FL (IR TR)

B RRBHBKRTHA
ﬁ]mé#‘?f}im“ ;r)‘l‘i Iﬂ %%

RIS | FT B FERT P
LB B PEAER 224

AURF R B3 1 AR~ F

NEERE 105£ 63 18P 3679 26
4pH:105£87 17



P&

RS T

BB P B it

7R

il
~

-

e
.j,?

2
|

e
s
TR

fm
M

:.*\
ENN

B AT > ST E ZEZR o

=<
&
T

¥~ A

.53

.04



SEERARERKTHATAFLER AL AW S
E o~ ikdg

BRflL 23 28 gRT 10326 15p 2R HH Tz g
SR AL AT R R R T T SR Y ER S S T R
Freivpia RS2 RR S IREFLZEMET By JIHNpEF Y 2
EARTRERRELEFEER 104 £ 1LY 25 o I d AWK T IE
PREE TR R EHBKTRA 0 MR ERHBRTIFE FYE
- CRAFS 2B E SAHEFFERL AL LN LR FER
”ﬁ%@pg7QJ¢WF’Efﬁ%ﬂ%@ﬁ,wjﬁﬁﬁmhﬁg%‘mpﬁﬁ
@ 105# 6% 19p 3 22 p 38 &y
TR e
Leb s Rl £ 408 A X P E TR A A BV TN A B E
rm%ig% A BT TR EEE o L REE RRORFRE
w2 FFEL F 405 AE ﬁd%*%F W HE R IEHREE

=B TR R EHRK

HBHEFRA R L2 R B AAT 0 TR RAREE P4
PHAE RANLEA02 A AR THAL S MR E G X I
BRI B b KT £ (T35 o

BT RP R

- " BEERRBERTFIANEYE  MITLIPFIMLIAL o

B e

- “BfER ﬂﬁﬁ‘« CHT PTR 2 F IR 0 M IE L UL S8 o

S ATEHRRERD BRI B2 L EHA] > e R R
WluZ A 18T E o

NS

S RER

105 # 6 * 18 p
P A

16" 26p(2A2s4 X-6" 19p2% 6" 25-26



TRF L FPESR

(~)@%§q i#ﬂéﬁiﬁ$}~éb‘:ﬁﬁ%#$§§ﬁn
SRARFIEERESTR L RE IR ER E TR
r;f:ﬁ HELEFEFRFAT AL E£F B a0
BE KT R
(=) R - AT Rt P F B BT
(Z) i % #ﬂﬁﬂg
-~ S Rf
By |t BAE =
’ KA INEMEBRERT T
§ o
7 & Department of Technological and
1 Sophia, Hsiang-Ping
Director \Vocational Education Ministry of
M Education in Taiwan
Ry IR RE KT 7
Lok & Department of Technological and
? Shih-Lin Hu Section Chief \Vocational Education Ministry of
Education in Taiwan
, 7Y kRRE e RN S

Ovid J. L. Tzeng

Chancellor

University System of Taiwan

B2 48,

Leeh-Ter Yao

rRE [ 2% £

President

CEE SR

National Taipei  University of

Technology
ER RSP R g
Association of National Universities

of Science and Technology of Taiwan




B &

CEE S EY

% Dean, Office of
5 National Taipei University of
Shiao-Shing Chen International
Technology
Affairs
CEE TSI Y
A fe k.
6 National Taiwan University of
Ching-Jong Liao President
Science and Technology
, I S o S E S 4
e g A R ARRE B
7 National Taiwan University of
Yong-Chie Heng Vice President
Science and Technology
) A2 ZHpPHF
%4 ¥ £
8 National Yunlin  University of
Chun-Kan Hou President
Science and Technology
B %
A2 ZHpPHF
HE A Dean, Office of
9 National  Yunlin  University of
Chun-Wei Lin International
Science and Technology
Affairs
CIRAPE A SF i 4
reE £
10 National Pingtung University of
Chang-Hsien Tai President
Science and Technology
B %
CIRAPE A SF i 4
BIAE] Dean, Office of
11 National Pingtung University of
Jik-Chang Leong International
Science and Technology
Affairs
Rgzesn- g F
P i &
12 National Kaohsiung First University
Cheng-Yuan Chen President

of Science and Technology




B &

W Ry - s

T A Dean, Office of
13 National Kaohsiung First University
Jeng-Yih Hsu International
of Science and Technology
Affairs
L K& Rz e fdkr §
14
Wen-Yuh Jywe President National Formosa University
X % £
I fi Dean, Office of | B = 7 k£ f1 3+ &
15
Chih-Hsiung Hu International National Formosa University
Affairs
B4 IR ST
g IR S S 4
16 Assistant
Wen-Chi Lu National Formosa University
Professor
. . BEPHESE
EE ek _ o
17 Southern Taiwan University of
Chein Tai President
Science and Technology
B % £
‘ _ ad g
3 A Dean, Office of
18 Southern Taiwan University of
Yung-Peng Wang International
Science and Technology
Affairs
LR f £ Ikt
19
Jui-Chang Kung President Cheng Shiu University
%5 E rigfHs g
20 Division
Hao-Hsien Chang Cheng Shiu University
Director




LSS
A4 E PP R R B
21 Assistant
Rose, Ru-Whui Lee MEG Lab, Academia Sinica
Programmer
7w R I P S R 4
PR
22 Executive National Taipei  University of
Chun-Lun Yen
Assistant Technology

L~3RELEBHP

- 3B 2ELBFEHBFRTHA CRPBERF FHFKT 0 X
FRMHERREBRREE FELR - ZHARECLR o
S S RRBEFEERFEEE O RRAG P HBRT 2 EAES
Tof 25 SRR ER P KB R 5T .
B EURRE FHZKFIBRAEAYE DL BRI £402 4
18T o
=N SR
*%@ﬁaﬁﬁhﬁ*“%?P“iﬁmmfhw’ﬁﬁﬂ%$£
EEREFFPHRIB AN L PR CH O RERP FERT P FRF LR
AE A A RTHAFLIFERED 23R %ﬁowﬂ’&rﬁ?%ﬂﬂ

w

e

LN BB ATE (FHEFFY 2 %0 BLIER I & P H » kK

R L EHERI . AFENT T 2 1 0FR R a?*ﬁyl%i

- A RBRRFERTIFEEETBREZFS -

S FEHELA R RRPHLE AT L ITF R A E LIATARY

Z BB R ISP EF T 2 QAR ByRE RG> BGERPN

HERRRAEI TR RFETLR o

T AREE R RERALIEA0AEFESET T L BT 2

YE®

AL R Fs KR H

fep

Im}



‘\_L

TRRVE SN OE RNl $i8 8

A
P ARk IR AR G RN TS (TR AR B

A DLPRRAE S FAA R AR RE
S BER RSB A A BT RS R £ FrE £ ¥ 40

e FRATREBEE R R ET LR S RN 3R(RE AR E
WyE= { 5 WEmMETin g o



P~ RERL TR ER

-~ F2EREBRRBPFERTHE (2016267 20 P )
poaL: B JiE % > %o <A 1010 3

A RF LT P HRRT AT B R HBRTATE A
BRAARTEFRSTLHES
(- ) #HEPFRL
A IS
BEARD
— By I E 8% 7 & —Stefan Zotti £ 2
R f R
! o B IEMEARS I N R AL
o o FHKRT KB LBl L
o ¥ AR PEH A FRAIE BEL gL

09:00 | £ & § F 537

| o By JIEiNALE T Y 2 G AN R YR P £ — Barbara

09:15 Weitgruber -+ 1

B AT —
TEE AR P E R RS AR AT i
EREC
o By JIEIMAE T 2 LAY FY R P & — Barbara
Weitgruber ~ 4.
09:15 Br2f A
| o B JIBIMBE T 2 SN Srd Wiz E/AS BT E
10:15

— Elmar Pichl &£ 4

4

4

ty DA RFEEF EF R B 1L —Heimo Sandtner

e PHOENIX CONTACT = & i,/ 3@ —Thomas Lutzky %




10115 | % scpt e
L L

10:40 | " AIFTREI R BT e BB 4T

||

11:00 | o 1+ B3 {I0% £ 3 ¥ 124 7+8] & —Regina Aichinger

4
AT
1100 | TBF AE S BRHETRE R ST

-

11:20 | o B3 kT & B FHE LT & K & —Achim Hopbach £
-}
ER =
20 M mper o mg e R — LR EF E R 6
||
11:40 ‘
o 5.2 ETE ¥ 3 X i & —Karl Ennsfellner & #
g %\fﬁ‘fi—
11:40 | "TAE 40k FRML: 2 ERI A AHpE HF

11:55

K/EIL!J

aEA
o £ BEIL A B L LMRE ¥ Ay LA

A AT

11:55 | "B P A F L IFATARE
HEEX

1210 | o Bz F AN 6 R EA L S R

ez gg
12:10 | = EIE S
TR £ 402 A ART R TR R

L

12:25

.n‘_%/%ﬁlﬁ -‘%ﬁ’]‘&‘v\—?@‘ii




12:25
| [ BEERFLRRF S
13:30

(=) hAERMEZ PEE
EEER IR A AP E

AU 104 £ LB R R E L B o d B flmn
PEFL 2 ERNETARRTINEHE R PRS- B4 B
BEHBRTHE - HEF BT RPJE RN RFEFT R 2§
FEe RS AIEURAF AL M Stefan Zotti ~ # B L4738 F]
2 4% @ £ Ms. Barbara Weitgruber ~ 8 R 4177 #8584 253 % Mr. Elmar
Pichl~ # 3 1% £ 3 £ 812 ¢ 23 £ KurtKoleznik 2 &2k 8 & % »
ASHEF R FARIEE JIE AR PR A TR
ABEETIHERS S RESL P FARRE PR TR R
AN PHAFHAREE ST BEER

1. HAEFFN

d B A5 i F 34 (7 & Mr. Stefan Zotti i& 7 B & 38R
%D AFSPE A A SR R A T T A REHES
TR BAF D EERBE T ) AP BEE KT BB
BRECEHNLBERKTUE L RAFLEFNEFS 2 30
EEAEE REFHwId ¢ BARRZ AL FRREBEH AR
LA ARFHREE IR ER T R0E & Kurt Koleznik 54
B ATHE B d BBV R RPEFNMFAEL DL Ms.

