
for career development and this type of activity does not contribute to it.  

Teaching staff mobility was presented as an important factor in implementing courses 
or offering modules insofar as the exchange of academics was part of the new 
development. The main issues were time and funding. On the latter point some 
coordinators complained that agreement for funding for mobility took too long and the 
availability of more small amounts would be welcome. On the other hand, budgets for 
academic staff mobility, managed in each country, were not necessarily fully spent. 
This should no longer be a problem, as participating higher education institutions are 
given a block grant for teacher mobility which is then managed inside the institution.  

Coordinators emphasised the need for flexibility and adaptability, given the differences 
between the systems. In addition, clearer advice to coordinators at the beginning 
would be useful in order for them to set up the framework for future implementation 
and decide whether the product should be compulsory or optional. 
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8.5 Efficiency and management 

In evaluating funded activities one must always  reflect on whether the way the funds 
have been used has contributed to achieving the objectives of the programme and  
whether or not the outcomes could have been produced without the European 
funding. The way projects are managed and administered and the procedures are 
established play a role in the outcomes. The findings suggest that the funds supported 
the objectives of curriculum development and cooperation, two important objectives, 
but were not always sufficient to fully support the implementation phase.  

8.5.1 Use of funds 
The SOCRATES 2000 study suggested that though the funding might have been too 
low to create a solid commitment to the project, it might have been sufficient to 
create a certain structure and opportunity for academics who were interested in 
curricular innovation to take initiatives. 

The grants were provided on the basis of a formula whereby more money went to 
coordinators and less to partners. The amount varied depending on the year and the 
type of project. Grants varied between 2000 and 5000 euros per year per institution. 
This  meant that an average sized partnership of five partners receiving three years of 
funding would have received a total grant of about 48,000 euros for a CDA project 
and about 33,000 for an ILC. This approach no doubt had advantages and 
disadvantages. Matched funding was not calculated too strictly, which was an 
advantage for the projects, but academics’ salaries were not covered and this  may 
have meant that the work was carried out in addition to  a full teaching and research 
load. 

The main issue is whether the relatively small amounts of money invested in each 
project in fact created a new opportunity for curriculum development. The findings of 
the evaluation show that this is clearly the case. 

Given the importance for the academics involved in  fostering and supporting 
networks across Europe, the projects tended to support more than was  apparent in 
the reports, because they initiated a process and created work links which academics 
hoped to maintain. The funds supported networking (the process) and therefore the 
objective of SOCRATES to promote wide-ranging and close  cooperation. However, the 
findings demonstrate that the funding also supported curricular development (the 
product), though its completion and implementation might have taken longer than the 
project period. Projects expressed concern that they had not had sufficient funding  to 
implement the product during the funding period.  

Coordinators expressed a need for more funding for academic staff mobility in order to 
implement courses and modules as  intended (through sharing of expertise and 
competences) yet  it would appear that these budgets were not always fully spent. 
The issue may not have been the amount of the overall budget but  the  procedures 
and the time needed for approval under SOCRATES I procedures.  
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In the absence of more detailed budgetary information about this action32, the 
evaluators can only give a general impression of "value for money" based on the 
findings of this ex post evaluation. In terms of the cooperation stimulated and 
curriculum development supported, the results were positive. The relatively small 
grants appear to have provided enough support to enable academics to undertake 
curriculum development transnationally which would probably not have been possible  
otherwise.  

8.5.2 Administrative issues  
A large majority of respondents to the questionnaire were first time coordinators. 
What was  noteworthy was  that two-thirds  would renew the experience (although it 
is not certain whether this would be as a partner or coordinator). Some would select 
their partners more carefully, particularly in those cases in which they had reported 
difficulties with specific partners, such as non-specialists coming to meetings , 
partners who did not meet agreed deadlines or did not speak the common language 
agreed for the project.  

The main issues raised about the management of the programme were no different 
than those reported in  the previous evaluation and shared with most EU funded 
education and training programmes. They included slow responses from the 
Commission, complex reporting processes, and difficulty in obtaining specific answers 
to specific questions. 

Respondents reported that the slowness of procedures had a detrimental effect on 
projects insofar as institutions waited for formal written confirmation before releasing 
funds to start the project . This,  in effect, shortened the working period. 

Programme regulations did not take into account the fact that higher education 
institutions and systems did not follow the same calendar in all countries. This could 
be helped by leaving some flexibility in procedures.  

