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Introduction 
In 2018 five subject areas / academic fields - civil engineering, history, nursing, physics and teacher 
education - published their qualifications reference frameworks for the first and second cycle higher 
education programmes (Bachelor and Master). These disciplines together offered a fair 
representation of all educational sectors. Since, a further 6 subject areas have developed their 
frameworks. All disciplines involved, have been impacted upon by recent societal and technological 
developments.  

The Tuning-CALOHEE Qualifications Reference Frameworks are based on a bridging of the two 
overarching European qualifications frameworks, the ‘Bologna’ Framework of Qualifications for the 
EHEA (QF for the EHEA) and the EU European Qualifications Framework for Lifelong Learning (EQF for 
LLL). This has resulted in a table with a horizontal and a vertical axis.   

While the EQF for LLL organises its descriptors by making a distinction between ‘knowledge’, ‘skills’ 
and ‘autonomy and responsibility’, having the outcomes of the learning process in mind and its 
relevance for workplace and society: whereas the focus of the FQ for the EHEA is more related to the 
learning process itself: it applies descriptors which cover different areas or ‘dimensions’ of learning: 
knowledge and understanding, application of knowledge and understanding in relation to problem 
solving, making judgments, communicating information and conclusions, and finally, knowing how to 
learn.  

To analyse the state of development of current programmes, the EU-supported Erasmus+ Forward 
Looking project Measuring and Comparing Assessment of Learning Outcomes in Higher Education in 
Europe (CALOHEE) has undertaken a comparison of the new frameworks developed and existing 
degree programmes in a number of countries.  

This ‘matching exercise’ is based not only on the subject area qualifications reference frameworks but 
also on the more detailed assessment reference frameworks prepared by each of the subject area 
groups. The descriptors in both frameworks have been organised on the basis of ‘key dimensions’ and 
‘subdimensions’. Dimensions represent core components of a degree programme.  

The frameworks - presented in easy-to-read tables – have been the result of intensive debate and 
consultation. Its descriptors offer intended learning outcomes at programme level. They are current 
but at the same time are forward looking: what to expect from a graduate in five years’ time? As a 
result, the descriptors and therefore the reference frameworks are meant to be inspirational and 
aspirational.  

They are defined to be used as reference points for the design, delivery and further enhancement of 
individual degree programmes, taking into account that - according to the Tuning philosophy - each 
degree programme has its own unique profile, based on the mission of the institution and its own 
context: social-cultural setting, its student body, and the strengths of its academic staff. 

The reader should be aware that many programmes involved in this matching exercise pre-date the 
frameworks agreed by the subject area groups.  

When constructing the reference frameworks, it has been noted that most degree programmes have 
used the QF for the EHEA as their reference point.  

Tuning-CALOHEE Management Team 
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1. Why ‘match’ the CALOHEE Reference Frameworks and existing 
degree programmes? 
In order to better focus and structure the work of the five Subject Areas on preparing assessment 
items that can be used in international context, it was considered necessary to first compare the 
Programme Learning Outcomes (PLOs) of the current first and second cycle programmes offered in 
each of the Subject Areas with the Subject-Specific Reference Frameworks developed in CALOHEE 
project. 

More particularly, such matching was expected to yield a double outcome: 

Firstly, to see if certain configurations of study programmes in terms of their intended programme 
learning outcomes could be identified. As mentioned repeatedly throughout the CALOHEE project, 
not all Higher Education (HE) study programmes might seek to develop their students’ competences 
to the highest level in every dimension/sub-dimension. Certain Higher Education 
Institutions/programmes might aim for higher levels in some (sub-) dimensions and lower levels in 
others. 

In this sense, the matching exercise was to show how the CALOHEE Reference Frameworks could help 
compare HE programmes regardless of the different manners of defining desired graduate profiles. If 
successful, such matching would permit identifying the differences and commonalities across 
different higher education programmes/countries/types of HEIs in a given Subject Area. 