Barbara Weitgruber 33,5 » 2 B %3 T 2 £ o8k o
2. Bt
EHNH I B IR PHAE 2 BB OHRT DLRTE o

wiEE o d BRFAFINEE LS & Ms. Barbara Weitgruber 2 3 - 5
10



Ad BRALFIRIA 292 E MrElmarPichl 1 £ By J1 & £33 £ 5

MEAEZ B YRk REANTRETE Y LN e

J;% . Austria-the establishment of Universities of Applied Sciences » p %
T Be R 23 88 m A8 o ke kA kg B

BFd 2L pE L3 % 2 rpRE M Heimo Sandtner %
PHOENIX CONTACT = & 4,55 7@ Mr. Thomas Lutzky » — F 4 5 & ¥
BEERAPE L EoPET AT F ol o 2Z2RKE PHOENIX
CONTACT ehé& it PP 2012 £ » Bfigd 2o @ 8538 Mr.
Thomas Lutzky Z# > >+ F]p 2% = The Phonix Contact Technology
Competence Center » & ¥ 32 % & 4 1 & ¥ ¥ 2 » PHOENIX

CONTACT & ¥ 1 it - @ PHOENIX CONTACT » £ & #F ¥ w44t ¢

HuEA o B L iR T A o

% i PHOENIX CONTACT 2 @ 2z F|ehfi #5378 ~ 12 H & ji
ST RGO o B N B N AF ST 2 F
LRI A R S A T TR U e SRR e
FRRERS e BT AFR R I AR A FRFEEILTE
pevho g B A E R RIFLRBE 0 A BB RRBE 4 B 50% > &
PAREREfERFEFLEE BRI T LAAR LTS
TRAE 22020 # w3 100 - F 2 BB AT A~ A (Fo

Ay RBEE 3 2 E AR E M Heimo Sandtner 52 3 & ¥ 5 £ 8
EXsL i%?iia‘: TR R A AT FEFOH AR
RARLERARZFDF 2T NI RIHEFY AT URET VS
g&t@%u%&. A F YRR R RN E T R
@ ARBJIEEREFRPAERDEFFT LR KA 2T
LiEd s BIRELAFETYFRARE (Fangi7 o

11



3. Lamid

8 72 &) 2 £ Ms. Regina Aichinger i #-
Fo @ RIRATRN Do i pA 1 s T EREE A

(1) ¢ ## it %3 %
ELREETT

175

1993 £ » W BB J|ehik T L F BT - 2B ERT2ZAL 0 ED
T PR AEEHEEFEIER)TE - %fq‘-_ FHRAFRE
g onat - BRI E R ¥ A A ST R A
Ad 7 AR EERS P 7\;??%'::513 F {?‘;’Z‘Lf%‘ii“f - o] FR o
e E T Bﬁﬁé’fi%ﬂp ARME yRE R
THROGHET RELFEFEIFTRAEICEKE G RAEH EFD
BPEROT R %ﬁ%ﬁ*mz4gﬁiéﬁoé%£%ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬂ
P TR EA SRR EIF R T AR R BE
AmArP K EEZEFRIENPE DT R ILFERE A

FohA - RELASER i Voo STESRE I
B R R IR T & F EEE T B (AQ Austria) & 1T 5 #-E Rk B2

(2) AQ Austria £ £ Mr. Achim Hopbach 2 # & £ 3 & £z 2
SRR RETTE ST

AQ Austria > 2012 # = = » F g A3 EFIR K & 2 2R 7 K

FELEFEERI U P A T AL EFEE R O

12



TE2 NS
xR -
TUEEZ2 A

THIL o Ae & =g d 2 B K38 F ek
FKEAL ST ER5F RiRh2 A#HK S B*
B2 B & 0o

(3) 24278 £33 £ F 7L Mr Karl Ennsfellner » 3 i B %
TR R e T AQ Austria s &

HEEAZ T GRAEFABRK T EREL % e ] AQ
Austria =h& - ApM T2 4B L RELRE LR Z RS Lk
@ TR AG LT EEIEES E

(4) > B Agjg#H .

FhOd ABHEL S JARE PR AYRIASS TR Y
40ent 4 FiRKa P RERE R LpE > BF IR ] o ¥k
LA S R AR A TRA G B B S AR RS
FHEITBPR2A PO B d B2 AP RREPV A
RELFASZLHFY g L FATEE - F L 7 BIIAREBINE
L TR FAS AT R g %2 Kt G Ak ktd 5 K
SEBPHAEFRAERE ST TR I E402 A48T 1k
AN LN %&%'JJ D P AR R S RRARKFR T 2P s
2R A H I £ A0 PEAOE FEAO R FRGA T2
ﬁiaiéﬁu%do

13



(2) ®AR&

ARILE B A g A e T KRR

14



Kateh B 2 E (1)
£ %E'ﬁ ;/"5 £ %\\;} Fm

%/_\_l_—\- - ‘EC
; b g FW’E—/\/
LAHBR 2 E Q)

15



SNEBERIEPPRLEIEER

University of Applied Science (UAS)

N ' =]

Technikum Wien

REER R A, PR E

(=) 2FERMLE
S+ PER 12016 & 6 % 20 p = 2:00-3 : 30
1 @Y PAREEFEF 01994 2 22 5 56 2000 # 2 5 F -
Bis Bh Epfep 20128 k> M PAHE L EFRL
B < B g (EUA) e B oo 2o g 2 4 2 infe s fe0

%T o
2. Y& & Dr. Fritz Schmollebeck & 7 % @14 » d K"Z it Dr. Sandra
Allmayer :& 754§ 4 FIP o 5 0k > e R PHEEF EF R

@ 24 Az 8000 £ ¥ 4frmm)rP§§4 » B R %k
p$§§h’ﬁﬁﬁ%3@§iiﬂﬁﬁi§&%ﬁo

3. RBIKE FALE W 4 &L Dr. Martin Lehner 4 % 3% &
ST el A & SEIE ’b‘fig'—i’i’%«%y A FA RS £ JE
Rla 27 72550 T2 R 2 BAFE  REL7 R
Wt B = E A hidRiE o PR OFEBRYH - RILEEH
B EDD 7 R M P RERERA L AR R g2
g¥ -

4. FZRRE%E 3 B Prof. Christoph Veigl 3p 3% 4 T #f 4 2 3
(Assistive Technology)# 3 | 2 A2 2 Ji% o 4 » 5% & sofd 3%
1999 # 225> P e 5 TR RF AR L FEPHE L2 B
W2 fwo ¥ FB 2011 # 2 F G2 e s (WHO) B+ & it (disability)
3R 2 Ea J_Lg; e L‘Wnéﬁiﬁk o —g—;gﬁg,ﬁgl,;fﬂ;}ipz ¢ d E

16



EAater g7 e gt 4 5 ClouddAll ~ ProsperitydAll % - 3 & p &
LA AU R R R s
3 5w EF Y 0 4 FABI (Flexible Assistive Button Interface) %
FLipMouse (Finger- and Lip- Mouse) - # & . pflH & ¥ 3 %
%4g?ﬁﬁyﬁﬁilﬁﬁ£§€%’%W&mmpfﬁ%o

5. d WA PR AFEIREAFEHERIRKIFALE S 11T
Y 2.1 F AQRARF R 0 XA k2 1 ¥ 40 MoU & 1Tt
%E%%ﬁu%@%?&ﬁﬁmwﬁﬁﬁﬁ—ﬁwﬁﬁp?%@’

RRBRZE GRG (Rl 4077 EIER %o

6. o ZRE* 1 AR % 2 i Dr. Erich Markl 2 331 42 % &) 4

Dr. Sylvia Geyer # 4f %2> B % /i ENERGYbase + # > £ {7:% &1

£ 409 %31 R A IHEREF URR G 3.