 

8.6 Sustainability  

Sustainability has already been examined above in terms of the implementation and 
integration of the products and processes developed.  

However, sustainability will also be underpinned by the quality of outputs and their 
evaluation, as well as by the dissemination.  

8.6.1 Quality and evaluation  
Results showed  that the evaluation of the outputs by project teams tended to be of 
the peer evaluation type, undertaken directly by the team of partners (and the 
faculties to which they are attached). It was described as informal, self-evaluation or 

                                                 
32 The budget for this action was integrated into the overall ERASMUS budget during SOCRATES I 
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peer group evaluation. No concrete examples of more formal evaluation of products 
were available. However, the difficulty of undertaking a final evaluation at the end of 
the project lifecycle if the product had not been completed, was raised.  

No evidence was found of a structured evaluation of the academic "value" of the 
outputs before approving a dissemination grant. On the one hand, it would appear 
important that further grants were approved following an assessment of the product. 
On the other , if the main aim was to foster close  cooperation among higher 
education institutions, then the quality of the product may be less important. This 
again raises the question of whether the action is about working together (processes) 
or about curriculum development (finished and usable products). 

Furthermore, it is unclear which institutions or organisations would be best placed to 
carry out a qualitative evaluation of the outputs. It could be coordinated at EU level, 
or undertaken in every country, but it could  also be carried out by learned/scientific 
societies. This issue should receive some attention. 

Assessment of quality is closely linked to implementation and integration in the 
partner institutions. There may not be recognition in the home institutions on the part 
of peers, the governance structures and the administration that a project has 
introduced curricular innovation. The fact that it is not clear who defines whether or 
not curriculum development is innovatory and corresponds to a need in the institution 
does not help the recognition process.   

8.6.2 Dissemination 
The outputs of these projects are intended to have the potential to be disseminated to 
a larger group of institutions in order to increase the multiplier effect of the 
Community investment. 

Although the findings of the evaluation showed that all projects scheduled a 
dissemination plan, the methods of dissemination were not necessarily the same for 
all the partners in the same project team. The methods of dissemination were the 
classic ones for the population: academic journals, conferences, etc. which targeted 
audiences outside the home institution. However, the findings show that students and 
faculty in the home institution were not targeted at the initial stages, which may have 
had a detrimental effect on implementation. The evidence suggests that the 
programme could usefully provide more advice for projects about effective 
dissemination of the project results within the home institution to the management, to 
other faculty members and to the students as a contribution to successful 
implementation. This needs support in the institution if it is to be effective.  

Funding support is necessary, because dissemination costs money and time. In this 
respect, the findings are no different from those of SOCRATES 2000 for all projects - 
when budgets were reduced at the application stage, partners tended to reduce 
dissemination budgets and plans. Given that project applicants were not informed 
about the funding formula at the application stage, this difficulty could perhaps have 
been avoided by issuing better and more information, which is a regular request of 
project coordinators.  
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8.7 Recommendations  

The evaluators wish to draw the attention of the Directorate General for Education and 
Culture to the following points which have been selected from the broader range of 
recommendations that were put forward for discussion in designing the next phase of 
higher education curriculum development support.  

8.7.1 Overall recommendations  
 

Recommendation 1: The evaluators recommend support for all measures which 
could be taken to strengthen the link between project partners and their institutions. 

It is hoped that the recently introduced ERASMUS University Charter will serve this 
purpose in order to ensure that projects are embedded in the university development 
and internationalisation strategy.  

The evaluators emphasise the importance that project teams receive full support from 
the management of their university to run the project, as well as for the subsequent 
implementation phase. Furthermore, allocation of time for staff involved in these 
projects is essential.  

In order to make more visible the recognition of project teams by their home 
institutions, the evaluators recommend reflection on the creation of a "label" which 
could be given to the members of successful project teams certifying their 
membership in a "European curriculum development team". 

Recommendation 2: It is recommended that the Curriculum Development Projects 
action includes provision for quality assessment of project outputs before the 
allocation of a dissemination budget and before the implementation stage.  

"Valorisation" of high quality project outputs could contribute positively to 
implementation and institutional support. The evaluators recommend discussion of a 
modified model for the Curriculum Development projects which would integrate 
quality assessment of the outputs and allow for more testing of the products.  

