






Date: December 21, 2012   

1st Meeting of the Mobility and Internationalisation Working Group
Berlin, 6-7 December 2012
Venue: Bundesministerium für Bildung und Forschung, Hannoversche Straße 28‐29, Gartenhaus, 10115 Berlin

Draft minutes

Participants

Co-Chair: Austria					Gottfried Bacher
Co-Chair: Germany					Peter Greisler
Co-Chair: Spain					Luis Delgado
Support to the Co-Chairs				Kathleen Ordnung
Support to the Co-Chairs				Anna Fleischmann
BFUG Secretariat					Gayane Harutyunyan
BFUG Secretariat					Hayk Sargsyan
Armenia						Lusine Madoyan
Belgium / Flemish Community			Magalie Soenen
Belgium / French Community			Kevin Guillaume
Cyprus							Christos Pouyioukkas
Denmark						Line Verbik Byriel
France							Hélène Lagier
Germany						Birgit Galler
Lithuania						Jolita Butkiene
The Netherlands					Robin van IJperen
Poland							Anna Majda
Slovenia						Alenka Flander
UK							Matthew Brown
BUSINESS EUROPE					Irene Seling
Council of Europe					Jean-Philippe Restoueix
EI							María Luisa Sánchez Simón
ENQA							Maria Kelo
EQAR							Eric Froment
ESU (Germany)					Tinja Zerzer
EUA							Elizabeth Colucci
European Commission				Maria-Kristín Gylfadóttir
European Commission				Ragnhild Berg
Consultative Member					Siegbert Wuttig
Consultative Member	 (ACA)				Irina Ferencz

Apologies were received from: Patricia Pol (France), Marzia Foroni (Italy), Ludmila Pavlov (Moldova) and Gerry O’Sullivan (Ireland).

Introduction and adoption of the agenda

The Co-Chair, Peter Greisler (Germany) welcomed the participants and informed that, as agreed at the Nicosia BFUG meeting, the Mobility and Internationalisation Working Group (WG) will be co-chaired by Germany, Spain, Austria and Romania. Yet there has not been any information received from the Romanian side since the Nicosia BFUG meeting, thus only three Co-Chairs were present at the first meeting of the WG. The Austrian Co-Chair will inform the Board accordingly at its next meeting in January 2013. 

Additionally, he informed that during the Co-Chairs pre-meeting they agreed on the way of sharing the general responsibilities as well as that the Austrian Co-chair, Gottfried Bacher would represent the Mobility and Internationalisation WG at the Board meeting in Zagreb, 14-15 January, 2013.

The agenda was adopted with one change: “Mobility benchmark – update on progress to date on Eurostat data administrative collection” presentation by EC was included in the agenda of the second day of the meeting. 

The adoption of the agenda was followed by the Tour de Table introduction of all members of the WG. 

Before the discussions on the WG’s draft Work plan 2012-2015 (WP) started the representative of the Council of Europe (CoE) noted that the work of the WG would benefit from the involvement of the non-EU members that, unfortunately were not present at the meeting (Kazakhstan, Moldova and Turkey). Sharing the concern of the CoE the Co-Chair underlined that the countries in question were informed but for various logistical reasons were not able to join the meeting. 

Discussion of an agreement on the draft Work Plan

The German Co-chair reminded that the Work Plan included all the topics to be considered in the next meetings of the WG and suggested to discuss them one by one. Also the members were informed that the responsibilities for the Work plan topics are divided between the three Co-Chairing countries while all members are supposed to contribute actively to the work of the WG, i.e. the different topics each Co-Chair is responsible for. Mainly, Germany will be responsible for the following topics:

· To propose to the BFUG guidelines on staff mobility, including a definition of “staff” and an analysis of current barriers to staff mobility, as well as a set of potential measures to overcome them;
· To examine options of assessing and improving the international attractiveness of the EHEA inter alia by examining whether a target on mobility into the EHEA  is feasible and to be recommended;
· To explore whether a common approach on the portability of grants and loans in the EHEA is feasible and to be recommended.

Austria will be responsible for the topics on:

· Liaison with the reporting working group.
· Increasing the quality of mobility;
· Balanced/imbalanced mobility flows;
· Promoting mobility of underrepresented groups.

Spain will be responsible for:

· Proposing to the BFUG guidelines for further internationalisation developments in the EHEA, including continuation of the cooperation with 3rd countries in the framework of the Bologna Policy Forum;
· Exploring options of improving the information on study and admission systems  of EHEA countries.

The deliberations of the WP revealed the need to address the following important topics:

· The global dimension is not very well elaborated in the draft WP and it was suggested to the members of the WG to present their proposals how to further the issue.
· The role of ‘staff’ which is not yet enough investigated when it comes to the Mobility Strategy and there is a need for clear definition of staff mobility.
· Lack of data on staff mobility was underlined. Additionally, was mentioned that presently, Eurydice is updating data on staff mobility.
· Missing concentration on specific tasks and their concrete outcomes.
· The need to understand which priorities need to be reflected in the WP: it was stressed that staff mobility is not a high priority in the Bucharest Communiqué while issues such as joint programmes, doctoral mobility and quality of mobility are in the focus of ministerial document. 
· The need to link the works of the WGs on Implementation and Mobility and Internationalisation with regards to data on staff mobility as well as input related to the questionnaire. It was agreed that a group of the WG’s members (Denmark, France, Slovenia and EC) draft a questionnaire on mobility and internationalisation and address it to the WG on Bologna Process Implementation.
· To discuss measures of involvement of underrepresented groups in mobility, to stimulate these groups to be more mobile (link to quality of mobility). 
· [bookmark: _GoBack]EC suggested that the working group creates an inventory, which will include information on the all research initiatives, projects and studies that were carried out by the member countries and organisations of the WG. 
· There are other players (e.g. International Association of Universities (IAU), European Training Foundation (ETF) doing different projects in other parts of the world in the context of internationalisation and there is a need to share their studies and mappings. 
· Generate specific cases on quality mobility and how those cases are defined and implemented on institutional level. EUA, DAAD, CoE and EC representatives volunteered to follow this initiative.
· The topic of imbalanced mobility needs to be linked to quality mobility and common challenges for countries have to be investigated concerning this issue.
· Nationally, countries have information on incoming mobility, but this issue is more complicated on the EHEA level. It is also important to propose a target  for incoming mobility . 
· EUA volunteered to contribute to stocktaking of regional cooperation initiatives in terms of internationalisation and global dialogue. The EC and DAAD also volunteered to participate in this initiative.
· It was stressed the need to have innovative ideas for enhancing internationalization of HEIs and regarding international cooperation mechanisms, which can foster ministerial dialogue.

The group debates led to the final version of the Work plan as inserted below. 




Discussion on the agreement on the Terms of Reference

It was decided that the second bullet of the ToR’s purpose and/or outcome section, saying “To support countries in their national implementation efforts regarding the mobility strategy” should become a part of the questionnaire. 