(=) g BreH
1 GPHELEFEFRHN AR FEE T R 2 HER
FRE B o AR RAKEALE S IR Y

FHBEGRy L& HaRr EiTe

(2) ik g o7 418
GRWERRE SR F3 A > L E RS By WY
PR RBFARPTIFL N EAFL oV AR PR G
RiRE L B R DR RS MR R R

17



() $#R&

B " Bk Dr. Sandra Allmayer & 7 24§ 4

w71 % 4.0 At 6 R

18



T 2 5

Mot B pRRLEFREREFLE 40 & it

HE o Ed KT B RESE L

19



ST RER Y MRFALEIEER

FH Campus Wien

Vv UNIVERSITY OF APPLIED SCIENCES

Y-S S R T
(=) 33 @R
SR 12016 6% 20p T2 4:00-5:30

1. d :Z¥ <& Dr. Barbara Bittner # 333 > £ d g% Dr. Heimo
Sandtner i& FHixrf§48 > % d 1A kB * 4 ST k2 ki T
7 PR AR -

(1) ZRELIAFHBEERLZ £ > 2 G Si aBiEi32 4
EARN LT ﬁ:‘l?O,«%;x;};\—gﬂ?Fsﬁ"ﬁ 9
frA vt 150 By JITRG R 20 B S ¥ 3 A3 Tk ix
AALEE  FLErFERPNFEAEA A WA F LT
I -4 P A

IR

(2) 4 s 5 g4 > BB ai i1 Fg & »P s G
FENE S N F e AEE I Z AR L FREAS G 0 d R
AR FHIER R > B FEFRPHEELO L
B iR RAD S B E R LA B e 4 (Fu L
LA ) BRNBHT Y LT R

(3) éﬁcﬁ*ﬁ;%ﬂ% heig B A R IEE SR 2 j\ﬁiﬁ% g b s gL E
B IEAEY o UL KT e f TR AR (MBA) - 04 £
B4R EENBEL B2 G R

2. M4 P8 R BAPHAS R L PP F 54

PHAEE e REIREF MoU 8 > S Rz b

20



ﬁ_@_‘PhoemXthlL]ﬁﬂwi' 1%4%’_ J}%T—Tﬁ;;ﬁa"

(=) $peFRER

L ZREERFI CREARFIEBFEZF R &- e iFit
BHE >N HA I FEERE 2 4422 2REX 5000 28
4 (F85 1%0?4)w9b”$5ﬂ%ﬁ@%i§&’ﬂ%%
EREFARE - F AL oA RE 2 SR BT RE T 2 e

2. Bl B ﬁ%é’ﬁm4#ﬁm*4%ﬁi # B o bldrE
BEARARP 2BEFRRS BEW T RECHIRYRE Y
1% A2 3D B T B 0 E 2 LR fee

3. REIEARE DV RE - pARG oL LR FL {47
By BE el RERLHHF > > QARSI H -
Wk LB I 2 B R < F
L5 R B ORTRE

- - I (i W S

=
¥

(2) B b fem g 4p

L5 PR B R fIR N L REEL FHEELH
B ivihg - Bk 6 Rk MRESHUEL T R
SRERRV g

2. %tz 3D 7| & P qtﬁalﬁg;{gi%@(&rgi F1 #8335 )
FERES 2 BP %ﬁ FARM s e o
j}%gf g,{h‘%ln ’ ‘%E_:J‘ ;_’55% \L&h%

21



(z) $#R&

RedrAffgead pk R:BLAKA o e pRE

F&EE3 25 % % MoU EXFEERE % MoU

22



FEPEATER RRAL W EARRR TR R

¥3 281 E % MoU E¥3 581 % MoU

SR TR BRI R E

23



| s s W W

SELKE 2 PR

24



ESFRERIIEHNLEZRER

UNIVERgTY University of Applied Sciences

OF APPUED SCIENCES . . ]
—MOO) UPPERAUSTRIA  Upper Austria (FH Oberdosterreich)

SEHR G
(=) %3+ Efmit
£+ 1 1054# 6 % 21 p = 10:00-12:00
Ry AIRE X3 5 & £ Dr.Gerald Reisinger &% griina {s > o
3% RRYE B & Prof. Andreas Zehetner /i S 54> ¥ 5 1 Elfek
Dr. Gunther Hendorfer 2 1 5 2 "% &| 2+ Dr. Burkhard Stadlmann
BSPEEE A
2. %R EF e BRE > ¢ 7 Hagenberg K% (F M ~ B L 5L
E)Linz w(B* B e EL L) Steyr ew(FRE E)
Wels % (2 2% £) e BREE 4 A Hcidt 9 5600 4 4 > Wels
%1900 54 84 Lk b FUF2RERAS I
BEo (53500 4)0 H x5 EATS(H 1500 1) L E AL A
BATE () 400 4k 4 ) o FoBE R B TA0 X 0 B P HfF 224 4 o 52
?{E"IEL 240 % o BBk 60 BE L L L program - L L E
PEE O HBELLIEL 3 %i—,ﬂ.fé%;rfﬁﬁ(— B F) e
3. ii’%?*]i‘ﬂéir"s%ﬁﬁl‘%iiiﬂz‘%ﬁiﬁ“é FEAUL k- F
FlaREE SEPHAFR ERAF IR L RFLE
Fg S oo™
(1) Hagenberg & % : st 4522 i # ~ T 345 5 50~ SR 8 o
PHBEHEFLERT -
(2) Linz &% @ fe* At g PREAFII PR FRPH - FLEF
EAP R A
(3) Steyr &% i BB PR 4 5 HE
Lo 3N ? 12 .

B OEE

e
.‘I‘l}

25



2.

tEFY
Z1380Fw~ vy 342BER
225 R4 260 ATy BAIL R F
FHET RSB AT L g

R AREMPEESEINEERG AR AT AT
PIRFBFAEH T IPTEERE S RATACARTEASEE
TEA s FE AR FEE ~ AR AR
OB E 4 QIR i )0 2R 2007 £ 2 2 B 1% - B
CEFLEY O REFAR L FHASEE A2 S UR
BR2RIAIZT 2F 2P > MAaZ? v G 15 BAIERS
PRy Fo R gy Lo A _Rantastics 3% 2 & & 2013
EARGAE B B 2200 F R~ MR 02015 E R AR T @ iE o T
RE o

PEYRELFPE T e AP H AR LA PHR
REZREFENE TF L&

ism

a1’
e o
VAN

\_
fo-

\\\ﬁ.y

i

(=) S RRdak
1.

FRRJIRMEEFEE RS EARAL L 702 1,000 Bap o0
|

Y2 LI G G KEFBHAB AR LiFE o
PRER ML EFES RS R EARE L LE o SRR IR - o

REFA LR e AR A 23 SR ELS RE A2 B2 F
DF s Rty F oo

(2 ) 23R E T 4H
1.

j_@%?ljé&% igf‘mx._f%?fiﬁ'{ 7{ E SRR B 2 JT\“WE—;BT ’

Ak RS EST  AF LG R LR
26



kY

7

S PR R

N
—=
<
F_L

AR PR A R RN R o Y EE L
RS ’%%?‘%ﬁﬁ'ﬁ\%ﬁ“ﬁﬁWw“ﬁﬁﬁ%
BERE 2PN FRREE T %%

2. iﬁﬁﬁéﬁiﬁﬂﬁ%&%ﬁ PAIMEER EHIR)ERE
A3, Rm H LIE A ¥ HwEan 4 iauc.:?ii B2 b o L iEEE
BHEBRR ST AR TELART IR A FFEY
e fasd o

3. BRI £iTR - £ S L 2L program ¢ 5% > EF
P > A RBFIRIEETE S T2 AEAY > A RARE (4o
TREF EFR)ME- BT =27 a b e a 1§

= N
4w o

—_—

() $#R&

bR
&

SAPHAEE I REINL LRI ERE T L v h L

27



echnical and Vocational Higher EdUC
on to Ausiria, Germany and Neth

28



T REREREELEFRER

fha

(=) %3 EEmd
PR 105#6% 21 p T = 3:30-4:30
1. B =«F% %38 55 =iE Dr. Gerhard Blechinger 3 greine i »
d # {7 & Dr. Doris Walter i& {7 ¥ 7+ f§ 4% » 2 HHBEELIFTE § 12
B~ SN2 SRR k2 R AEFHR
2. GIRR R 2 B P W YT F2 92500 4 5w H e
2000 * K po§ e HARTRE 0 ¥ S ARE D o9 320 LR &
1000 & 7 m-diF > e LR FE R P2 B AEFE ¢ R
kA F HM%%'J?&ZL%"Eﬁ]“%“i&%ﬁ%ﬁ% P = g AR
B BEE 2RI AL -2 AT FP iy
R e S 2 34 oz 2B Vi »RP51 F
NEEY o P kg ﬁ»ﬁ] PAZS B WRFoEFE
’r:\zﬁﬂ?’féFFi%?"-,'i’%‘fi HEELER
FAEBRFEG IRt o A M PH AR R LBPHR
<§‘ﬂ:n&%ﬁﬂﬁ‘@éﬁﬁﬂgiﬁﬁﬁﬁé%Mmh

Fachhochschule Salzburg University of Applied
Salzburg University

of Applied Sciences  Sciences (FH Salzburg)

By SN PR

( )gxer.uﬁg' Fi
1 ZRApREF RERELALFEZ I TR PTRE FHM2Z LR
T B T ARG ﬁﬂWéiéﬁmo

T m;’#ﬁ‘l%fraﬁ_%'ﬁ°
3. M2 LY LI L IT A EIRE 2 PR B R PR W% 0 R

i z
FARBGIREFL Rk TRt EFE MBS R RT B

29



t& & Dr. Gerhard Blechinger 3% gt #17%#

30



#4 {7 & Dr. Doris Walter & {7 i 3%




\
) ".fhs Plecame
s .- " T AT G e
%, ¥ ’
iy
«J P 2

Vailkommi

Hne

—

Rt A FoER T EL L3 £5 R EF MoU

32



i

éﬁl s fﬁ; f= ii . gﬁ% p, 2% i g g
~ ?‘t J- — l;;‘ N a2 g
_ IE‘ L E‘ ‘/\ : & a
) i\ ]7D %?‘ MOU

33



R bR SSRGS
B BAPHFoER WER TR 25 EF MoU

34



AT BRERIFHFLLIRL LI ST (RRATEA L

EREF R APLERLEZRER)

Ja"s

\ ‘av

MANAGEMENT CENTER
INNSBRUCK

MCI Management Center Innsbruck

KufsteinTirol (FH Kufstein Tirol BildungsGmbH)

UNIVERSITY OF APPLIED SCIENCES

FH Vorarlberg ’