Secondly, such a matching exercise was also seen as an opportunity to have a fresh look at the 
CALOHEE Reference Frameworks. A couple of years had passed since these Frameworks had been 
agreed on and validated, and the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic was already felt strong enough to 
suggest that competences required of professionals might need rethinking and graduate profile in at 
least some of the Subject Areas might need to be revised to ensure graduates are prepared for the 
tasks that emerged or became much more prominent in the ‘Corona-crisis’ as it was referred to in the 
first quarter of 2020 and continued until the first quarter of 2022.  
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2. How did the five Subject Area Groups approach the task? 
Detailed guidelines were sent out to the Subject Area Groups’ members to guide them through the 
task. Along with the Detailed Guidelines, dubbed Task 1, came the matching tables – the CALOHEE 
Reference Frameworks with an additional column on the right for the experts conducting the matching 
to paste programme learning outcomes they would identify as corresponding to each of the Reference 
Framework (Sub-)Dimension.  

Civil Engineering used the template provided and matched 8 Level 6 and 8 Level 7 programmes from 
Croatia, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Portugal and Turkey. Some experts found it easier to 
match their PLOs with key dimensions of the Frameworks, others did so at the level of sub-dimensions, 
while some used a mixed-level approach associating some of their PLOs with particular key dimensions 
and some with particular sub-dimensions. All focused on identifying which of the (sub-)dimensions 
were most explicitly addressed in their programmes. The level of complexity aimed at in the (sub-) 
dimensions addressed was not analysed. PLOs for most of the programmes matched had been defined 
in accordance with EUR-ACE requirements and, since these were built on when developing the 
CALOHEE Reference Frameworks, all of the programmes mapped addressed all of the key dimensions, 
even if some of the sub-dimensions might not be addressed. Given the fact that most Civil Engineering 
programmes are already (re-)designed with international standards in mind, it was not considered 
necessary to engage more countries and programmes in the matching exercise.  

History used the template provided and matched 8 Level 6 and 9 Level 7 programmes from Austria, 
Iceland, Italy, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Spain, and Sweden (2 programmes for each level from Italy, 
2 Level 7 programmes from the Netherlands, and one programme per level from the other countries. 
The matching was done at the level of sub-dimensions and with the level of complexity (knowledge, 
skills, or autonomy and responsibility / wider competences) aimed for decided for each of the sub-
dimensions addressed in a particular programme.   

All the individual mappings were brought together in summary tables, where for each sub-dimension 
countries’ names appear in the Knowledge, Skills or Autonomy/Responsibility cells, up to the highest 
level of complexity aimed for.  

Graphical representation of the mappings is also shared in the Task 1 History Report, and so are each 
programme’s profile descriptions. 

Nursing The Nursing group made the following decisions to better tailor the matching task to the 
Nursing education context. Firstly, it was agreed to match particular types of Nursing programmes. 
Level 6 programmes to be matched were those which comply not only with the national standards 
but also with the EU Directive 2013/55/EU (they also (voluntarily) comply with the EQF and the 
Bologna Process). Level 7 programmes matched were qualifications with an associated practice 
component and competences for Level 7 (such programme comply (voluntarily) with the EQF & the 
Bologna Process, but do not need to comply with any European legislation (no such legislation exists); 
they might also need to comply with the national standards/legislation, where such documents exist). 

Secondly, the matching was done at both the level of (sub-)dimensions and Tuning competences 
associated with every key dimension of the CALOHEE Reference Frameworks. Focusing only 
knowledge versus skills versus autonomy and responsibility (wider competences) was of lesser 
relevance, since when a competence is addressed in a programme, students will always need to 
develop it to the level of autonomy and responsibility (wider competences); the difference will be 
rather in the level of autonomy/responsibility and the scope of knowledge and skills developed. 

Thirdly, given the already existing high degree of agreement (due to legislation and international 
standards), particularly in the case of Level 6 programmes, it was decided to focus on identifying 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/12ZPBZvTLSXNVtMS4omLfuL5aZ9lgcbj9/edit?usp=sharing&ouid=100712336625117203131&rtpof=true&sd=true
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1H3Srdp_V8-RCiaMwkvEgpKDz8VIVjyp_/view?usp=drive_link
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differences, exceptions and additions – identifying where national/institutional competences for 
Nursing differed from the Tuning competence list. 

Finally, additional questions were added in order to identify competences that may technically be 
amenable to comparative assessment in the latter stages of CALOHE2 (as different from competences 
for which no meaningful comparison could be made at this early stage). 