While discussing the specific tasks of the Terms of Reference (ToR) for the WG it was emphasized that feasibility of the task “develop a policy proposal for a specific European accreditation approach for joint programmes, which should be applied to all those joint programmes that are subject to compulsory programme accreditation at national level” will be decided depending on the outcome of a seminar proposed by ENQA or a thematic session on quality assurance prepared by the Netherlands, ENQA and EQAR that possibly can be organised linked to the BFUG meeting in Vilnius 7-8 November, 2013. It was also noted that this is an issue of importance to both the Mobility and Internationalisation WG and the Structural WG. It was proposed that while the Mobility WG would deal with the topic strategically in terms of internationalisation, it would be more appropriate for the Structural WG to deal with the technicalities of a joint accreditation approach.

The discussions on the draft Terms of Reference led to the version of the ToR as inserted below.




Audit “Internationalisation of Universities” – presentation by the German Rectors’ Conference (HRK) and discussions

Dr. Rolf Peter thanked the WG for the invitation and made a presentation on the Audit “Internationalisation of Universities”. Mainly, the presentation touched such important topic, as evaluating the internationalisation status of a university and told that the audit offers an independent and systematic, tailor-made advisory process, considering all the stakeholders, structures, and processes related to internationalisation. Since the beginning of the project (09/2009) more than 120 higher education institutions applied to participate in the audit project financed by the Federal Ministry of Education and Research of Germany and 30 were audited by now. For more information on the presentation please follow the link:




The presentation was followed by an intensive discussion during which were made the following important points:  
· In perspective of the WG interests the most controversial point was related to the sets of indicators that are being used for the audit “internationalisation of universities”. In reflection to this Dr. Peter mentioned that several projects and initiatives were organized in advance in order to define sets of indicators to measure the internationalisation of the universities. He also noted that the indicators are not the main instruments for research and that it is important to combine these indicators with qualitative review in order to come up with the results.
· Another concern raised by the WG members was the cost of these audits and whether it is feasible for universities to pay that much from their own resources, as Dr. Rolf Peter underlined that the Government paid 45.000 euro for one audit and the re-audit cost was 18.000 euro, but in near future the project is planning to carry audits on HEIs own finances. 



17.30 - End of meeting



Second day of the meeting – 7 December, 2012

On the second day of the meeting the Austrian Co-Chair Gottfried Bacher took over the moderation of the WG meeting. He thanked the members for the great work that was done yesterday and also thanked the German hosts for the wonderful dinner served in the evening. He outlined that there are three presentations on the agenda of the second day of the meeting.

“Steeplechase Project – Plans for and obstacles to temporary enrolment abroad in an international comparison” – presentation and discussions

 Presentation by Mr. Nicolai Netz   mainly stressed the results of a EUROSTUDENT - related investigation of the plans for and obstacles to temporary enrollment abroad in Austria, Switzerland, Germany, The Netherlands and Poland. “Lack of aspiration to go abroad” and such deterrents as “separation from partner, children, and friends” were mentioned as the first obstacles in the hierarchy of obstacles. For more information on the presentation please follow the link:




The Co-Chair thanked Mr. Nicolai Netz for the presentation and underlined that the findings of these studies are relevant for the work of the WG and can be used as basis for similar investigations in individual Bologna countries. The Co-Chair opened then the floor for the discussion. 

In particular, it was noted that mobility doesn’t always depend on funds, though students with high income are more mobile. Also, it was pointed out that it is important to offer to students shorter and earlier stays abroad. 

Following the discussions of the presentation some main conclusions were made by the WG members:

· Eurostudent data is very valuable, but not used enough;
· In order to raise the popularity of mobility there is a need to reach less mobile individuals;
· The role of teachers is very important in promoting mobility and there is a need to internationalise teacher training in order to prepare them and their pupils/students for the international environment. 

Mobility benchmark – update on progress to date on Eurostat data administrative collection – presentation and discussion

The presentation was made by Mrs. Maria Kristin Gylfadottir representing the European Commission. The presentation stressed the recent developments concerning the mobility benchmark (20% benchmark). Mainly, an agreement was reached on the provision of higher education mobility data at Eurostat working group level (ETS) on 8 November, 2012. Moreover, proposals for future data collection at WG level were presented. For more information on the presentation please follow the link:





Balanced Mobility: Dutch Study “The economic effects of internationalisation in higher education” – presentation and discussion 

The last presentation for the WG members was done by Mr. Robin van Ijperen on a Dutch study on the economic effects of internationalisation in higher education, showing that above a certain stay rate of foreign students (2.5%) the money accrued from taxes and other revenues is higher than the cost of providing a university education to international students. The study does not include the qualitative advantages of benefits like enhanced intercultural and linguistic competences, which are difficult to quantify. For more information on the presentation please follow the link:




Following this report it was recommended by the German Co-Chair to put this presentation in the inventory. He also stressed a disappointment that in most cases, only the economic side of education matters were highlighted political as opposed to cultural and social benefits. The discussions led to some important points such as:

· There is a need to prove soft benefits of internationalisation and that the institutions should be involved in this discussions;
· Balanced and imbalanced mobility should be tackled from the point of view of openness of the educational system;
· More researches and experiences from other countries on brain drain and brain gain are needed in order to put them to the inventory.


Any other business

No particular issue was raised at this point.

The next meeting of the WG will take place in Berlin on 15 and 16 April 2013. 
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2nd January 2013

This draft work plan should be further detailed, especially as regards the responsibility of each chair for selected topics and his/her time frame. 


		Date

		Action

		Content



		06-07 December 2012

		WG Meeting Berlin

		· Agree on work plan and Terms of Reference


· Agree on distribution of tasks


· Present and discuss HRK audit on internationalisation and Steeplechase project


· Present Dutch study on economic effects of mobility and discuss balanced mobility


· Selection of possible regional case studies of imbalanced mobility 


· Present developments in EU data collection (relevance of Eurydice questionnaire?)


· Quality and relevance of mobility periods – EU Charta on Mobility and any other documents?



		14-15 March 2013 

		BFUG Meeting Dublin

		



		15 -16 April 2013

		WG Meeting Berlin

		· Discuss staff mobility with the aim of defining “staff” and the main issues of staff mobility (Eurydice report, EU pension scheme etc.)


· Overview of the portability of grants and loans (NESSIE) / discuss the possibility of a common approach in this field / define key questions to be referred to NESSIE and other experts


· Overview of Eurydice mobility questionnaire (Eurydice?)


· Overview of studies, documents and latest findings concerning selected imbalanced mobility case studies (inputs by ACA, EUA, countries/regions concerned….?), Discussion and decision on how to use the results (good practice, handbook……..) 


· Overview of new “skills pass” of the EC and discussion about the relevance for HE; Information about state of the ECTS revision by EC? 


· Discuss the collected material(s) on quality in mobility.


· Discuss on support to European higher education institutions and networks to cooperate with global players on joint academic projects


· Discuss on methods and instruments to achieve common standards for description of study programs within the EHEA 


· Horizontal issues (seminars, peer review etc.)



		21 October 2013

		WG Meeting Spain

		· Discuss and comment on the draft questionnaire of the working group data collection/reporting on the Bologna Process implementation 


· Discuss current barriers to staff mobility and potential measures to overcome them: examples of practice (input by EUA, EI?)