University of Applied Sciences Voralberg (FH Vorarlberg GmbH)
EEER R A, PHEAE

f : .’f' University of Applied Sciences Kufstein

University of Applied Sciences

(=) %@

SRR 1 105& 6% 22 p = 10:00-12 : 00

AP RAFET R LEEBEERLT T A RAIPLE RS
#$3§Fm&#¥/f KE‘}‘%H%#‘"—E‘ ;'gﬁ]]"‘-"j“T\"/%‘/\ ’/:\’f’,tsg’

t:

%

%]@?Erf \i/n °

2. AP EmE ¥ EFpd 7 & Dr. Thomas Madritsch i 7 i 4
TR 1997 £ 2 0 3 19 F 422 250 £ EF T4 i 1200 L4
- REET o BdRd BB ORF A B ) IRk ¢

EARRDNEFOET R EF FAHEIRE T REY
g TABIFEFERT Z%KiE o RPN 5 BT
{?‘H@%ﬁﬁﬁﬁpfo%taﬁﬁ%isiﬁhmrum
L4 FEETE B SRR A

35

-



3. #EE;‘»;;’K&% R X3 EEmd B =& Dr. Franz Gelger T H
cHRA N PE PR ko GRE K foik g § & AR PRE
LH o ABEALG E 2 BEL LA MBA A2 T G
e Aeqg e > 217G 2000 £ H 4 2 450 LkEF o B Sk E e
BB BRE-BLREHET ROEL 2 L E¥3 58 170 Fo
R A B L 5 f 2 BB E R o 4 it B X i
EXFETRBGgA g 2 ok NP L ETLOCRE G o F
A rREF LB AIAT - F PG A ALEDRE R R S 2 S

N

4, F 2rF &5 % £ F F F(MCI)d &£ Prof. Andreas Altmann i&

GRE A OMCl & kAR ”ifi—'éi’?.ifé%@%* %‘3#5 7
A Lo 23 3000 &2 51000 % ff{ﬁﬁkﬁ’mOO?i
L4853 pENE P LITHY a"fz”ﬁ > 7k 200 Fde 4k e o
Mm%ﬁﬁW%ﬁﬁ@%ﬁaﬂ%aﬁﬁ EF e & S
R L RBABR TR 32 kpF LR - 250
ThpF B2 RB-E e chidEk . MCI @5@&;&:& HF SRR
AP ETREERET ST REEY -

=
\\

(w.

5.MCl 14 ~ 2442 5 244 5% 244 & ¥k MoU 5 2
PERMLEFERRE AL AP EE MoUs B4 ¢ 2 &
EBEFBRAAPL BH- 28 245 EF Mo

A=

EPE T ER

*ﬁ
i
av
e
et
pa
>
g
W
<
o
C
o
=|@

F’&ﬁ {iF» R = T Jf&Fg? ’ IR
R IMEFREL P EAFF A AR T2 & Bithgazies

BE-ZRSPEARLESEE] PR EFEYHEHN ERD B 5P
BANU - T - REL AR EFRAE - AREMZEF MoU



(2) $#R&

AR LEREERE “%‘ﬂ%%f’a Dr. #%
Thomas Madritsch & {7 f§ 4

",

¥
7‘“‘ ‘\'l)g\

MEA g B ER LR RPN
. Dr. Franz Geiger it f

FEF AL EEBEERMC)RE B -22 Pl ENEEFEE R
Prof. Andreas Altmann i& {7 f§ 4 % % MoU

AP LBERERNEAL R EEFESF 2L
I~ % % MoU % % MoU

37



S A REE BRPRAKKT R

(- ) $3+iEfmit
SpERF 1 105# 6% 22 p + = 11:30-12 : 30

Lod BB RTEZZPT o TR Fa%=d & Lk}
T ot ik 28T Fodl Bk Dr.Reinhold Raffler » 5 14 B j#
By A2 2R B E oy LR o d BlBE Dr. Reinhold Raffler < g
ﬁ§’ﬂ&£jfgﬁka&ﬁ§F%WMRBM&Eﬁ%ﬁa
BRI 2 -1 ¥ RKREEPEE B -

2. By IR %4 £ &R > LR EEH] S 4444 B FaA0
i%?%SEﬁﬁsﬂ%ﬁﬁﬁlﬁ%ﬁ%ﬂﬁiﬁiﬁ%ﬁ%
Tod WRBABFY UTRTRIALY > FRE AT B AR
%ﬁ%{@“éﬁ%ﬁr TN %go§4aﬂgﬁgw
FLEL RERENE S B F Y FEr 2B P PR ,j;?g
(AHS) PLs P EIF L > e # B ¥ JEF2 e r Fu?
% (Hauptschule) » #p Bk ﬁ:”ﬁvﬁﬁﬁ%<iiwﬁ45”$ﬂﬁﬁf
WoeoFMt > B JIBF A N ERR T AR ER 0 Th A
e RE BT A kehd e o

3. ?i A 14 ;%&-1%;; , ﬁ;ﬁv 78 4= @ m%ﬁ‘iﬁ%ﬁhggv ELILEE R

BEERNF L >R = AFE - H- 5 F R
dﬁﬁi%ﬁ’ﬂiéz$ﬁwﬂ%¥%%§ﬁ°

&rx

‘-N%AJFH
[EEN
(O)]
w
-S4
m"
4%‘

\ﬁ1
SN
24
—
a
e
=~
i
N
Y
)
Y

5;

]
()
%—\’

NP SLAEY bR R R T L 2-4 & (i
¥ 534G NI FBPHATH2EN 3 ) PR G g

¢
IS
A=
o

= o



(2) PR RKTE o d AT L HT  BFREY KR
Fro B KB ST KA B 2 A ER R AR K
FrE P At - L o fE A KT Y hed B NF
PR A AR ERIFHIRAF L A F (HP WML F Rp

PR E e )o

(3) FHF 1 Joa ke F3A 4 WM RPN DR ITAE - F fgcd
FAMES (¢ ZUEBSFEF ) F TR bk L4

PEFTrlk o A FRLEFRIVRIES F kb o F R
?béﬁﬁ#*Iﬁ—*iéhPm&ﬁ:ﬁw%@ﬁ@

V- fER] L E I F'“P%‘?%*‘;‘MEL‘»‘F”@ SIS
?ﬁﬁﬁu&%w’g BrilipReEdeird -

(4) BXERETHFLT w%%ﬁ’mﬁjﬁﬁmﬁm
e~ « § ﬁ%%%‘qhéoﬂﬁw W E R E 2 3REp e
AP WG CMAEREEFEBLT o B fIP m 3090

WA E F RV o

LI EHIE PEREG D B 2 e LR A S

WE2AF RGN FP 2 gfeg £3 17X 9 kg

s BRIPE FIt A FREE Y § R RAIF Iy S B e g

b T BB pE e - B LM G B BT £

LSRR A B S - B YRR A PR RE (B

PAFFEY IV P AFFFY B ) AP AT B2

—ﬂiw+%ﬁé?%ﬁﬂ’¢~iu1{%£%ﬁ’mAMé%

FiAe 0 7.9 20% & At R AR 0 FECh G 8 e E R Y

AT LA —&U,Z*}s ;Fr;,‘mo

TEFIOEPFRS AL ERB L EY RSt FR
)
F

i‘\

-

Wﬁkﬁ*f“%m$?ﬁﬁ’ﬂ“*%§# 284 gk
32 ENLFESE > TR UARHEL TR PR
%ﬂiﬁi SIAEAER Y L fED ST R kR ES o

39



7-iﬁﬁiﬁfwﬁ?ﬁ£}4ﬁW?Viﬂﬁ@ﬂW%’ﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁW@
FOEE L R EHEREY VA S AR B3 AR T > 2R
P FEf » iﬁmﬁ%§3?$imﬂﬁﬂﬂﬁ B4R By
B RS 6 RAEE RS (BRJIRAELF K
T i ) o

(=) $peFRER

L BE RN EHIFRFDE RS LT #4E R & F
RIPF R E LIRS LRE FF Tic 4 g £ Fl- 7 5B A ¥ 0
A E fe

2. B AFIDFHROE T B F AR TR AR F Ay g £
e PERFIEL AL FBRIDRDE L R R E T S
@ﬁ’éﬁﬁﬁﬁ#wbﬁT?ﬁ%%%ﬁﬁﬁJmﬁ% v B ¥

EIEIES @@%%%ﬁ§?°

40



(2) $#7&

KTYMHBD S 7L RE e A& B2k T bRt Dr. Reinhold
Raffler

41



AMTRE CRARNELER

[
flscher @ Fischer Group of Companies

AUTOMOTIVE SYSTEMS

REER R A, PR E

(=) %@
$3+ P 11054 6 7 23 p = 10:00-12:00
1L £48MEA 248> 1048 &4 = » LEFL A ehiEsN e
P EEM (SME) ¥ #¢ a v E LA E R4 0 %2 P R
tEk Pl RE 20 B i s 0 iz BB 23 33 B R RK T
25’3445”?ﬁ1’3%%ﬁ§7
RELEBATEZLF p &
' Héz Laurenz Wohlfarth i& 7 fazs » £ & £474 %

x“\
N

=

g
d ¥
‘?ﬁﬁ“?Jﬁ%%&wifiﬁu&ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ#%’?ﬁﬁﬂﬁ
gi.féa%iév’téﬂ'ri°
B HZ AT I RMAAR A 2pd 1 L4002 AH N F & CFahA
§RRE BRI RN A SR BT A RS R 2 A
i I i

siv A Ao 1 RERBEERE RSB L AT Ry
ek A8 o AN A R AoBpER 0 T OUE Y N R fRE o
=] =

4 ZAP TR B CREFFAFIRT 0 27 ERVATEA R
AR E AP SR BT RE T - 3 F G TR
4

BAEE R k@ dp XA AT 4 f HF - Laurenz Wohlfarth



(:)$#@@ﬁ$ﬁ
1 A RL ¥403Fcndad AP w1 FLERREE* Frac @l
ﬁ%ﬁié*ﬁﬁﬂ’ﬁiﬂ@%# FREAZE U FRAEE
FE R FERY °$¥ﬁ£%¢7%wpﬁﬁn%;mﬁﬁ
%»ﬁujﬁ},gﬁyﬁﬁﬂﬁi%@&ﬁ%ﬂ TRl