8 Level 6 and 8 Level 7 programmes from Estonia, Finland, Flanders, Ireland, Italy, Malta, Slovenia and 
the United Kingdom were analysed as part of the matching exercise. 

Physics used the template provided to map 5 Level 6 and 5 Level 7 Physics programmes from Finland, 
Germany, Italy, the Netherlands and Spain. The matching was done at the level of sub-dimensions and 
with the level of complexity (knowledge, skills or autonomy and responsibility / wider competences) 
aimed for decided for each of the sub-dimensions addressed in a particular programme.  

All the individual mappings were brought together in summary tables, where for each sub-dimension 
countries’ names appear in the Knowledge, Skills or Autonomy and Responsibility (Wider 
Competence) cells, according to the (highest) level aimed at for this sub-dimension in the graduate 
profile/the programme mapped. Additionally, visual/schematic programme profiles for each 
individual programme were prepared and shared in the Task 1 Physics Report Section II. The report 
also includes all the programmes’ profile descriptions. 

Teacher Education used the template provided, focussing at the level of sub-dimensions. Given the 
in-built variety of programmed offered within the Teacher Education Subject Area (programmes 
preparing primary school teachers, programmes preparing secondary school teachers for one 
particular subject, programme preparing secondary school teachers for more than one subject, 
programmes preparing primary and secondary school teachers together, etc.), it was also considered 
important to get contributions from representatives of Teacher Education programmes from as many 
countries as possible. It was decided, however, not to limit the programmes matched to only one 
particular kind (e.g. those preparing primary education teachers or those preparing secondary 
education teachers) - only early childhood education programmes were intentionally excluded since 
the Reference Framework was not developed with these teachers in mind. 

In total, 15 first-cycle, 13 second-cycle and 2 long cycle Teacher Education degrees were mapped. In 
geographical terms, these were Teacher Education programmes offered in 19 countries: in Austria, 
Cyprus, Czechia, Finland, France, Greece, Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, 
Slovenia, Spain and Turkey (for first-cycle programmes); in Austria, Czechia, Finland, France, Germany, 
Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, and Slovenia (for second-cycle 
programmes); and in Hungary and Italy (for long-cycle programmes). 

All the individual mappings were brought together in summary tables, where for each sub-dimension 
countries’ names appear in the Knowledge, Skills or Autonomy and Responsibility (Wider 
Competence) cells, according to the level aimed at for this sub-dimension in the graduate profile/the 
programme mapped. Additionally, visual/schematic programme profiles for each individual 
programme were shared in Appendici III & IV of the matching exercise report (Task 1 Teacher 
Education report). 

 

 

  

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1wrdwhsrLzXRlvhFfanGSjftiWHfin7_Y/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1_CxmH7WW5BJLUWL2rZI7xMyxxYgGwp9S/view?usp=drive_link
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1_CxmH7WW5BJLUWL2rZI7xMyxxYgGwp9S/view?usp=drive_link


Transnational Comparative Assessments in European Higher Education 
 

 
 

6 
 
 

 
3. Findings by Subject Area Group 
Civil Engineering Subject Area has been able to further validate the Reference Frameworks. The group 
also observed that the CALOHEE Reference Frameworks are very detailed - in fact more detailed than 
other international reference documents used in Civil Engineering - and hence is capable of covering 
most of the PLOs of different programmes in Civil Engineering. It is also flexible enough to account for 
different national approaches to Civil Engineering education, while it is also perceived as useful for 
guiding appropriate changes to enable greater consistency across the EU. At the same time, the 
differences between countries with 3-year Level 6 and 2-year Level 7 programmes, on the one hand, 
and countries operating a 4+1 model was identified as something worth further discussion in terms of 
the level at which the Reference Frameworks should mark the difference between Level 6 and Level 
7. The Reference Frameworks were generally perceived to be as relevant as before the COVID-19 
pandemic. It was also observed that digital competences and ability to learn in digital contexts could 
be brought in more explicitly. Furthermore, it was considered necessary to see how much can indeed 
be developed online - if no hands-on experiences could be offered to students, but this was rightly 
seen as more a question of teaching & learning approaches than of the framework descriptors. 