· Present facts and figures on incoming mobility (Eurostat) / discuss reasons for and against a target for incoming mobility (inputs by DAAD/ACA/EUA?)


· Present the progress concerning imbalanced mobility.


· Discuss on policy dialogue and use of EHEA instruments to build local capacity in world partners


· Discuss on Internet-based admission systems. Presentation of best practices



		07-08 November 2013

		BFUG Meeting Vilnius

		



		24 January 2014

		WG Meeting Vienna

		· Discuss further the portability of grants and loans on the basis of the experts’ input


· Further discussions on international cooperation in HE at institutional and policy levels


· Further discussions on improving transparency in the description of study programs, and cooperation in admission systems 



		Spring 2014

		BFUG Meeting

		



		19-20 May 2014

		WG Meeting Madrid

		· Discuss a proposal for guidelines on staff mobility

· Discuss the feasibility of a common approach on the portability of grants and loans

· Discuss and propose a possible target for incoming mobility 

· Discuss preliminary proposal for a joint description of study programs



		8-9 September 2014

		WG Meeting Vienna 

		· Decide on guidelines on staff mobility


· Decide on the feasibility of a common approach on the portability of grants and loans 


· Decide (if applicable) on a target for incoming mobility


· Discuss preliminary proposal to enhance international cooperation at institutional level and policy dialogue at ministerial level



		Autumn 2014

		BFUG Meeting

		· Propose guidelines on staff mobility


· Recommend (if applicable) ways of further implementing on national level selected measures of the mobility strategy


· Recommend (if applicable) ways of overcoming mobility obstacles


· Propose ways how to improve the information on study programs and admission systems


· Recommend (if applicable) a common approach on the portability of grants and loans


· Propose conclusions on the progress made/further action


· Propose (if applicable) a target on mobility into the EHEA


· Propose guidelines for further internationalization developments



		14-15 May 2015

		Ministerial Conference Yerevan

		· Endorse/adopt proposals
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Terms of Reference

on

Mobility and Internationalisation



		Working Group on Mobility and Internationalisation



		Contact person



Peter GREISLER – Germany (peter.greisler@bmbf.bund.de) 

Gottfried BACHER – Austria (Gottfried.Bacher@bmwf.gv.at) 

Luis DELGADO – Spain (luism.delgado@mecd.es) 





		Composition 

The group will be made up of a wide range of countries and should be balanced with regard to EU and Non-EU Bologna countries, geography and size. The group should include members of the 2010-2012 working group as well as new members.



The following countries and organisations expressed their willingness to participate in the WG: Armenia, Belgium/Flemish Community, Belgium/French Community, Cyprus, Denmark, France, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Kazakhstan, Lithuania, Moldova, Netherlands, Poland, Slovenia, Turkey, UK, Council of Europe, EC, ENQA, ESU, EUA, EI, EQAR, Business Europe.





		Purpose and/or outcome 

· To contribute to the implementation of the EHEA Strategy “Mobility for better Learning” at national and European level and to assist in the reporting to Ministers in 2015 on the progress made,

· To support countries in their national implementation efforts regarding the mobility strategy,

· To contribute to the evaluation of the strategy “EHEA in a Global Setting” and to the further internationalisation of the EHEA,

· To review the Bologna Policy concept with the aim of further improving policy dialogue with non-EHEA countries, 



		Reference to the Bucharest Communiqué 

Paragraphs 23-28. 

Mobility Strategy 2020 for the EHEA «Mobility for better Learning»



		Specific tasks 

· To propose to the BFUG guidelines on staff mobility, including a definition of “staff” and an analysis of current barriers to staff mobility, as well as a set of potential measures to overcome them,

· To contribute to the national implementation of selected measures of the mobility strategy by facilitating peer learning, exchange of good practices and regional cooperation, 

· To examine ways of overcoming existing mobility obstacles, such as the application of transparency instruments and practices relating to joint programmes,

· To explore options of improving the information on study programmes and admission systems in the EHEA (measure 8 of the mobility strategy),

1. [bookmark: _GoBack]To explore whether a common approach on the portability of grants, loans and scholarships is feasible and to be recommended,

· To contribute to the reporting exercise on the implementation of the mobility strategy, in particular by assisting the WG on reporting in drafting a suitable questionnaire as well as by proposing conclusions on the progress made and further action,

· To examine options of assessing and improving the international attractiveness of the EHEA inter alia by examining whether a target on mobility into the EHEA is feasible and to be recommended,

· To propose to the BFUG guidelines for further internationalisation developments in the EHEA.



		Reporting 

Minutes of working group meetings will be made available to the BFUG in the restricted area of the website (by the Bologna Secretariat). 



BFUG should also receive regular reports and updates. 

To allow for good communication with the BFUG as a whole and for the necessary consultations, progress reports should be submitted at least two weeks before each BFUG meeting. In between BFUG meetings, updates can be circulated by the Bologna Secretariat via e-mail.



The working group may focus its activities on a selection of the above mentioned tasks if it becomes apparent during the working period that some of the tasks do not have the potential to be pursued. In this case the Co-Chairs will inform the BFUG.





		Meeting schedule 

Two to three meetings per year

First meeting to be held in Berlin on 6 and 7 December 2012 (to set up a detailed work plan for the period 2012-2014).





		Liaison with other action lines 

Cooperation with other working groups, in particular those on reporting on the implementation of the Bologna Process, on the social dimension and life-long learning as well as the structural working group will be organized in the relevant context.





		Additional remarks 
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The Audit
“Internationalisation of Universities”



Dr. Rolf Peter

1st Meeting of the BFUG-Working Group on 
Mobility and Internationalisation
Berlin, 6 December 2012


 © HRK



HRK





 © HRK-Audit

I am going to introduce you to the Audit “Internationalisation of Universities”, which we have developed at the German Rectors’ Conference in 2009, and which have been offering as an consulting service to the German HEIs for the last two and a half years.



The HRK is the voluntary association of HEIs in Germany. It serves as the voluntary umbrella organisation of universities, universities of applied sciences and other higher education institutions. The HRK currently has 264 member institutions. 



HRK‘s mission is two-fold:

Lobbying (representation of interests/advocacy)

Providing services to member
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The Audit „Internationalisation of Universities“
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There are three questions, which will guide my presentation during next 15 to 20 minutes:

1. Why offering an internationalisation audit to German HEIs in the first place?
	=> rationales, underlying ideas and hypotheses

2. How does the HRK-Audit work? And in what way is it similar or different to other instruments with which internationalisation can be assessed?

3. What is the added value?

	=> What is the concrete benefit for universities?

	=> What is the concrete benefit for the German higher education system?
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Why?





How?





What results?













Internationalisation is …



holistic: 
to be included in all dimensions of a university‘s business

context-dependent:
no “one size fits all”-solution, but “tailor-made” strategies 

not an end in itself:
to be pursued goal-oriented and with a focus on quality enhancement

a priority for the university leadership:
needs professional management		
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Assumptions on Good Internationalisation

HRK International Strategy
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In 2008, the HRK has formulated an International Strategy which defines the situation and role of German universities in the process of globalisation.