43



DIE

FABRIK

DES JAHRES

S BANERFRRINER

44



1 ITRERRARTEHMGFRT PHAF

Hochschule Karlsruhe _ _ _
Technik und Wirtschaft Karlsruhe University of Applied

! % UNIVERSITY OF APPLIED SCIENCES
Sciences

EEFR IRz EMPHE
(- ) @t
$EFF 1058 6 7 23 p F = 3:00-5:00
1 d ¥ Eardp g 8 FXEREEIF2 H & Dr. Dieter
Hopfel i& 7 & +& i 4 » & d B "% ek Dr. Joachim Lembach 4 ~t
WP oo mfwm £ % 4] >t 1878 & = Grand Duchy of Baden College
of Building » {53+ 1971 #B~# x #F# - p % F 8,600 & ¥
4 210 L% ~390 L EF 2 450 LiEp A B oo
2.EERE ~ Fipi o FERE R B PHAFIEEEF IR
T BERIEAI R TS EFET R AT 51
AP FTARE RO pEPFZ I - BRETHIE
2388 4 doAr ~ 19 fEAT L AT o R B Il PE A E -
BORRORET FHAF, gL ErReE nENALREIT
3N A rTage o
BAFEE P B PHEAERINFELIRECAE A RE S
GRAE L B8 14% > 93 40%afed ARR Y 0 &40 B R RE
12097 x B 5 £ TR E Y 2 EFRGFLML
FIghA? » e dr i AALHE BB B LB E R
4, d ¥R %k A i Prof. Dr.-Ing. Ridiger Haas t B4 4 Af 4-3%

@ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁiéali°

(=) g Faed

L ZREGPHHZ2EFFHE: 2R EIBFATBENRLE =84
URBEARPIPEAEZIETRFHETAE LRI 2B R
ﬁn§+~§$%4§w%§ﬁ@wf%bv§@?18@§w‘\¥:§

45



PP BAER R FFPNFEIT T LT ERERF % &
FYTRIMLA
zwﬁzw£%¥@ﬁ$§%%’i%zﬁﬂ%?g%4ﬁ@iﬁ
RN EAR 2R 7 w2 B ET M~ 2B E iR FARA
ﬂﬁi&’iéﬂ%*§%H¢%;ééﬂwﬁﬁﬁﬁo

(2) @& eF 45

Fﬁ&a‘%l EF N EHB B E N FFTFLI 2 F T
P iR BGE R ¥R > T REALT A FEEY
ﬁﬁiéﬁcﬁ_’fﬁ ! i:—éiff(gfi%%%)é?tt;ﬁ“i, 2R AR B F ik
R 2D ARG F A e flE R TR HESp P 2B

() $3#74&

il | o m‘g" i

46



L L REREFIBLRAE
i._'- g VAGENINGEN M \Vageningen University

EEERIAZELFHRLE
(=) %3 EEmd
FFPFF 1105 F 6% 24 p T = 2:30-4:00
1. 4 3 #F R+ &3 E£ Rector Arthur Mol lwr’gf R R d ZE
F #3477 =& Dr. Silke Hemming /i 5 o 1R 3 $kE B
2. L #F LR 42< 5 (Wageningen University ) 4= DLO Foundation (DLO
& i B +% > Dienst Landbouwkundig Onderzoek - # 3% 45 Agricultural
Reserch Service )g & (T3 2 %> 3 —‘ﬁ = ‘wﬁau;,a Wageningen UR
(University & Research centre) CHRAF T EFT - EEF N32H/
o B LT RE LG R R LRk
EF%”%HJZ—F5'§*’@ kpEP o flpy2FER AR
pEBFgendmyP k- 2P 33 _E~ 2P H13
BB RA R E LT R N LD mwm kg ERAE
,ﬁf¢m354@@ j\gﬁgiﬁﬁ
g R F L RO €Ok
FEERYAAM AL AR I RR AR SR
PE-BREPT S REPHE - iK%1+PnﬁlF”#7 R
B ety o FrleslandCamplna ~ Yakult(® # %) ~ Unilever(¥ & 41
%) ~ Silliker % - WUR » 5% B # B2 £ 2% el
PR R R EFREERBE T P B Sl s o 2
é £

—\

(,rs\

oI ERE S REFY

w
a +\—% e

%‘1 “*-'*3*

R AP R PR KT R R E R
@ % 0 WUR #8585 1 B o B o s fip AL o £ 2

f”"’@fﬂﬁv’f‘ AR AR R (- )] RE DA R e
)

(3o s % TR (2) 1M L gk g i (z)
47



{3 oad s faigns 2 B2 AR (T )% BATEA P ks 1 i
FLitigiadyp WUR S Eag BF R BFRLTRE - -
ﬁ?ﬁpi?%W9%°

2R E S KL E % Drir J.E van den Ende & {7 & ¥
ffz PR Y £ &k d ZRESFFH e 2L Dr Erik
Toussaint & 48 3> B 7 + B f3 2 RTREF A A AR -

(=) g @aesk

2.

IERRAEFET P e S RBET Y LEERR BT
(LEN) ~ % ¢ & R 7= 7 “7(ALTERRA) ~ 4 # B R{e:te RS T 97
(ILRI)~ fis * 424+ 57 3 #r(PPO)~ # 4+ & 4] ¢ < 77 3 #7(CIDC)>
MR £9 < (IAC) » Mt 1 “r(PRI)E & 5% 247§ 47
(RIKILT) - * %3 B A2 FF A7 A B E S 4 £ 8% Fipap
LR SR fruf., Sh ek 4 4 iF 10 A 4B o B R 4 S
B HREEA LY g .
SRCHBRR 6 6500 4 0 H Y 185 A &4t F 4 #9500 4 o A
¢ L B RY 4000 4 o AT 7 476 4000 4 0 fE 44 2000 4 o X 4
ERAZEFG Y AP D2 A PO ES > B L
R s g0 50 REARTL S %Mﬁﬁi?ﬁ .
BRI A Bl Fo R AR F R ERPIrT b 25
BEpirig AR E R AR 2 RELER T 7 Lo Rz ,3;,% -
SRR G oI ERAAE B EROE o R T ot A
AR FEAE LA AP BN SR LM
Mo (FRZEF G P (TR o
EIORRMTER TR A8 L APBuBBY BT T BfEid
B¥AE > b fop PB4 o FIEY K E e ®p fg»,,@p

A FREE TP LR L e
e J]

7’“‘



PR R Tt R AR il AP EgR
A SR AR R EH G5
%? AP R AR SRR AR S A KR
AP~ By Ay A R @A AT < Fiaa
ﬁ#£QWQ%igoBﬁﬁiﬁFf%’éi'ﬁ&%ﬁﬁﬂﬂ\
RyadrpE wrpPgaE
AT IRE RS RE TR %’:,wg;ﬁ Eigy EEC C L R
AL ARy TR R RREFARME L PRl e

(z) $3#R&

LA B s FRE S L
L F L+ E L Rector Arthur 43+ 58 3 #3847 E& Drir

Mol g s = 23 B A 4 2%t JE. van den Ende % % &frr ¥

&5

49



AP AFREEREELE FPHEIHLRIENERE
RATA BBz HHERFEL Drir #4di 2 LUMEN ~ ) 3p R Y

J.E. van den Ende 3 p¥ 4t 3 &

F i L e 2 B e £ Dr. Erik Toussaint % 4F 5 & £ B F # %

B L1+ § UNIFARM R 3 3% 3 e e i % FLH314 3 =4

BEy R

50



Lo T RMARER—FPOFEIER
(=) FBHIEFRBERORFEIIERTS2AF 40

R JIERRESR - R F RS B 5 B F i
ROER G ZEDFIAER > PRI FRIIERS FEgo gt B
PAIE AR ARBRREFA RS pg iR EREEE AT o

,ﬁﬂrﬁﬂ%@ﬁLfﬁélO%ﬁﬂ A B A At v kg -
BB LXEE R A ED ko P RHTE B E T FREC P T
BERRATEEF D AP RFFTF - ER 105953
gﬁ’%ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ%%ﬁié#iﬁp?ﬁpz’%%ﬁﬁﬁﬁ
TRl G TIP3 kA MR 2 R )
%ﬁﬂ“ﬁ$14h7z$@ ] o

(=) FEERFPPPELEFARNEEEY

A2¥

L S PRRE ARG R EE - FRRT T

DIRE S N LA B R REY o Iw_? Z#A,}{f:]_ﬁ TP R

A BA L QERFE VLS KD T HEERF I BUER

v RQ?#@%%%?ﬁ’%U%?EB%%ﬁ41o%ﬁﬁﬁ

—ETE AR BERAELI A I AL RERES > TR AT
RoATREAAE FEFET YL M EAERL LS R

’ 2

3
=
WO

MEART RGN ES PR ERL LG E ] R
WA SRR EFIT F LEN Y L R BT aY G AR
Mok k2 RPFUHH TRBFRNENARET DEFE R L

- R _\
e aE e o

51

-



PR P EER miﬁkniﬁﬂ’%ﬁﬁﬁiﬁﬁgiﬁ
@"%ﬁﬁ"’ﬁ"ﬁ"[’:}i%mﬁﬁik BREgE A kTP
REE SN EIFEREFRERE LN -