The History Subject Area Group concluded that the matching exercise confirmed the continued 
relevance of the CALOHEE Reference Frameworks - they were found indeed to “reflect a general 
shared understanding of what Bachelor and Master degrees in History should be”. No modifications 
were identified as required in the light of the COVID-19 pandemic. However, in a very limited number 
of cases it was seen that the alignments between knowledge, skills and autonomy and responsibility 
(wider competence) descriptors of the same sub-dimension can be further improved. 

The key dimensions and sub-dimensions included into the Reference Frameworks have also proved 
instrumental for ‘mapping’ all the different History programmes considered in this exercise. The 
Frameworks are, thus, instrumental in identifying similarities and differences across programmes, 
regardless of their particular focus and the way in which the Graduate Profile is described. It is easy 
to identify (sub-)dimensions which are addressed and the level of detail offered by the Frameworks 
very often exceeds that of the PLOs. What is more, if the CALOHEE Reference Frameworks are taken 
into account when revising programmes in History, it can result in articulating graduate profiles better 
(at least this was the case of two programmes recently revised and included among those matched). 

In the case of programmes whose PLOs were revised a longer time ago, it became clear that the 
current PLOs can well be too general. This works well for presenting “the degree programmes in a 
general way to the interested student or the public”, but this meant that in order to be clear about 
what students learn in practice - to verify if a certain sub-dimension is addressed or not and what level 
of complexity is aimed at - course descriptions or course learning outcomes had to be consulted, and 
sometimes not only for the core programme components but also for elective courses. 

It was also discovered that some programmes bring more details into their PLO statements through 
referring to knowledge, skills and wider autonomy and responsibility (wider competences) 
components in a single statement. This is not the case in all of the countries who took part in the 
exercise, but is not a single-country case either. 

Matching Level 7 programmes yielded further insights worth mentioning here. With Level 7 
programmes most often focusing on research and on developing deeper knowledge in a selected 
topic, PLOs often refer to a very limited number of the Reference Frameworks sub-dimensions. 
Besides, for some of the sub-dimensions, Level 6 programmes are judged as giving the basis and since 
students are assumed to continue growing in these aspects in Level 7 programmes, these particular 
aspects are not mentioned explicitly in Level 7 PLOs. 
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Graphic representations allowed to see cases when some of the key dimensions were not explicitly 
addressed - at least if PLOs and course learning outcomes were the basis of making judgements about 
what was and what was not addressed in the programmes. However, the Group considered that this 
might be more the case of revising programme descriptors than indicative of different understandings 
of what graduates need to be prepared for. 

Nursing: Given the fact that the Level 6 Nursing programmes analysed must comply with the Directive 
2013/55/EU and the EQF, and that CALOHEE Reference Framework was developed with the same 
standards as its foundation, it is not surprising that all Level 6 programmes matched addressed all the 
key dimensions of the Framework. 

The Tuning competences were agreed in 2004 and have been used as a benchmark since then, coming 
to influence the Directive 2013/55/EU; therefore, it also came as no surprise that at least at Level 6, 
there is “significant harmonization between countries with respect to the Tuning competences”. What 
could be ‘discovered’ were cases in which certain competences of elements of a competence were 
not explicitly present in graduate profile descriptions. It was also possible to identify competences 
that could/should be addressed better in the curriculum. Additionally, in some of the countries some 
of the competences are focused on for the first time in Level 7 programmes, and are, therefore, absent 
at Level 6. 

Level 7 programmes were intentionally chosen to have practice-based competences - as different 
from Level 7 programmes that only address theoretical competences. However, there is no European 
legislation that governs Level 7 Nursing programmes with practice-based competences. Therefore, 
Level 7 programmes demonstrate more diversity in terms of the competences (not) addressed, 
especially when programmes are highly specialized or offer different specialization-related 
tracks/pathways. Analysis of Level 7 programmes also gives some indication concerning the 
differences in the roles of a nurse in every country – i.e. particular tasks, responsibilities and extended 
roles. Level 7 competences need to be viewed in the context of a country’s Scope of Practice.1  

The matching report (The Task 1 Nursing report) comprises a table of Tuning Competences deemed 
not to be the same (but partly present or implicit). 

The matching exercise has also showed that looking at PLOs does not always suffice – in more than 
one case course/module learning outcomes had to be consulted to ensure an accurate comparison. 
This can also be indicative of some countries considering it enough to have well-formulated course 
learning outcomes to provide full information about what students will actually achieve by the end of 
the programme. 