It is suggested that the initial funding phase be followed by a quality assessment of 
the outputs for projects which request it before they are eligible for funding to support 
dissemination and valorisation. This phase would not necessarily follow directly after 
the first funding period in order to leave more time for testing by the partner 
institutions. A final quality assessment of the product at the end of the second funding 
period should lead to more finished and useable products.  

Recommendation 3: Further qualitative information about the benefits for non-
mobile students would be useful in order to fully understand the limitations and 
perspectives for future development.  

It is therefore recommended that a qualitative survey, based on interviews and visits, 
be undertaken to collect more detailed information on useful experiences and 
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interesting practices to increase the impact on non-mobile students as beneficiaries 
which could be taken into account in designing the next phase of activity.   

The following recommendations concern specific aspects of the action and are 
addressed to specific audiences. 

8.7.2 The European Dimension 
 
Recommendation 4: These recommendations are addressed primarily to the 
European Commission. The evaluators recommend that: 

The new programme keeps a multi-facetted approach to the European Dimension.  

There is a need to reflect on how this action could better support language diversity, 
whilst recognising the importance of English for the European Research Area.  

Current programme structures separate the European Dimension in curriculum 
development (part of learning and teaching) from the development of the European 
Research Area and to a certain extent also a European Knowledge Society. There is a 
need to reflect on how EU programmes could continue to support the strong links 
between teaching and research in European higher education. (This point is further 
developed below in Perspectives for future discussion).  

The Curriculum Development action keeps a small share of its funding to continue 
supporting the small (5 or 6 partners for example) projects in highly innovative and 
new areas of the higher education curriculum for which other types of support are not 
available. 

8.7.3 Administration and funding of the projects 
 
Recommendation 5: The findings suggest there is still room for improvement in the 
running of the action. In putting forward these recommendations the evaluators are 
conscious of the fact that progress has been made since the launch of SOCRATES II 
and that the projects evaluated were mainly funded under SOCRATES I. These 
recommendations take account of the changes in the last two years and are 
addressed to both the Commission and to projects teams and their institutions.  

The need for more and better advice from the Commission on the programme and 
how to manage projects is a clear request from coordinators. The perception that the 
conditions for participation and the rules and regulations are not fully communicated 
and can be modified during the lifecycle of a programme persists and creates 
turbulence.  

One specific recommendation from the coordinators is to establish mentoring links 
whereby experienced coordinators could advise and counsel new coordinators on how 
to manage the projects.  
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Clearer written guidelines would also make it possible for the Commission to ask for 
more substantial proof of what has actually been produced.  

It may be useful to add an entry into the reporting forms for changes in the 
partnership (not just recording those who drop out) in order to ensure the smooth 
transition of administrative and funding arrangements. Furthermore, flexibility is 
required concerning changes in partnerships to maintain continuity in the 
development work. 

More encouragement from the National Agencies to prospective partnerships to 
organise preparatory meetings would be useful. They are a success factor since they 
enable the future partners to reach a common understanding of the envisaged 
outcomes and to establish jointly an appropriate strategy to reach them. 

Projects should be more clearly advised to: 

• take into account the accreditation question from the outset  (for all partners); 
• establish the number of ECTS credits at the outset (if appropriate); 
• use technology to its full capacity to enhance the individual and collective 

learning outcomes; 
• develop an organisational/operational plan from the start of the project, 

integrating the agreements or "compromises" made with the partners to ensure 
smooth running (working languages, intended scientific impact; 

• establish a project advisory committee of end-users (e.g. professional interests, 
students, specialists, alumni)  to advise, ensure quality assurance and 
dissemination. 

8.7.4 Information and Communication 
 
Recommendation 6:   

Project coordinators would welcome a more transparent relationship with the 
Commission (or the National Agencies), including a clearly identified contact person 
for each project.  

It may be interesting for the National Agencies to reflect on how news groups of 
coordinators could be organised to solve problems solving, discuss suggestions of 
changes, etc. and to make good examples of implementation and recognition available 
to new projects.  

Project coordinators support the organisation of thematic seminars or thematic 
working groups organised by the Commission or by the National Agencies. An 
example of this approach is the Community Initiatives EQUAL which organises 
thematic groups at both European and national levels. Given the subject base of 
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curriculum development, this may be an example of interesting practice to 
investigate. 33 

8.7.5 Evaluation  
 
Recommendation 7: The assessment of the projects undertaken by the European 
Commission remains too focused on the requirements of the administrative and 
financial reporting. There is insufficient qualitative evaluation of project outputs and 
outcomes and of the learning outcomes.  