The Strategy underlines our conviction that 

Universities are transnational actors, which take on international responsibility and, at the same time, are influenced by the effects of globalisation.



As a consequence:

Only an internationalised university will be able to meet societal expectations, actively shape the globalisation process and guarantee its own competitiveness.





What are the prerequisites for successful and sustainable internationalisation? Or, in other words? What is needed for internationalisation to make sense?



Holistic approach:

Times are long gone, when a university could claim to be international, only because it engaged in the exchange of students. Today, a university must perceive of itself as a creative part of a world higher education community. This means that it has to think and act internationally in all dimensions of its work and business Its international strategy should follow a holistic approach which comprises all fields of activity of the institution (i.e. teaching and studying, research, management, services etc.).



Context-dependent:

One has to bear in mind: What is good for university A, does not necessarily have to useful for university B. Different institutions are differently organised, are of different type, they work in different regional, socio-economic contexts and make different policy choices.
Internationalisation strategies – in order to be successful – have to account for all relevant institutional and external factors. A tailor-made strategy for each institution is needed.



Not an end in itself:

Internationalisation needs to be pursued goal-oriented and with a focus on quality enhancement. Internationalisation should not be pursued for its own sake, but serve a “higher” goal:
=> in study & teaching: improve learning outcomes
=> in R&D: improve research results, enhance knowledge and technology transfer
=> for the institution as a whole: foster its competitiveness

A university must be quite clear about why it wants to internationalise, what it wants to achieve through internationalisation, and how these goals can be achieved.



A priority for the university leadership:

A university must pursue internationalisation as an intended, systematic shift towards internationalised contents, methods, personnel and structures.

Professional management is needed.  If internationalisation is meant to foster institutional enhancement, it is to be understood as a strategic task of the heads of universities.



 
=> Adding structures to the commitment and dedication of single persons:
Internationalisation depends on the commitment/dedication of individuals (bottom-up).
Management is needed to add structures these individual efforts, in order to make them sustainable and to create synergies.
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Internationalisation …

should – first of all – be assessed against an institution’s profile, mission and goals.



Indicators… 

can be employed to enhance transparency and comparability.

depict only parts of reality.

 A qualitative “exploration” of organisational structures and processes, but also of mind-sets needs to be integrated. 

HRK  Hochschulrektorenkonferenz
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HRK International Strategy

Assumptions on Assessing Internationalisation
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Talking about good and bad internationalisation inevitably leads to the question how to assess internationalisation or internationality.

Since I see internationalisation as a highly context-dependent and, therefore, individual process, I would argue that

Internationality …

should – first of all – be measured on the basis of the institutional profile and goals.

should be developed in dialogue with all stakeholders.

=> If you aim at institutional enhancement, you have to make sure that what you do is sustainable. Sustainability can only be guaranteed, if there is a broad consensus within the institution





Indicators 

are necessary and helpful tools in order to assess internationalisation/internationality

can be employed to enhance transparency and comparability, i. e. to better assess an institution’s position in the regional, national or international context.

But:

depict only parts of reality. There are things “beyond the numbers game”.





 A qualitative “exploration” of organisational structures and processes (e. g. information flows, decision-making procedures, internal cooperation), but also of mind-sets (motivation, openness) needs to be integrated. 
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Concept  and Services

The Audit “Internationalisation of Universities” offers German universities independent and systematic advice on the further development of their internationalisation process. 





Audit “Internationalisation of Universities”











On the basis of this conviction, the HRK launched the “HRK-Audit” in 2009 to help German universities to approach the internationalisation process strategically and anchor it firmly within the institution.
The Audit offers universities independent and systematic advice on the further development of their internationalisation process.



The Audit is sponsored by the Federal Ministry of Education and Research. Institutions – for the time being – do not have to pay for this consultancy service.

Comparative advantage with regard to other fee-based services in this field.



Another advantage is linked to the fact that the HRK, being the national umbrella organisation of German universities, offers this service. HRK is regarded as impartial and independent. We are neither a government, nor a funding agency. High trust in the HRK helps to achieve openness of universities in the Audit process.
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Concept  and Services

In concrete terms, the Audit offers universities the following benefits:

 	assessment of the university’s status quo of internationality 

 	identification or (clearer) definition of the university’s 	internationalisation goals

 	(further) development of an institutional internationalisation 	strategy 

 	recommendations for concrete measures in defined areas of 	internationalisation

Audit “Internationalisation of Universities”









In concrete terms, the Audit offers universities the following benefits:

 	assessment of the university’s status quo of internationality 

 	identification or (clearer) definition of the university’s internationalisation goals
	=> we want institutions to analyse and question their rationales for and goals of internationalisation

 	(further) development of an institutional internationalisation strategy 

 	recommendations for concrete measures in defined areas of internationalisation
	=> recommendations result from the analysis of the self-evaluation report, from the discussions during the site visit, from the input of the 	external experts and from the Audit‘s Tool Box
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Receipt of Audit Documents

Preparatory Meeting

Preparation of Site Visit 

Site Visit by Audit-Team

Receipt of Recommendations

Consolidation Workshop



Compilation of 

Self-Evaluation Report

Start

Month 2



up to Month 4



Month 5

Month 6

Month 9











Month 12



Audit “Internationalisation of Universities”

from Month 10

Consolidation
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Approach

exercise for self-improvement:

conversational, interactive process, combining self-reflection and peer-review

no inspection of minimal standards ( accreditation)

no comparison with other involved institutions (ranking)

confidential

holistic perspective:

comprising the entire institution & all fields of international activity

individualised fit:

based on the actual needs and given capacities

suitable for all types of HEIs at various levels of internationalisation

Audit “Internationalisation of Universities”
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Exercise for self-improvement:

Fostering internationalisation through dialogue - Within the university, the Audit initiates a process of reflection and discussion. Furthermore, the assessment carried out by external consultants provides the university with an expert and independent perspective on its internationalisation processes and initiatives.
The Audit is rather interactive than prescriptive, rather advisory than evaluative. An institution cannot fail in the process.


Individualised approach: 

The audit takes into account the current state of internationalisation at the university, and is focused on areas where the university has identified the greatest need. The Audit is an instrument which can be used by any university, regardless of its current state of internationalisation/degree of internationality. It is not limited to some kind of elite institutions.



Holistic perspective:

the involvement of all actors and areas concerned with internationalisation will ultimately lead to sustainable results. The Audit covers the analysis of management structures, of the teaching and learning environment, the given R&D activities as well as well as the internationalisation of administrative structures and processes across the university.
=> four major areas



Confidentiality:

Data made available by the university for the purpose of the Audit is treated as strictly confidential. All reports and written material prepared will also be confi­dential and remain the property of the institution. The institution will have sole discretion to publish or disseminate these reports.