Furthermore, the matching exercise allowed to identify how fully each sub-dimension descriptor is 
covered across different programmes. For the programmes matched, there is now a clear picture of 
the aspects referred to by particular descriptors that are addressed in all of the countries and those 
which are not addressed in some of the countries. This will often depend on what is learned in pre-
university (school) education in a particular country. 

The CALOHEE Reference Frameworks account for all the key competences graduates need to develop. 
The COVID-19 pandemic made it clear that ethical competence not only remains the most important 
one but has actually become even more important. The other competences also remain relevant, but 
their relative weighting might need to change (e.g. pandemics and disasters). 

Finally, the Group has concluded that the “majority of the Tuning competences or dimensions within 
the Assessment Frameworks (Level 6 and Level 7) are amenable to comparative assessment”, 

 
1 The Scope of Practice of a nurse  is the legal or employment definition of the holistic role of the nurse in a given 
country at a given moment. It includes the clinical judgment, knowledge, skills, responsibilities, tasks and role 
that the nurse requires to undertake the role of nurse in that context [ICN (2013), available here]. 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1zc3Exj6N6SVoCSbwK5TP7dqbNx9JDM3X/view?usp=sharing
https://www.icn.ch/sites/default/files/inline-files/B07_Scope_Nsg_Practice.pdf
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providing practical competences are also included. Comparing achievement of theoretical 
competences only will not make sense in judging the Nursing competence in the real world. 

At the same time, it is deemed necessary to analyse how particular competences are interpreted and 
which particular aspects of them are addressed in different programmes. Such more detailed 
discussion will be a prerequisite for later when developing assessments that will focus on what 
students in each particular country/programme are actually expected to achieve. 

Physics Subject Area Group has been able to see which key dimensions of the Qualifications Reference 
Frameworks were addressed in all the programmes, which ones in most of the programmes, and 
which ones addressed in only some of the programmes. The situation appeared to be more similar in 
Level 6 programmes, and more diverse at Level 7. Nevertheless, Dimensions 1-3, which represent the 
core of the physicist profile, have been proved to constitute the common core of all the programmes 
matched, regardless of the Level of the programme (6 or 7). 

Another observation could be drawn related to the sub-dimensions which were not explicitly 
addressed in Level 7 programmes (in comparison with Level 6 programmes). When learning achieved 
at Level 6 was considered enough for the students to achieve particular Level 7 PLOs, Level 7 graduate 
profile did not include any references to the associated sub-dimensions. It was also observed that 
certain learning outcomes made visible in the CALOHEE Reference Framework were easily identified 
at the level of course learning outcomes, but were not ‘visible’ if only PLOs were to be consulted. In 
these cases, course learning outcomes of all the mandatory courses had to be analysed to produce an 
accurate matching. Level 7 programmes presented an additional complication with different tracks 
being offered within the same programme and thus only few sub-dimensions being addressed to the 
same extent in all the possible combinations of the courses a student can take.  

The Physics Subject Area Group has also observed that PLOs matched to the same descriptors by 
different experts were sometimes different enough to suggest that the Group must engage in a further 
- more detailed - discussion about what exactly students are expected to demonstrate to be seen as 
having achieved a particular level of complexity in a particular sub-dimension. Furthermore, the 
matching exercise allowed to identify programmes who can have experience of assessing skills & wider 
competences/autonomy and responsibility at the level of particular (sub-)dimensions. 

Joint reflection on the COVID-19 experience led the Group to conclude that more emphasis might 
need to be placed on students’/graduates’ capacity “to understand the role of science in society”, as 
well as to ‘’epistemology and science communication”. The pandemic experience also highlighted the 
importance of some key dimensions (in relation to others), which is seen as an important insight, 
especially in the case of those of the dimensions that “are often underrepresented in typical Physics 
PLOs”. The importance of reinforcing digital skills (in general and in relation to modelling and 
simulations), as well as giving more attention to teamwork in the digital environment was also 
highlighted by the Group. Finally, “a more direct mention of skills related to job search techniques, 
professional interviews or work in multidisciplinary environments” was identified as advisable. 