(z) BREFAFLOEPEAERA cnblaE

*
T g P EAE AT - AT
o

WA P F3Ewm~ 5 7 bk s RIREARE 215
AARRACRAD B RAZ T 0 B R #%ﬁﬁ%éaméﬁﬁﬁ%
Gk EARR @ 2T AT RE fe 7f zZ-‘? Tl L
EEAREREY P B I8 £ 3 T FRARTF SRS

"

PAFLERGPEFT R DR R0 ’fzwm P RFR
NERKFTFAELIT BEFT R RF TR E S e
M, XL A KRR A A o

2

|

52



3 BEARE A

TR fp e uk ¢ http://www.cna.com.tw/news/ahel/201606240122-1.aspx

ERESRENSHE stUaERSET
SRS - 2016/06/24 10:23 =T EF - 2016/06/24 11:34

-r'I: H
T A
|

af

1 S

1 it an

pik
e}
Ln
(==}
E‘l

3
I


http://www.cna.com.tw/news/ahel/201606240122-1.aspx

*

* *
gtk

European
Commission

Austria - the establishment of
Universities of Applied Sciences

One of twelve case studies
produced as part of the
project on Structural
Reform in Higher Education

(EAC-2014-0474)

April 2016




“ : European
Commission




m European
Commission

Europe Direct is a service to help you find answers
to your questions about the European Union.

Freephone number (*):

00 8006 7 89 10 11

{*} The information given is free, as are most calls {though some operators, phone boxes or hotels may charge
you).

More information on the European Union is available on the Internet (hitp: fleuropa.eu).
Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European Union, 2015

ISBN: 978-92-79-55114-7
doi:  10.2766/79967

@ European Union, 2016

Reproduction is autheorised provided the source is acknowledged.




m European
Commission

Table of contents

I LIt T e T Tt T S e e S T T S R e e 5
Austria - the establishment of Universities of Applied Sciences .......oocovvivvvrcininen. 6
Introduction to the structural reform and its maingoals ...........ocoiiiiiians 6
Context and background to the reformm ..o i e 7
DESIN Process, fOr TG FETOTIIN v osirsimm s b s s S s s s e 8
£l ([ R B M = e = o 9
Implementation of the reform.......coccvviiii e s 9
Monitering, evaluation and feedback.......cc.ciiviiiiiiiniiin o 11
Important changes in context for the reform .........ocooviiiiiic i 12
ACNEVEMBNTS BN BIISEES . onvuwis s i i s e i s G s v 12
T T T i S e S A e R 14
INENVIBWERS v Sl s s b s s s s 16
R B I mmavii  s  a A s ST s s  g 16




n European
Commission

Introduction

This case study is part of the “Structural Higher Education Reform - Design and
Evaluation” project, commissioned by the European Commission (EAC/31/2014).
The main objective of this project - carried out by the Center for Higher Education
Policy Studies (CHEPS), University of Twente, the Netherlands, and the Centre for
Higher Education Governance Ghent (CHEGG), Ghent University, Belgium - is to
investigate policy processes related to the design, implementation, and evaluation
of structural reforms of higher education systems. The focus is on government-
initiated reform processes that were intended to change the higher education
landscape, with the following questions foremost: What kind of goals were
envisaged with the structural reform? How was the structural reform planned and
implemented? What have been the achievements of the structural reforms? How
can these achievements be explained in terms of policy process factors?

Three types of reform were distinguished: reforms designed to increase horizontal
differentiation (developing or strengthening new types of higher education
institutions such as the creation of a professional higher education sector), reforms
designed to increase vertical differentiation (bringing about quality or prestige
differences between higher education institutions, e.g. by creating centres of
excellence) and reforms designed to increase interrelationships between institutions
(supporting cooperation and coordination among institutions, forming alliances or
mergers). In total, structural reforms in twelve different countries (eleven in
Europe, one in Canada) were investigated: Austria, Belgium (Flanders), Canada
(Alberta), Croatia, Denmark, Finland, France, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland,
Spain, United Kingdom (Wales). The twelve case studies - for ease of reference
published as separate documents - all follow the same logic and are presented in a
similar format, with sections relating to the reform and its context, policy goals,
policy design, policy instruments, policy implementation, policy evaluation and goal
achievement.
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Austria — the establishment of Universities of Applied
Sciences
Attila Pausits & Jeroen Huisman*

Introduction to the structural reform and its main goals

‘Fachhochschulen’ (FHS, Universities of Applied Sciences) are one of the pillars of
binary higher education systems in countries such as Germany, Switzerland and
Finland. Their roots date back to the 1960s and 1970s in these countries. In
comparison, Austria was a “late mover”, establishing the FHS sector in 1993. While
Austria paid more attention to the expansion of the non-university upper-secondary
education sector in the 1970s, the sector remained relatively small in comparison
with other OECD countries. The government held a state monopoly on higher
education and the prestigious university sector was dominant. Post-secondary
vocational training was managed in a similar manner to upper secondary schools,
and was not recognised as part of the higher education sector.

The beginning of the 1990s was marked by two major policy reforms (Pechar 2001,
p. 49). One was part of the broader New Public Management reform of the public
sector, which sought to reform university management and increase institutional
autonomy. The second policy reform introduced non-university higher education in
the form of FHS.

As the policy reforms started twenty years ago, this case study focuses on the first
implementation and highlights only the most significant improvements and changes
vis-a-vis the original policy. After a standstill (1970-1990), a new FHS policy reform
was developed within three years (1990-1993). The period from 1993 to 2003 can
be seen as the major implementation epoch of the sector. While from 2003
onwards an extension took place with a focus on lifelong learning and the
“academisation” of professions (e.g. the health sector in 2006), this discussion is
rather dominated by the mission and role of FHS in research and PhD education, as
well as the enlargements of the sector through new study programmes. Although
the policy on the FHS sector has been continuously amended over the past twenty
years, the process is still continuing. However, the implementation has lacked
proper evaluation mechanisms along the way.

Due to the fact that universities, as in other countries, had been struggling with
increasing numbers of students, low completion rates and lengthy periods of
student study time, the government of Austria passed the University of Applied
Sciences Studies Act (FHStG,) in 1993 (Pechar, 2001, p. 48). A further operational
goal of the structural reform was to gain recognition of upper-secondary school
(BHS) diplomas within the EEC, and to implement the government agreement of
1990 regarding higher education management and university autonomy. These are
the three operational goals of the policy reform in Austria,

Based on the interviews and the literature review, there were three major
overarching strategic goals of the policy reform, which were clearly formulated at
the beginning of the policy process as explicit goals (Wadsack, 2004, p. 38;

1 This summary was drafted by Jeroen Huisman, Centre for Higher Education Governance Ghent, Ghent University,
on the basis of the (longer) case study report wrillen by dr. Attila Pausits, Danube University Krems, Austiia.
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Lassnigg, 2005, p. 39f; Hackl 2009, p. 17f). These were: (a) the diversification and
expansion of the supply of vocational education; (b) the development of
programmes based on the needs of the economy; and (c) improvement of the
permeability of the educational system, and flexibility of graduates regarding
various occupations.

These explicit goals, often used to underline the need for FHS and their core
function and roots in Austria, have further led to implicit goals of the policy reform
(BMWFW, 2015; Briinner, 2013), which are: (i) to enhance capacity and relieve
universities; (ii) to improve (continuing) education through diversification; (iii) to
reduce regional disparity through the establishment of FHS in rural regions; (iv) to
deregulate and decentralise the system; and (v) to create a more efficient higher
education system (with higher completion rates and lower times to degree).

Context and background to the reform

The origins of the new FHS go back to the criticism of the university system from
three perspectives (Hackl, 2004, p. 40): (a) the lack of flexibility and the discipline-
oriented focus of university study programmes, as well as universities complaining
about a lack of autonomy and drawn-out procedures; (b) the relationship between
the state and universities, and the critique of the university as an organisation, with
the FHS as a new organisational form of private-public-partnership; and (c) the
state university funding scheme and budget regulations and their limited efficiency.
Furthermore, the upper-secondary school sector sought to gain (European)
recognition of BHS qualifications at the time when Austria was becoming an EU
member country. In 1989, the Council Directive 89/48/EEC of the European
Economic Community (EEC) aimed to extend the system of mutual recognition to
those professions for which the required level of training is below higher education
within the member states. Directive 89/48/EEC made clear that the Austrian BHS
diploma did not equate to a higher education diploma. To become a member of the
EEC, Austria had to respond to 89/48/EEC and to increase and diversify higher
education in the country.

The assumption in Europe that economic growth could be reached by investment in
education and research through the “mobilisation” of talent resources and the
simultaneous social promise of equality of opportunities for society led to two
different approaches. First, to upgrade BHS awarding institutions as organisational
units of the federation, and second, to establish new organisations as non-
university institutions from scratch.

The good reputation of BHS and the relatively small investment required to upgrade
them (as the institutions were well established) were key reasons to opt for this
solution. Based on the drawn-out series of stages (statutory provision, regulations,
decrees, federal budget agreements), and the involvement of different stakeholder
groups and their interests, such an implementation process was likely to take a
rather long time and be complicated.

Supporters of the other approach, namely the establishment of new institutions
from scratch, claimed it would be quicker and less biased by the history of BHS and
strong stakeholders, while there would also be more freedom in terms of
institutional implementation.
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Design process for the reform

Based on the new government’s working programme in 1990, the participating
political parties (conservative and social democrats) played major roles in
identifying the need for change and also providing direction for further
developments. Two ministries played important roles, the Ministry of Education
(BMUK), responsible for BHS, and the Ministry of Science (BMWF), the
governmental entity responsible for higher education institutions. The two
ministries took different approaches to the design of the structural reform (Pechar,
2004, p. 55f), while both claimed to have a leading position in the structural
reform’s design process.