Confidentiality guarantees that there is no pretending, no showing-off: Institutions present themselves just the way they are – with all their strengths and weaknesses

Viable to the quality of the assessment and consultancy
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experts & HRK

Audit team







project group

university



Actors Involved

project group of the university:

represents the whole institution (executive board, faculties, administration, students, foreign members of the institution)

external experts (three per university):

have expertise in the field of internationalisation, international professional experience, experience as auditors, knowledge of the German HE system & a good command of German

Audit “Internationalisation of Universities”











 © HRK-Audit

project group of the university:

represents the whole institution (executive board, faculties, administration, students, foreign members of the institution)

responsible for carrying out the Audit; self-evaluation report to be written by the project group



external experts (three per university):

have expertise in the field of internationalisation, international professional experience, experience as auditors/evaluators, knowledge of the German higher education system and a good command of German



Audit is designed specifically for the German HE context. This is an important quality feature, because it definitely improves the results of the consultancy. You have to consider the country-specific legal, financial and organisational framework conditions, in order to come up with recommendations, which are helpful and to the point.

The whole process is in German, all written materials are prepared in German:
	- we avoid loss of information
	- better analysis, better results
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Process

Milestones of the Audit process (about 12 months in total):

self-evaluation report:

chapter 1: strategy, goals, instruments

chapter 2: SWOT-analysis

chapter 3: data (about 90 indicators)

site visit at the university:

interviews and discussions with university members (single and small groups)

consolidation workshop:

development of an implementation plan

Audit “Internationalisation of Universities”











 © HRK-Audit
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Distinct Features
(compared to other assessment tools)

Audit “Internationalisation of Universities”



non-comparative assessment
rankings in general, International Student Barometer (by i-graduate)

not (so much) indicator-based
rankings in general, IMPI

self-evaluation + external peer review
 IMPI, Mapping Internationalisation (by NUFFIC)

holistic approach
 ACA Internationalisation Monitor – AIM (“standard” version)

designed specifically for the German HE context
 Internationalisation Strategies Advisory Service (by IAU), AIM

includes a first step towards implementation of assessment results









 © HRK-Audit

non-comparative assessment:

We do not (directly) compare different institutions. The Audit is orientated to the university’s own defined goals (not to externally set benchmarks).

And we do not focus so much on quantitative measuring, but make a qualitative exploration of organisational structures, processes and mind-sets within a university
rankings in general, International Student Barometer (i-graduate), 



not (so much) indicator-based
rankings in general, IMPI

So, you can see: The methodology of our internationalisation audit is quite different to rankings or online tool boxes like (IMPI), which rely almost exclusively on indicators and externally set benchmarks, and which are designed to compare different institutions with each other. 



self-evaluation + external peer review
 IMPI, Mapping Internationalisation (NUFFIC)
both are online tools which provide sets of indicators; institution can use these tools for self-evaluation. No external peer review and consultancy included. HRK-Audit has a stronger focus on enhancement, not only assessment.



holistic approach
 ACA Internationalisation Monitor – AIM (“standard” version)

AIM is otherwise very similar to the HRK-Audit (see bullet points 1 – 3)



designed specifically for the German HE context
 Internationalisation Strategies Advisory Service (IAU), AIM

ISAS and AIM are otherwise very similar to the HRK-Audit (see bulltet points 1 – 3)



includes a first step towards implementation of assessment results

=> Consolidation workshop!
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Participating Institutions 2009-2013





U Hamburg

FH Kiel

U Rostock







TU Berlin

HU Berlin

BTU Cottbus



TU Dresden





U Bielefeld



FH Dortmund



U Göttingen



U Erfurt



U Gießen



FH Darmstadt

HS Mannheim





U Erlangen-Nürnberg



HS Reutlingen



U Konstanz



HS München











U Bremen

PH Heidelberg

U Potsdam

HTW des Saarlandes

FH Mainz

FH Magdeburg-Stendal



HS Hannover



U Ulm



U Köln



TU Chemnitz



HS Augsburg



HS Furtwangen

U Bayreuth



U Lüneburg

U Marburg

FH Münster

U Jena

HAW Hamburg























U Kiel

U Trier

U Tübingen

FH Worms

U Wuppertal

FH Neu-Ulm



Audit “Internationalisation of Universities“

30 HEIs have been audited by now.

42 HEIS will have been audited by the end of 2013 (end of project term).

Since the beginning of the project (09/2009) more than 120 HEIs have applied to participate in the HRK-Audit.













 © HRK-Audit
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Effects at Institutional Level

Audit “Internationalisation of Universities”



The Audit

raises awareness, fosters dialogue and creates ownership

helps to focus and strategically develop the internationalisation process

contributes to sharpening the institutional profile

contributes to raising the institution’s international attractiveness and competitiveness









 © HRK-Audit

Findings based on evaluation results. At the end of the Audit process, each participating institution is asked to provide its assessment of the content, process, and organisation of the Audit.



The unique benefits that the Audit provided for the individual universities became particularly clear through the evaluation results:

The Audit

raises awareness, fosters dialogue and creates ownership

helps to focus and strategically develop the internationalisation process

contributes to sharpening the institutional profile

contributes to raising the institution’s international attractiveness and competitiveness
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Effects at National Level

Audit “Internationalisation of Universities”



The Audit

delivers insights into the strengths and weaknesses of the German higher education system as a whole (with regard to internationalisation)

helps to identify concrete shortcomings on the basis of aggregate results from the different audit processes

shares its results with ministries and funding organisations in order to remedy the detected shortcomings









 © HRK-Audit

In addition to the individual institution‘s development..-



The Audit

delivers insights into the strengths and weaknesses of the German HE system as whole (with regard to internationalisation)

helps to identify concrete shortcomings on the basis of aggregate results from the different audit processes

shares its results with ministries and funding organisations in order to remedy the detected shortcomings
=> close contacts with the Federal Ministry; dialogue started with DAAD, DFG and AvH
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Thank you!


peter@hrk.de
www.hrk.de/audit



HRK
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First Selected Findings
(based on first 30 Audits)

Audit “Internationalisation of Universities”



German universities vary significantly in their degree of internationality, which can be observed on the basis of…

existing “standard“ indicators

processes of strategy development within the university (motives, goals, measures)

Strategy development  is impaired by the fact that internationalisation activities are highly depend on third-party funds (sustainability?)









 © HRK-Audit

in addition to the individual institution‘s development, the Audit delivers insights into the strengths and weaknesses of the system as a whole

first (selected) findings on concrete shortcomings with regard to the internationalisation of German universities (based on first 18 Audits)

findings need to be analysed further on the basis of a larger number of cases
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added value of an institutional strategy remains unclear to those involved (e. g. reputation, profile, „quality“ of students, access to third-party funds)

lack of coordination and conflicts between the internationalisation goals of individuals, faculties and the university leadership

lack of a clear definition of “success“ (in terms of quantifiable/qualifiable targets and impact measures)

HRK  Hochschulrektorenkonferenz
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What is Needed … in Terms of Strategy?

Audit “Internationalisation of Universities”











 © HRK-Audit
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information and quality assurance (data, feedback loops, examples of good practice)

incentives for enhancing involvement

international visibility (e.g. website, branding)
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Audit “Internationalisation of Universities”

What is Needed … in Terms of Governance?