Teacher Education Subject Area Group has found this task very useful, since it has permitted the group 
to reach both aims: (1) identify commonalities and differences across programmes in terms of the 
sub-dimensions addressed and the level of complexity aimed at in each of the sub-dimensions 
addressed; and (2) confirm that the Reference Framework is still valid and the Key Dimensions it is 
built around remain key. It has also allowed to gain additional insights, listed below. 

A matching exercise has been an eye-opener for most of the experts taking part. At the level of 
individual programmes (e.g. discovering that students were actually learning more than what the PLOs 
stated they would; or that PLOs were not informative enough and course learning outcomes had to 
be consulted to map the programme onto the Framework; or that a Level 6 programme did not aim 
for the autonomy and responsibility (wider competences) level of achievement in any of sub-
dimensions). When looking at cross-programme comparisons (highlighting the differences in societal 
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expectations related to teachers as professionals - in terms of the tasks seen as not part of teacher’s 
responsibility versus responsibility of other educational professionals; as well as in terms of what 
teachers were expected to learn during versus what after graduation). It was also ‘discovered’ that 
not all Teacher Education programmes use programme learning outcomes, or at least not as the key 
elements towards which the programme is structured. 

While all the programmes mapped addressed all the Key Dimensions of the CALOHEE Reference 
Frameworks, very few sub-dimensions were addressed by all of the Teacher Education programmes 
mapped, and the following peculiarities also became apparent. Firstly, in some of the countries, some 
aspects of the graduate profile are only addressed at Level 7, while others can be addressed at Level 
6 but no longer be the focus in Level 7 programmes. Secondly, Level 7 programmes reflect the diversity 
of national solutions for structuring initial teacher education even more than Level 6 programmes; 
there is, therefore, a greater variety in desired graduate profiles and more sub-dimensions that are 
not addressed in a given programme. 

CALOHEE Reference Frameworks have been able to capture the future thinking of Teacher Educators, 
but might benefit from giving more attention to Teacher professional profile elements that came to 
the fore during the COVID-19 pandemic. Experts who did the mapping indeed confirmed that they are 
currently looking for ways to address more of the Reference Frameworks sub-dimensions or for ways 
to help their students reach higher levels of complexity in the sub-dimensions identified. It now seems 
important to give more prominence to graduates’ readiness to deal with crisis and stressful situations, 
as well as to learning to support children and adolescents as individuals/human beings; focusing on 
students’ creativity and flexibility, as well as giving more attention to digital competences required to 
support learning when face-to-face contact is not possible. 

Furthermore, Frameworks descriptors are still very broad and discussion at a more detailed level is 
required to identify the different elements each descriptor comprises and similarities and differences 
of what different Teacher Education programmes aim at ‘within the same descriptor’. It is hoped that 
this further micro-level comparison will allow to see for which (if any) of the sub-dimensions common 
assessment items can be used for Teacher Education programmes that prepare primary versus 
secondary school teachers or programmes whose graduates are allowed to start teachers versus those 
after which graduates need to continue learning and only then take a state exam that is a prerequisite 
for being allowed to teach. 

It is also worth pointing out that coming up with assessment items at micro-level (linked to descriptors 
of particular sub-dimensions but also allowing to differentiate between the different aspects a 
particular descriptor comprises) might allow to address the issue of Teacher Education programmes 
being changed every time national standards are revised - and thus - at the level of the European 
continent - being under revision more or less constantly; micro-level assessments can be then used as 
building blocks for a assessing whether a particular set of programme learning outcomes has been 
achieved; 

Finally, the matching exercise showed that programmes do aim to help students develop skills & wider 
competences in various sub-dimensions, so there must be know-how that can be tapped into.  
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4. Critical analysis of the matching exercise and the overall findings 
As can be seen from the findings of the five Subject Area Groups, the matching exercise has yielded 
rich insights, not only for each particular Subject Area, but also on a more transversal level. These 
overall findings are presented below, grouped around five ‘themes’. 