The expert group at BMUK, responsible for vocational schools, immediately started
with development work for new curricula to upgrade the BHS. As curriculum
development was the core competence of the ministry, the group embarked on the
design process of the new policy process from this starting point. Another reason
for this quick move was to gain competitive advantage by being the first movers
over BMWF. With immediate action, they could be ahead of BMWF and avoid further
discussions throughout the implementation and thus be ready to start sooner.

Meanwhile, BMWF took a different pathway and worked more at the conceptual
level. BMWF tried to put the policy reform into a broader context by reviewing the
current state of policy, identifying major challenges the sector faced. Being
responsible for universities, BMWF also worked on a new higher education act,
which would address institutional autonomy and quality assurance (U0G1993). In
fact, two different time schedules appeared during the design phase of the policy:
task-based activism versus experienced-based conceptualism at the two different
ministries led to the development of two different solutions.

To overcome the conflict, BMWF proposed that the OECD review Austrian higher
education. The OECD report both broadened the discussion about the new policy
and brought an outside perspective to the national discussion. The decision to bring
in the OECD was the likely reason behind BMWF taking over the policy design
process as the responsible ministry. Although the policy review only appeared in
1995 (after the FHStG was accepted), it was still a subject of significant debate,
also involving external experts.

In the following stage, a new draft of the legislation was prepared by BMWF. This
draft and the reform it laid down were intensely discussed by different stakeholder
groups and through the media. Employer and employee organisations, such as the
Chamber of Labour and the Chamber of Industry/Commerce, the Rectors’
Conference and BHS, responded to the draft, both supporting and challenging the
policy. Based on the interviews and the reviewed literature (e.g. Jungwirth, 2014;
Schelling, 2014), the policy gained key support from the highest political ranks. Key
individuals from these ranks were the architects of the policy that was eventually
implemented,

The political willingness for change, international pressure via the OECD and EEC,
and strategic moves such as requesting the OECD review, shifted stakeholder
opinion on the policy reform from being rather divergent to rather convergent. A
number of stakeholders did not participate from the very beginning of the design
process, which was described as “silent scepticism” (Pechar, 2004, p. 53). At a later
stage, they were invited by BMWF to join the process and had the chance to take a
formal position. The process can be described as consensus-oriented, well-defined
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and broadly reflected upon. The involvement of key stakeholders, the distribution of
responsibilities and tasks, the milestones, strategic moves and decisions
strengthened the legitimacy of the desired output. The success of the policy design
process was aided by the lack of a strategic alliance between the opponents of the
proposed solution.

The first stage (after no policy reforms for almost 20 years in higher education in
Austria) was rather chaotic and dominated by strategic actor manoeuvres.
However, the model behind the FHS policy reform is remarkable, especially as the
involvement of an external view (OECD) influenced the process enormously.
Because the goals were clearly formulated, the alternatives were identified and
internally and externally assessed, and targets were defined and implicitly
discussed and measured (number of programmes, number of study places), we can
argue that the reform has shifted from a quasi-garbage model (upgrading the BHS)
to a quasi-rational reform taking place over a relatively short period of time (three
years). However, the public-private partnership as a framework and vehicle of the
implementation was rather a “greenfield” for policy makers and therefore the
identified targets and measures based on the designed public-private partnerships
were rather doubtful.

Policy instruments used

The policy design process utilised a number of policy instruments, which can be
identified as information tools. Focus and expert groups, advice (OECD),
workshops, trainings and reports supported the dissemination of information and
the broader involvement of interested bodies. Regulation based on the FHStG and
the later certification and accreditation of study programmes were also used by the
authorities.

Funding was the most controversial element of the policy discussion. The funding
mechanisms and the conceptual details of the public-private partnerships were not
defined in detail. However, the policy reforms introduced the basic normative
funding scheme for study programmes (the federal government bears 90 per cent
of the personnel and operational costs per study place). As state funding was not
sufficient, additional income was needed to sustain the public-private partnership
and FHS. The new normative funding model can therefore be seen as a (new) policy
instrument to support but not to safeguard the success of the process.

Implementation of the reform

First, all the parties of the new government (with their working programme) played
a vital role. Furthermore, the two ministries, BMUK and BMWF, were involved in the
processes. The parliament’s involvement was in relation to the new legislation and
the formal approval of the new FHStG. Different stakeholders, as mentioned above,
participated in workshops and formulated their views vis-a-vis the ministry and
political parties. The OECD took on an advisory role with its report and suggestions
regarding the new policy and its implementation.

The most innovative part of the new FHS sector was its quality assurance and
normative funding scheme. An independent council (‘*Fachhochschulrat’, FHR) was
founded to ensure the quality of the study programmes and the sector. Its role was
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to review and assess the scientific and pedagogical-didactic quality of the study
programmes and to approve them by decree. Soon after, in 1996, the newly
established FHS institutions and programmes created an FHS network: The
Association of Austrian Universities of Applied Sciences (*Fachhochschulkonferenz’,
FHK). Its role is to provide support to FHS in achieving common educational goals
and represent the interests of the institutions.

Furthermore, the institutions providing the study programmes were key actors in
the implementation process. The FHStG focused mainly on study programmes
rather than on the institutions providing them. This led to a variety of institutional
types, legal statuses and funding structures. Most of the institutions are private
institutions or voluntary organisations. Only one - Theresianische Militarakademie -
falls under the Ministry of Defence and therefore belongs to the federal
government. The other providers are predominantly owned by regional bodies,
municipalities and other public bodies such as Chambers of Commerce. Private
companies also own shares of a few institutions. The providers are responsible for
the provision of resources, contracts, personnel (administrative and teaching staff)
and the budget. The ownership constructs of the new institutions also meant that
funding came from sources other than the state (federal) budget, such as
municipalities. The FHStG sets minimum requirements for the providers including a
"Fachhochschulkollegium™ to oversee the study programmes (in terms of
curriculum development and quality assurance), which is similar to a university
senate in other systems. Described in the FHStG, the ‘Fachhochschulkollegium’ was
therefore an intra-institutional actor in the implementation of study programmes
and the policy at an institutional level.

An interesting element of the policy implementation is that not all providers applied

for or used the name *‘Fachhochschule’. Only 13 providers included the word in their

names. The term *Fachhochschule” does not in itself imply any basic change; it only
refers to a specific provider which has reached a certain level as a provider of
degree programmes, including:

« A minimum of two degree programmes by the applicant institutions must be
recognised as FHS Bachelor degree programmes with a subsequent FHS Master
degree programme, or as FHS diploma programmes,

= A plan for the expansion of the institutions in question which plausibly
establishes that a minimum level of 1,000 study places will be available within
five years; and

« FEvidence of an organisation that guarantees that teaching and conducting
examinations is carried out autonomously, especially the existence of a
*Fachhochschulkollegium’,

The government introduced Development and Funding Plans, which had a five-year
planning perspective. These policy documents included long-term government
funding commitments and future prospects for the sector. However, the focus of
these plans was on study programmes, more precisely on the products or services
of FHS.

The first Development and Funding Plan in 1994 covered the first five years of the
reform. It included the type of study programmes, total number of study places to
be financed by the government and also provided the targeted student numbers for
FHS for five years. With this information, the government explicitly set targets
regarding the speed and scale (programmes and places but not number of
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providers) of the implementation process. The development plan also included a set
of criteria, which was to be used to select study programmes for future state
funding. The key criteria were:

¢ Demand of the Austrian economy for such a study programme and qualification;
¢ Regionally balanced offers of higher education

¢« Improvement of admission for new target groups.

With this policy instrument, which included quantitative and qualitative aspects
regarding study programmes, BMWF delivered five-year implementation plans for
the whole sector, with the first two Development and Funding Plans as the key
milestones.

Not only based on funding considerations, the government decided on a medium-
tempo implementation. The main assumption to explain such a pace was that
overly fast implementation could not be monitored in a proper way within a newly
established sector. As such, the necessary adaptation would be difficult to realise.

In order to be awarded the designation “University of Applied Sciences”, institutions
providing FHS degree programmes need to submit an application. In the beginning,
the parliament was responsible for awarding institutions with this designation.
Later, it was the FHR, and nowadays the Board of the Agency for Quality Assurance
and Accreditation (AQ) Austria. Requirements relate to recognition of degree
programmes, plans for (feasible) expansion, and evidence that guarantees teaching
and examination is carried out autonomously.

The implementation of the FHS reforms was both top-down and bottom-up. The
provision and establishment of institutions - locations, development of profiles,
study programme portfolio and funding schemes - was a bottom-up process. The
governmental Development and Funding Plan was a top-down process, providing
general directions regarding study programmes, funding and the number of study
places in the field. FHR, to a certain extent, balanced the two implementation
pathways, bottom-up and top-down, throughout its quality assurance role.

A missing element, until the last development plan in 2015, was the continuous
monitoring and evaluation of the previous development plan. However, the overall
target figures regarding the number of study places would always be reached.
Every five years a new development plan produced further conditions, as well as
the introduction of new programmes and an additional number of new study places.

Since FHS programmes began, the FHStG has been adapted several times. Eleven
amendments have been made to the law, but only few have had a significant
impact on the FHS sector.