 © HRK-Audit

enhanced academic success of international students

mobility windows often „sham packages“

unclear recognition procedures

teaching in English can be a challenge

HRK  Hochschulrektorenkonferenz
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What is Needed … in Study and Teaching?

Audit “Internationalisation of Universities”











 © HRK-Audit

enhanced recruitment of international academic personnel for research and teaching 

advancement of (international) early stage researchers

increase in outgoing mobility of academic personnel



HRK  Hochschulrektorenkonferenz
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What is Needed … in Research and Technology Transfer?

Audit “Internationalisation of Universities”











 © HRK-Audit

internationalisation of administrative staff and processes

analysis of demands of different target groups (international exchange students vs. international degree-seeking students)



HRK  Hochschulrektorenkonferenz
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What is Needed … in Terms of Advice and Support?

Audit “Internationalisation of Universities”











 © HRK-Audit
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What deters students from studying abroad?

Evidence from the Steeplechase project
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1) Introduction: The Steeplechase Project

Background
 BMBF-funded project carried out during first half of 2012

e Participants were five EUROSTUDENT IV partners: Institute for Advanced Studies (AT),
Swiss Federal Statistical Office (CH), ResearchNed (NL), Ministry of Science and Higher
Education / Consultant (PL), HIS Institute for Research on Higher Education (DE)

Main research question

* What deters students from studying abroad? (- focus on enrolment periods abroad)

Ancillary goals

* Explore feasibility of performing internationally comparative regression analyses based
on EUROSTUDENT data

 Determine the resilience of the descriptive EUROSTUDENT results

Nicolai Netz Steeplechase Berlin, 7t Dec. 2012 3





2) Research approach...

Framework for the analysis of potential obstacles to enrolment periods abroad

* socio-demographic characteristics
» familial & occupational integration

* study-related characteristics

objective
factors

()

post-realisation stage

realisation
threshold

(B)

planning stage

decision
threshold

(R)

potential stage

* individual perception of obstacles

subjective
factors

Nicolai Netz

Steeplechase

Berlin, 7t Dec. 2012
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2) ...and hypotheses

Independent variables

Dependent variables

enrolment period planned
(decision threshold)

enrolment period realised
(realisation threshold)

Study-related characteristics

Higher study years

Fields of study

Enrolled at university (ref.: other type)

Socio-demographic characteristics

Rising age

Female (ref.: male)

Interaction: rising age x female

Tertiary education background (ref.: none)

Familial and occupational integration

Respensibility for child(ren) < 18 years (ref.: no such resp.)

Living with parents (ref.: not living with parents)

Higher self-earned income

(-)

Perception of obstacles to an enrolment period abroad

Low henefit for studies at home

Separation from partner, child(ren), friends
Expected delay in progress of studies
Expected additional financial burden
Insufficient skills in foreign languages
Difficulty in getting infoermation

u—.u—.u—l-u—.u—.u—-
e e

Nicolai Netz Steeplechase

Berlin, 7t Dec. 2012 5





3) Data...

Information on national EUROSTUDENT surveys used for Steeplechase

Country
Survey characteristics AT CH DE NL PL
Final sample size 31,640 24,500 15,899 14,422 1,992
Return rate 17% B4% 32% 19% 38%
Reference period 05-06/2009 03-06/2003 05-07/2009 06-08/2010 03-06/2010
Sampling method no method, all stratified random  random sample random sample random sample
students in AT were sample (by
invited institution and field
of study)
Survey method online online paper and pencil online online
Weighting scheme nationality, type of nationality, type of Ldnder, type of HEI, type of HEI, type of formal status (full-
HEI, field of study, programme, sex,  field of study, sex  programme, year of time/part-time), sex
5ex, age age study, field of study,

s5ex

Source: Social Surveys from Austria (2009), Switzerland (2009}, Germany (2009), The Netherlands (2010) and Poland (2010}

Nicolai Netz Steeplechase Berlin, 7t Dec. 2012 6





3) ...and methods

Two series of logistic regression models (decision & realisation threshold)

 Samples were prepared based on same procedures (separate data sets)

 Models include same sets of variables (exception: PL)

 Model coefficients are reported as odds ratio (no comparison of effect sizes)

Descriptive data set

* For all groups described by our independent variables, we calculated the shares of
students having realised, still planning to realise and perceiving selected aspects as
(big) obstacles to an enrolment abroad (= publicly available on website)

Nicolai Netz Steeplechase Berlin, 7t Dec. 2012 7





4) Empirical results: Summary statistics

Students (not) having realised and (not) planning an enrolment period abroad (in %)

Country
Students by enrolment abroad and plans AT CH DE NL PL
neither realised nor planning an enrolment period abroad (4) 75 68 54 59 80
not realised but planning an enrolment period abroad (B) 15 26 38 29 2
realised an enrolment period abroad (C) 10 6 8 12 2

Sowrce; Social Surveys from Austria (2009), Switzerland (2009), Germany (2009), The Netherlands (2010) and Poland [{2010)

1) For students in Germany the plans concern not only enrolment abroad, but study-related experiences in general.

Nicolai Netz Steeplechase Berlin, 7t Dec. 2012 8





4) Empirical results: Regressions (confirmed hypotheses)

Independent variables

Dependent variables

decision threshold

realisation threshold

AT

CH

DE

NL

PL

AT

CH

DE NL PL

Study-related characteristics

Higher study years

Fields of study

Enrolled at university (ref.: other type)

Socio-demographic characteristics

Rising age

Female (ref.: male)

Interaction: rising age x female

Tertiary education background (ref.: none)

Familial and occupational integration

Responsibility for child(ren) < 18 years (ref.: no such resp.)

Living with parents (ref.: not living with parents)

Higher self-earned income

Perception of obstacles to an enrolment period abroad

Low benefit for studies at home
Separation from partner, child{ren), friends
Expected delay in progress of studies

n. d.
Expected additional financial burden
Insufficient skills in foreign languages
Difficulty in getting information
Nicolai Netz Steeplechase Berlin, 7t Dec. 2012 9





4) Empirical results: Regressions (rejected hypotheses)

Independent variables

Dependent variables

decision threshold

realisation threshold

CH

DE

NL

PL

AT | CH

DE

NL

PL

Study-related characteristics

Higher study years

+ (- +)

(+)

Fields of study

n.h. | nh

n. h.

Enrolled at university (ref.: other type)

n. d.

Socio-demographic characteristics

Rising age

Female (ref.: male)

Interaction: rising age x female

Tertiary education background (ref.: nong)

Familial and occupational integration

Responsibility for child(ren) < 18 years (ref.: no such resp.)