 

(1) CALOHEE Reference Frameworks have been able to account for a variety of HE programmes that 
exist in each Subject Area in Europe 

CALOHEE Reference Frameworks for Civil Engineering, History, Nursing, Physics and Teacher 
Education have been further validated thanks to conducting the Matching Exercise. All the 
programmes analysed across the five Subject Areas could ‘find themselves’ in the frameworks. The 
Frameworks have, therefore, been confirmed as inclusive and flexible enough to account for different 
national approaches to conceptualising education in a given Subject Area. The CALOHEE Reference 
Frameworks help ‘break through’ the formal differences associated with particular ways in which 
graduate profiles are described in each HE institution/country and identify broad similarities and 
differences across programmes. 

 

(2) CALOHEE Reference Frameworks appear indeed instrumental for promoting relevance, 
recognition, and quality of HE programmes across countries and types of programmes 

This was the first time the appropriateness of the CALOHEE Reference Frameworks was analysed on 
the basis of a comparative approach. The reference frameworks are in use by individual HEIs since 
their publication as a source of reference but no information is available about their suitability. All the 
five Subject Groups found matching their HE programmes against the Frameworks a thought-
provoking and even revealing, if sometimes not such an easy, exercise (see points (4) and (5) for 
explanations why this was not such a straightforward exercise as one could have thought). For some 
of the Subject Areas, this is largely due to the fact that CALOHEE Reference Frameworks are more 
detailed than any other benchmarking documents. For others, CALOHEE Reference Frameworks are 
the first international benchmarking documents. 

Frameworks can help make HE programmes more relevant because they can help articulate graduate 
profiles better. Through matching existing HE programmes against the Frameworks, those in charge 
of the programmes can clearly see where their programmes stand in relation to what is internationally 
valued and considered key for graduates in their particular Subject Area. When the matching is done, 
it is very easy to discover if a certain component of a graduate profile everyone sees as desirable is 
not currently explicitly addressed in a given programme. Programmes can also discover if their current 
graduates are prepared for responsibilities they are expected to assume as professionals and 
educated citizens, or if more needs to be done to bring students beyond the level of knowledge and 
skills. 

Frameworks can also foster recognition. Firstly, simply because they serve as a map onto which 
different programmes can be mapped - and thus compared with the help of the (sub-)dimensions into 
which the internationally-agreed meta-profile is divided and with the help of descriptors formulated 
for each of the key dimensions and sub-dimensions at the levels of knowledge, skills and wider 
competences/autonomy and responsibility. Secondly, CALOHEE Reference Frameworks have been 
found instrumental in helping make explicit differences in what societies expect of professionals in a 
particular subject area. 

Finally, CALOHEE Reference Frameworks have been found by experts who took part in the exercise as 
helpful in identifying aspects that need to be better addressed in curricula. They have also been seen 
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as tools that can help achieve greater consistency in quality of HE programmes in a given Subject Area 
across Europe. 

 

(3) CALOHEE Reference Frameworks need to remain ‘living means’ in order to serve as benchmarks 
for determining and fostering relevance of HE programmes 

While none of the groups thought any drastic changes had to be introduced into the Frameworks in 
the light of the COVID-19 pandemic,2 it did become clear that a number of elements could be included 
or strengthened: those related to the need to learn, work and live in more digitised environments; an 
those related to focusing on future graduates as human beings living in an increasingly uncertain world 
(learning to take care of own well-being and take a greater responsibility for the well-being of those 
whom graduates can ‘serve’ - be it through better communicating about science for Physics graduates 
or through accepting responsibility for supporting learners as human beings regardless of the level of 
education at which you teach). This also confirms the CALOHEE intention to help make programme 
designers and all HE teachers more aware of how they can prepare students for civic responsibilities 
(from dealing with cultural diversity, to information literacy, to ethical commitment, or green 
competence). 

 

(4) ‘Discoveries’ about Programme Learning Outcomes 

It has been noticed that not all programmes have PLOs formulated. Where PLOs do exist, there is a 
great variety in the level of detail that they give and the way they are used. In more than one country 
and subject area it has been necessary to analyse the course learning outcomes of all the obligatory 
courses to be able to complete the Matching. PLOs are too general - they can give future students or 
more general public an idea of what graduates are prepared to do, but are not conceived as 
statements that reflect the totality of learning to be achieved by the end of the programme. Course 
learning outcomes are used to articulate this and are a real programme design/revision tool. 
Furthermore, a certain aspect of a graduate profile can well be considered ‘too evident’ to be 
mentioned explicitly in PLOs. This happens particularly often in Level 7 programmes, where those 
elements that were focused on in Level 6 programmes are not considered worth mentioning in Level 
7 PLOs - it is ‘anyway clear’ that students will continue developing along these sub-dimensions. 