Monitoring, evaluation and feedback

Policy evaluation was limited to the fulfilment of the development plans. This
changed in 2015 when, after twenty years, the government evaluated the previous
Development and Funding Plan. The lack of prior evaluation can perhaps be
attributed to the fact that the policy sought further deregulation of what was an
overregulated sector in the 1980s. However, it is more likely that the weak
evaluation and feedback process was due to a strong focus on individual
programmes and institutions. A systemic review of the policy at regional level or
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comparisons with other sectors as well as at subject level, for example, was not
part of a broader systematic evaluation process.

Rather, the criteria for implementation were fragmented. The evaluation of the
educational policy goals, as mentioned at the beginning of the case study, was not
explicit. Specifically, evaluation indicators were mainly quantitative, such as the
number of study programmes, number of students, and amount of funding. The
Development and Funding Plans (especially the first two) did, however, cover other
qualitative criteria related to subjects and study programmes. The ministry also
developed a score table, which was used to judge the eligibility of programmes for
funding.

The evaluation of quality at the level of the study programme was the responsibility
of the FHR. As an independent neutral unit, its role was to evaluate and accredit
study programmes and thus ensure a sufficient standard of education in the new
sector. The FHK, as the association of FHS institutions and programmes, also had a
role as the voice of the sector. These three entities played the most important roles
in the evaluation and feedback process.

In contrast to the general lack of evaluation mechanisms, at the preparatory stage
of the third Development and Funding Plan the ministry asked an expert group to
review the implementation of the FHS sector (Lassnigg, 2005), which was to be
used to prepare the third funding and development plan in 2003. The review
underlined the weakness of the policy evaluation, indicating that the funding and
development plans were fragmented and had a strong focus at the programme
level. Possibly because the identified targets (study programmes, number of
students) were reached, there may not have been any urgency to review the
overall goals as long as the targets were achieved. However, the report did not
have a significant impact on the further improvement of the sector or on the
forthcoming Development and Funding Plan.

Important changes in context for the reform

In the preceding sections the role of EEC regulation and concerns about inflexibility
and lack of autonomy in the university sector have been highlighted.

Subsequent developments have affected growth and change in the FHS and the
university sector, most notably the developments regarding New Public
Management, the Bologna reform (including accreditation, with the launch of AQ
Austria, in 2012), continuing education, and teacher education (Teacher Education
Act, 2005).

Achievements and effects

The first programmes at FHS started in 1994. Two decades later, in 2013, the
number of students at 21 FHS in the sector had increased from 695 to 43,592, the
number of programmes from 10 to 399, and the number of first year students from
114 to 12,322 (BMWFW, 2015, p. 4). Although these figures show significant
growth in the sector, the FHS sector remains rather small in terms of student
numbers, especially in comparison to the university sector in Austria (273,280
students, BMWFW 2015, p. 28), or to the non-university sectors in other countries,
such as Germany and Switzerland.
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The FHStG acted as a positive driving force for decentralisation and deregulation.
The legal act was an effective policy tool that provided a profound framework for
the “greenfield” implementation of FHS. As a side effect, the regional governments
used the window of opportunity to increase their influence on higher education as
the federal government sought to relinquish its monopoly. It was a win-win
situation for the state and the regions, which were able to align their strategic
goals. The timely decision to reform ownership therefore played an important role
in reaching the policy goals. Boundary issues, such as the recognition of degrees,
also helped drive the implementation of the new policy.

The higher education landscape has changed as a result of the operational goals of
the reform policy that were achieved. The FHS reform in Austria is a success story,
which was confirmed in interviews as well as in the literature.

The overall strategic goals were clearly formulated and monitored at the
programme level. However, the monitoring of policy goals from a holistic or general
system-level perspective did not take place in a systematic and continuous way.
This might be due to the decentralisation of the sector. The Development and
Funding Plans provided by the ministry did not connect the dots, as the core
content pertained primarily to study programmes.

The FHS sector, through the introduction of new study programmes, established
practice-oriented vocational education at the higher education level and led to a
diversified supply of higher education. This also contributed to the expansion of
higher education, although the FHS sector has remained rather small. The need for
further expansion of the sector has been addressed recently (e.g. Austrian Science
Board, new Funding and Development Plan 2016-2018).

There is a greater market orientation that took place at the programme level via
market and needs analyses, which required programmes to be accredited.
However, market and needs analyses with clear figures for the entire system are
missing. Therefore, this strategic goal has been achieved at the programme level,
but further work is needed in order to follow its implementation at the system and
state level.

The permeability of the educational system and the flexibility of graduates has been
promoted and supported by the FHS sector. Students from educationally
disadvantaged families are better represented at FHS than at universities (although
mainly male students). FHS also offer non-traditional students ways to access
higher education. As a side effect, the mode of delivery of study programmes,
including part-time, has also contributed to the flexibility of the system and to the
improvement of the student-centred approach.

The FHS sector has enhanced the capacity of the higher education system and
relieved universities by allowing more students into targeted study fields. However,
because the sector still remains small compared to the university sector in Austria,
there is a general consensus (Osterreichischer Wissenschaftsrat, 2009; Lassnigg,
2005) that a further shift from universities to FHS is needed. Indeed, some of the
existing university programmes might be a better fit at FHS. Instead of parallel
structures and programmes, further stratification is required. Positioning,
cooperation and competition are and will be fundamental to fulfilling this policy goal
of the FHS and to diversifying higher education in Austria.
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At the beginning of the implementation, not much attention was paid to lifelong
learning and professional development programmes. Later, with the FHStG
amendments of 2003, lifelong learning became an important goal of the policy.
Since then, FHS have increased their contribution to continuing education.

The goal to “reduce regional disparity by establishing FHS in rural regions to
‘spread out’ higher education over the country” has partly been achieved. Still, the
picture remains diverse across the different regions. The newest tension arises from
a desire to establish FHS not in rural regions but in cities with one or more
universities. The reason for this relates to the market orientation of the sector and
especially the preference of students to study in cities. While regional disparity has
been reduced, it seems that the goal of market orientation supersedes reducing
regional disparity and a major proportion of FHS student population is located in
(big) cities.

Data also shows that, in contrast to universities, FHS are highly efficient, with
regular completion times and high completion rates, and thus have made a
significant contribution to the overall performance of the system.

FHS also facilitated the “academisation” of the professions. In 2006, in line with
international trends, the government passed the Health Care and Nursing Act
(GuKG), the Midwifery Act (HebG) and the Clinical Technical Services Act (MTD),
which allowed non-medical healthcare professionals to be trained at FHS. Many
regional governments have exploited this new possibility, replacing the medical-
technical academies and midwifery colleges with BA study programmes at FHS.
Some of the regional governments have even established new FHS to serve the
expansion of higher education into these disciplines, whilst others have integrated
these new programmes into the exiting organisations. Funding, in the case of
medical-technical and midwifery colleges, remains in the hands of local
governments.

As one of the goals was “to promote the permeability of the educational system and
the flexibility of graduates regarding various occupations”, issues of equity also
came to the fore, On the other hand, the establishment of the FHR as an
independent, non-governmental entity responsible for quality assurance and
accreditation for the sector gained political legitimacy and recognition by the FHS
sector. Policy makers had to accept the outcomes and judgements of an entity that
was not bound by governmental instructions. The FHR contributed to the
acceptability of the reform and its implementation. How AQ Austria will take over
these responsibilities and find its position in the sector remains an open question,
as does the role and position of FHS in PhD education.

Summary

The reform related to horizontal differentiation: the introduction of a
‘Fachhochschulen’ sector (FHS) alongside the existing university sector. The three
strategic goals were diversification and expansion of vocational education, the
development of programmes geared towards the needs of the labour market, and
the promotion of permeability of the educational system and flexibility of graduate
career paths. The operational goals were to introduce a new act (FHStG, University
of Applied Sciences Studies Act) to requlate the new sector, to gain recognition of
upper-secondary school (BHS) diplomas within the EEC, and to implement the
government agreement of 1990. Key actors in the policy design phase were the two

14




n European
Commission

relevant ministries, but also various stakeholders including employer organisations
were involved in a rather open consensus-oriented process, in that options and
outcomes were open for discussion. The key policy instruments were information
(in the design phase), regulation (new higher education act, five-year governmental
development plans) and funding. The implementation of the sector led to (mainly)
public-private partnerships initiated top-down and implemented bottom-up through
study programmes and local and regional *Fachhochschulen’ initiatives.

Policy evaluation took place, but not in a consistent way. For instance, the
development plans were mainly focused on quantitative information. That said, the
accreditation organisation(s) played an important role in assessing the quality of
the FH programmes. As a result of the reform process, the landscape of Austrian
higher education has definitely changed. The reform started at the beginning of the
1990s and although after twenty years the FH sector is still relatively small, there
are now 21 ‘Fachhochschulen” with around 43,500 students enrolled and about 400
programmes on offer. The strategic and operational goals have been achieved and
as a consequence the reform can be considered an overall success.
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Interviewees

Mag. Friederich Faulhammer, Rector of the Danube University Krems, former
Secretary General Austrian Federal Ministry for Science and Research.

Mag. Kurt Koleznik, Secretary General Fachhochschulkonferenz (Association of
University of Applied Sciences).

Prof.(FH) Mag. Eva Werner, hon.prof. Rector IMC Fachhochschule Krems.

Dr. Helmut Holzinger, Managing Director Fachhochschule des bfi Wien (University of
Applied Sciences bfi ~ Vienna) and President Secretary  General
Fachhochschulkonferenz (Association of University of Applied Sciences).

Mag. Dr. Wilhelm Brandstatter MBA Head of Department IV/11 responsible for
university of applied sciences at the federal ministry of Science, Research and
Economy.

Regina Aichinger, Head of higher education research and development FH
Oberdsterreich (University of Applied Sciences Upper Austria).
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