Living with parents (ref.: not living with parents)

Higher self-earned income

Perception of obstacles to an enrolment period abroad

Low benefit for studies at home
Separation from partner, child{ren), friends
Expected delay in progress of studies
Expected additional financial burden
Insufficient skills in foreign languages
Difficulty in getting information

Nicolai Netz

Steeplechase

Berlin, 7t Dec. 2012
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5) Implications

(1) Hierarchy of obstacles

e Different factors become relevant at successive stages on the way to an enrolment
abroad (example: information deficits)

 Might have to be reflected better in the existing mobility support measures

* Informational campaigns, for instance, could provide students at the planning stage
with information on technicalities and students at the potential stage with information
on the advantages of mobility phases and possibilities to realise it despite familial and
professional commitments

Nicolai Netz Steeplechase Berlin, 7t Dec. 2012 11





5) Implications

(2) Multiple disadvantages

 Multifaceted mechanisms hindering students from studying abroad: not just one or
two obstructive factors, but a whole bundle of factors apparently exerting an influence
simultaneously

 Some student groups face multiple disadvantages (e. g. aged students with non-
academic background and familial obligations)

 Next to large wholesale support measure, additional set of target group-specific
measures might be needed to reach those students

Nicolai Netz Steeplechase Berlin, 7t Dec. 2012 12





5) Implications

(3) Commonalities between countries

* There are country-specific obstacle profiles, which must be tackled by country-specific
measures (example: German students’ fearing to delay their studies)

* However, commonalities between countries prevail, although countries covered
represent student populations with entirely different mobility behaviour

* May justify policies at intergovernmental and supranational level (e. g. addressing the

persistent social and age selectivity, the negative effect of familial integration and study
field-specific difficulties)

Nicolai Netz Steeplechase Berlin, 7t Dec. 2012 13





5) Implications

(4) Moments of political intervention

* While obstacles like lacking finances might ‘simply’ be attenuated by making additional
scholarships available, others have to be tackled before they become manifest in HE
(example: students from low social background lack travelling habitus acquired during
school time)

* Interdependency between HE policy and school policy becomes visible also in low
mobility aspirations of future teachers (unlikely to act as role models for their
prospective students devoid of own mobility experiences = multiplier effect not
exploited)

e Path-dependent nature of mobility behaviour makes the moments of political
intervention crucial

Nicolai Netz Steeplechase Berlin, 7t Dec. 2012 14





5) Implications

(5) Reachability of mobility goals

* Inall countries examined through Steeplechase —and in all of the 17 further EHEA
countries for which data are available (Orr, Gwos¢ & Netz, 2011) — less than half of the
student population has either foreign enrolment experience or plans

* Changing composition of student bodies could jeopardise the aim of further increasing
mobility rates, as it is precisely groups of students facing multiple disadvantages
currently being encouraged to enrol in higher education

e Policy might head towards a dilemma, as the expressed goals of increasing mobility
rates and achieving equitable access to international experience might be conflicting

* Internationalisation at home as possible solution? = schism between advantaged
student groups enjoying first-class geographical mobility and disadvantaged students’
contenting themselves with second-class mobility at home?

Nicolai Netz Steeplechase Berlin, 7t Dec. 2012 15





Further information on the Steeplechase project

Project website

* contains a brochure, the data processing manual and a comparative data set including
aggregate group indicators

e  URL: http://www.eurostudent.eu/about/associated/steeplechase

Discussion paper

* Netz, N., Orr, D., Gwos¢, C. & Hul3, B. (2012). What deters students from studying abroad?
Evidence from Austria, Switzerland, Germany, The Netherlands and Poland (Discussion
Paper). Hannover: Hochschul-Informations-System GmbH.

*  URL: http://www.his.de/publikation/vortrag/index html?reihe nr=X1575

Journal article

* Netz, N., & Gwos¢, C. (submitted). What deters students from studying abroad? Evidence
from five European countries and its implications for higher education policy. Higher
Education Policy.

Nicolai Netz Steeplechase Berlin, 7t Dec. 2012 16
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Thank you for your attention!

Contact

- - -
Dr. Dominic Orr Nicolai Netz
HIS Institute for Research on HIS Institute for Research on
Higher Education (HIS-HF) Higher Education (HIS-HF)
0511-1220-372 0511-1220-471

orr@his.de netz@his.de
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Background

Bologna 20% benchmark in April 2009



EU 20% benchmark in November 2011



Two Eurostat/Member States/EC Task Forces, 2011 - 2012

Evaluation of availability of credit mobility data

Definition of “learning mobility” for data collection
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Recent Developments

8 November 2012: Agreement reached on the provision of higher education mobility data at Eurostat working group level (ETS).









  Main choices on learning mobility in
Higher Education (1)

Outbound mobility: requires complete data for degree mobility for geographical scope (EU, EHEA, world)



Graduate data: as opposed to former emphasis on enrolment data (requirements for enrolment data lowered)



Scope: ISCED 2011 levels 5,6,7,8 -> discussion on ISCED level 5 vocational programmes



Definition: crossed national border (regardless of being a foreigner)









   Main choices on learning mobility in
Higher Education (2)

 Physical mobility: can "de facto" include distance learning mobility if practically not possible to exclude



Mobility status maintained throughout tertiary education: if a student stays degree or credit mobile



Operational definition: country of prior education



Country coverage: EU, EHEA (co-operation with UNESCO for East European countries), the world (limited definition, co-operation with OECD and UNESCO).
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Proposal for future data collection (1) 

Following proposals are amendments to current EU Regulation on administrative data collection (UOE)



Credit Mobility, Article 1, point 4

"The first transmission of data on graduates having had a credit mobility stay throughout the cycle of study shall be submitted in November 2017 and shall refer to the school/academic year 2015-2016 as defined nationally or the calendar year 2016.”



At the moment excluded from the UOE collection. Recommended to be obligatory from 2017.  Countries will use different instruments for obtaining the data

data necessary for benchmark purposes

Piloting 2013/2014 with support from EC













Following the last DSS meeting on 21 September and review of comments/issues raised by countries, particularly on the collection of credit mobility data, the DG EAC and Eurostat decided to call for an ad hoc meeting with representatives of the National Statistical Offices to discuss concerns raised by them in multiple consultations around the DSS meeting in September, but also to clarify our position and raise awareness of the current availability of data at universities, in particular on credit mobility, through collection of Erasmus data. 

 

On 8th November we had an ad hoc task force meeting in Luxembourg with ETS working group (level below the DSS) where we reached a compromise on the proposed changes to the Regulation.  The proposed changes to the current Regulation (version 3) have already been sent to the DSS group for reflection   The proposed changes to the current Regulation are now as follows:



The original proposal was to make data collection on credit mobility of graduates obligatory from 2016.  We moved it back one year but agreed to make collection of enrolment data not obligatory (we have ample evidence through collection of Erasmus statistics on e.g. subject areas, gender, balance in flows etc.).  It was further agreed that countries could use alternative methods, such as surveys (request from FR and IT in particular) while they are building a new comprehensive administrative system for data collection (not in place in FR for example).  This would be done through derogation from the Regulation.
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Proposal for future data collection (2) 

Degree Mobility, Article 1, point 5

"Mobile students, regardless their citizenship are defined by their country of origin (preference to prior education, vs. residence, vs. citizenship). Before 2016, data on 'mobile students' shall be provided using the national definition of 'country of origin'. Starting in 2016, the definition of country of origin to be used is the country where the upper secondary diploma was awarded or the best national estimate."