 

(5) Towards European level assessment of PLOs: what has been learned in the Matching Exercise 

The Matching Exercise appears to be an important first step if assessment applicable across national 
and structural differences is to be created. If nothing else, it makes it crystal clear that HE programmes 
clearly want to bring their students beyond the level of knowledge. This means that HE programmes 
must be assessing PLOs focused on skills and wider competences/autonomy and responsibility. They 
are, therefore, ready for an international peer-learning dialogue about how such PLOs can be assessed 
in ways that can be recognised beyond their immediate contexts. 

The Matching at the level of Assessment Frameworks’ descriptors must, however, be followed up with 
more detailed discussions. The following five issues to be addressed further have emerged across the 
five Subject Areas. 

Firstly, each Subject Area must decide which programmes can have common assessment. Both 
Nursing and Teacher Education findings show that it might be necessary to group HE programmes 
offered in a given Subject Areas in certain categories for which offering common assessment can 
indeed make sense. 

 
2 Or that it might be too early to say 
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Secondly, there is a diversity within single programmes. At least some of the analysed HE programmes 
that offer tracks/specialisation/a high number of electives were discovered to be currently designed 
in such a way that students who follow different routes end up achieving learning outcomes of 
different levels of complexity in different sub-dimensions. In other words, only few sub-dimensions 
are then addressed to the same extent regardless of the combination of courses a particular student 
can take. 

Thirdly, the coexistence of two models for Level 6 and Level 7 programmes (3+2 versus 4+1) has been 
found by the Civil Engineering group to influence the outcomes of the Matching exercise. In Teacher 
Education there was a further complication with some countries offering Teacher Education 
programmes at Level 7 only, which meant that such programmes could be best matched with Level 6 
Reference Framework for some sub-dimensions and with Level 7 Reference Framework for others. 

Fourthly, the Matching exercise has revealed that even CALOHEE descriptors at the level of sub-
dimensions are still broad. PLOs matched to the same cells were considerably different and it became 
clear that programmes did not only aim for different levels of complexity in different sub-dimensions, 
but also for different scopes within the ‘same’ descriptors. A further delineation of elements that can 
be aimed for and thus assessed in relation to each descriptor has, thus, become evident in more than 
one Subject Area. 

Fifthly, HE programmes are continuously revised, which means that commonalities and differences 
across desired graduate profiles will continue to change. This is especially true for Subject Areas that 
have national standards, but no binding international agreement/benchmark. For international 
assessment, this means that the picture that emerged from the Matching exercise is only temporarily 
valid and the assessment tasks to be created should take into account that a different overall picture 
will need to be accounted for as time goes by. 

None of the five observations suggest that international assessment is impossible. What they do 
highlight is that such assessment must be flexible and adaptable enough to account for a great variety 
of combinations of elements that will need to be assessed to make the whole process really 
comparable. Different programmes/countries will need to be able to assemble test items in ways that 
match their particular graduate profiles at a particular moment in time. 

Finally, it should also be noted that the COVID-19 experience has brought forward the importance of 
developing assessments that can be used in non-face-to-face contexts - a further point to be 
considered in the CALOHEE next steps discussions. 

All in all, the double outcome the matching exercise was expected to yield has indeed been achieved. 
The Subject Area Groups have been able to identify commonalities and differences in terms of the 
sub-dimensions addressed and the levels of complexity aimed for across different HE programmes 
and countries. The CALOHEE Reference Frameworks have been applied in practice for the first time in 
a comparative way and a number of possible further enhancements could be agreed on at the level 
of each particular Subject Area. The next steps will allow to further revise the different framework 
descriptors and ensure that most recent societal needs are taken into account, and that any 
inconsistencies or ambiguities that come to the fore are addressed. Furthermore, a number of 
valuable insights about follow-up discussions and steps that must be made to come closer to creating 
common assessment tasks for PLOs at the level of skills and wider competences/autonomy and 
responsibility were gained. These will help fine-tune the next tasks of the CALOHE2 project. 

 

 
 