A quality assessment of the outputs and outcomes should be strongly encouraged at 
the programme management level and be  linked to the ERASMUS University Charter 
at institutional level. The specific focus will clearly be different depending on the level 
and purposes.  

 

8.8 Perspectives for further discussion  

The evaluators would like to draw attention to issues for which there are not clearly 
defined recommendations at this stage, but which call for further debate in the period 
leading up to the finalisation of the new programme.  

There is a complex choice between continuing support for projects underway or 
making funding available for new initiatives. It is possible that the decrease in the 
overall number of new projects approved, in addition to the renewal of a substantial 
proportion of on-going projects, might have reduced the possibility of new countries 
and partnerships obtaining project grants. This could only be clarified with more 
detailed information on the annual budgets and applications and refusals. This would 
be useful to inform future policy choices.  

A further issue for discussion concerns the responsibilities of the European 
Commission, the national systems and the higher education institutions for funding 
the different stages and aspects of these Curriculum Development projects for which 
the costs are shared between the EU grant and the co-funding. In drafting the 
recommendations, the evaluators have sought to address specific recommendations to 
specific audiences and to emphasise the importance of projects being embedded in 
institutional strategies. Responses to the questionnaire and discussions with 
coordinators and other higher education staff suggest that there is still an issue about 
who should bear the "cost" of implementation and dissemination. Further discussion 
with national and university representatives may be useful to continue to clarify what 
can realistically be funded by the EU and what should be part of subsidiarity. 

                                                 
33 Please note that this should not be confused with the Thematic Networks which are  large-scale projects which 
include partners from all the Member States. The move from coordinating a project of fewer than 10 partners to one of 
25 is a major qualitative and quantitative leap.  
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The above debate is linked to an implementation issue and the relationship between 
the project and the home institution. The CD action has a strategic aim of contributing 
to strengthening cooperation in European higher education. It also fulfils the need for 
academics to be able to organise and fund curriculum development transnationally. 
The findings suggest, however, that one obstacle to implementation may be that the 
objectives of the institution may not be clearly defined. Implementation needs a high 
level of institutional commitment to be effective and sustainable. Reflection may be 
needed on how this action of the SOCRATES programme could be better steered at 
the national and institutional level in order to take account of the full range of issues 
and actors involved in ensuring that pilot curriculum development is supported at the 
implementation stage. This could involve institutional steering committees and/or 
more involvement of the SOCRATES National Committees.  

A major perspective for the future which has been implicit both in the questionnaire 
responses and in discussions organised in the Consultation Groups and Seminar 
concerns the issue of creating "new European Knowledge". In addition to the 
discussion on implementation and integration of the project outputs, there is a debate 
about the indirect ways in which this type of programme contributes to the Europe of 
Knowledge. By working in transnational partnerships are academics going beyond the 
simple juxtaposition of their different approaches and methodologies? Within the 
national context, there is an understood way of thinking and working which may be 
particular both to the discipline and the country. Does working transnationally allow 
partners to move towards a "European" approach and methodology? Can project 
teams go beyond the observation of their differences (institutional, courses, etc.) 
which appeared as obstacles at first, in order to focus on the "core" of the subject 
matter? This process and its outcomes could be better valorised as part of the added-
value brought to the internationalisation of higher education by the curriculum focus.  

Academics and universities obtain funding for research and development from a broad 
range of sources, including at European level. Some types of funding have a more 
direct influence on the research standing of the institutions internationally and 
nationally than others. The CD projects are perceived as small, curriculum 
development initiatives which, in most cases, as far as can be ascertained, do not 
contribute to the career development of the academics involved. Developing a 
programme of study is one step, having it recognised and even accredited within the 
institution and/or by the national bodies (where relevant) is another. Both may be 
complicated but are feasible. But what about the recognition of the processes by 
which new "European" knowledge is created? Are the different authorities and bodies 
able to recognise the work of academics in these projects as a contribution to 
knowledge production (in terms of academic recognition, career, time allotted, etc.)?  

The evidence collected by the evaluation shows that the driving force behind the 
projects is the expected personal and professional outcomes for individuals who invest 
time. Therefore the need for recognition of their work is essential if there is to be real 
continuity of investment. This recognition could take the form of a European "label" 
that would be awarded to teams working jointly in several SOCRATES countries to 
develop new curricula for higher education and who have demonstrated the quality of 
the initial pilot phase of the results of their work.  