Obligatory from collection year 2014 with some flexibility for methodological approach

Enrolment degree mobility data will also continue to be requested











The main change is moving completely away from collecting data based on citizenship as it is less accurate than the country of origin approach This is a considerable change for some countries, e.g. the UK, which currently uses citizenship only to define who is mobile.  Some countries, e.g. the Nordic countries use residence or sometimes country of origin plus residence.  The compromise here was to allow countries to use "national definition" of "country of origin" until 2016 but use the agreed definition in the UOE manual from2016 or the "best national estimate" which has to be approved by Eurostat to ensure same level of quality as when country of origin is applied.
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Proposal for future data collection (3) 

Level of detail proposed:

number of mobile students enrolled, by ISCED levels 5 to 8 (1-digit level of detail), fields of education (3-digit level of detail) and sex;

number of mobile students enrolled, by ISCED levels 5 to 8 (1-digit level of detail), country of origin and sex;

number of degree mobile graduates, by ISCED levels 5 to 8 (1-digit level of detail), country of origin and sex;

number of graduates having had a credit mobility stay of a minimum duration of three months throughout the cycle of study, by ISCED levels 5 to 8 (1-digit level of detail), and type of mobility scheme (EU progr., other international/national progr., other progr.,). Transmission of data for a further breakdown by type of mobility (study period, work placement) is optional; 
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Proposal for future data collection (4) 

Level of detail proposed:



number of graduates having had a credit mobility stay of a minimum duration of three months throughout the cycle of study, by ISCED levels 5 to 8 (1-digit level of detail), and country of destination. Transmission of data for a further breakdown by type of mobility (study period, work placement) is optional;



optional transmission of data on number of graduates having had a credit mobility stay of a duration shorter than three months throughout the cycle of study, by ISCED levels 5 to 8 (1-digit level of detail), country of destination and type of mobility (study period, work placement);











  Responses to compromise reached at working group level

25 replies, of which 22 EU MS.

14 full positive

8 requests for derogations: BE, DE, ES, GR, FR, AT, IT, PL, PT - mostly concern regarding credit mobility graduates

2 negative: Sweden, Italy

Missing replies: CZ, EE, IE, LU and MT.

 











Looking ahead

Ensuring approval by the DSS Group (Directors of Social Statistics) – February 2013 



Continuation of Eurostat Task Force  - finalisation of terms/concepts (e.g. within a cycle, “learning mobility” etc.,) and preparation of pilot phase (Jan/Feb 2013)



Testing period for HE measure for providing feedback to Council by end 2015 (EC to finance testing)
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The economic effects of internationalisation

in higher education



Bologna Internationalisation and mobility WG

6-7 december 2012



Robin van IJperen
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Ministerie van OCW
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	Dutch Policy context



		2010-2011: After years of unrestricted and stimulating growth policies on  mobility in HE, a more critical debate has started in the House of Representatives on the costs and benefits of internationalisation, more specifically of international EU degree students

 

		Motion MP’s Van der Ham (D’66)/de Rouwe (CDA): identify costs and revenues generated by international students



		Written questions MP’s (SP en VVD) about the balance between inbound and outbound mobility and its effects on the quality and access of study programmes
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Cost and benefits (before the CPB study)



		So far (in 2010-2011) we could only quantify the costs of mobility for the governement: i.e. the balance between inbound and outbound EU degree mobility times the average study cost per student (about 6000 euro) = about 100 million euros a year.



		On the benefits higher education institutions claimed the considerable effects of internationalisation on quality of education, intercultural skills, trade, knowledge and productivity. However, these effects cannot be quantified properly, and therefore complicated the political discussion on costs and benefits.
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A new more critical internationalisation policy started with more focus on quality (2011)

		Because only the costs could be calculated and not the benefits, governmental policy to HEI’s became more strict.

  

		Quality of the student and education and not quantitative objectives should be leading in HEI’s recruitment strategy



		Measures proposed:



- More focus on quality of incoming students

- Higher quality of the international classroom 

- Clearer internationalisation and quality assurance policy 

- Stronger ties with the Netherlands (labour market, language)

- Financial compensation scheme (bilateral/EU) 
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CPB study on cost and benefits (1)



		Then in april 2012 a new study of the Centraal Planbureau (CPB) was published, commissioned by the ministry of Education, Culture and Science on the economic effects of internationalisation in higher education.



		Overall conclusion of this study is that current mobility streams of students contribute to the welfare and public finances of the Netherlands:



		a more open HE market: more choice for students leads to better matches between students and HEI’s, more competition to higher quality



		international composition of studentbodies leads to intercultural skills, more productivity, better trade relations and cross-border spill-overs.



		incoming foreign students in the NL have on average better notes and studyresults (time to degree). If they stay working in the NL after their study, they raise productivity via knowledge spill overs.

NB: The effects mentionded above, are likely to contribute to our welfare, but still cannot be quantified. 
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CPB study on cost and benefits (2)



		What can be quantified are the effects of internationalisation on the public budget.



		During the study the government has extra (study) costs, calcluated on about 100 mln. a year in the NL. However, these costst are widely compensated by revenues generated from foreign students, who stayed working in the NL after graduation.

 

		Based on the current mobility streams in the NL (more incoming than outgoing degree mobility) and an average stay rate of 19%, the CPB calculated annual benefits for the public finances up to 700 million euros a year! 
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CPB study on cost and benefits (3)



		Decisive in this calculation is the ‘stay rate’. The 19% used by CPB is an average stay rate (e.g. vary by nationality, sexe, sector, familial status etc.). 



		CPB conducted some sensitivity-analyses. E.g. by reducing the stay rate to 2.5%. Even in this case the effects on public finance are still slightly positive.



		Based on this, CPB thinks it is very likely that current international studentstreams contribute to the Dutch public finance.  
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National policy after the CPB study 



		The CPB study has brought the debate on mobility to a more constructive level. 



		The study has finally quantified the considerable possible benefits. At the other hand the study has not changed the swith to a more strict quality policy towards HEI’s. On the contrary, it has reinforced the new policy, as benefits of foreign students can be even higher, if they are of good quality and wanted by the labour market. So the new focus is rather on further raising benefits (instead of reducing costs). 



		Parallel to new policy measures we will further refine the conclusions of the CPB study and check whether the theoretical conclusions work in practice. For example we need to know more on the differences in stay rate between sectors, Ba-Ma students etc. And also on the demand/willingness in different sectors to tie foreign students, so we can develop more focussed policies. 
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Effect on European discussion on mobility 



		With the publication of the CPB study the discussion on unbalanced mobility (costst involved, who pays what) has been placed in another perspective. 



		The original Dutch proposal to look at the possibilities for a  

bilateral and/or European compensation scheme (based on the example of the Nordic Council) has been withdrawn.  

 

		Instead focus in the discussion at EU level should be on how we can create a future proof European policy. Increased mobility brings risk of brain drain and pressure on national systems, in particular on national loan schemes/portable grants etc. Can we find a comprehensive future-proof EU system, with focus on finance for students and HEI’s, tuition fees, admission policies including enrolment capacity, and quality of education provided. 



		First step: what is the situation in countries. What are possible policy options?  
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Thank you for your attention!
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