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CHAPTER 1 - GLOBAL MOBILITY: INCENTIVES AND BARRIERS, BALANCES AND IMBALANCES

a. Introduction

The promotion and enhancement of international student mobility has been, beyond any doubt, a central objective of the Bologna Process throughout the past decade. The commitment of signatory countries to this important policy goal had been written down, in 1999, in the Bologna Declaration itself, which stipulates the need for “most widespread student mobility”
 and the necessity to support the “promotion of mobility by overcoming obstacles to the effective exercise of free movement”
. What is more, the very essence of the Bologna Process – the structural reform of study programmes and degrees - has been regarded, amongst others, as a significant means to contribute to the realisation of the student mobility ambition; the development of a “system of easily readable and comparable degrees”
 was expected to facilitate and ultimately increase international mobility in Europe, but also to Europe. 

In the years that followed the Bologna Declaration and in the ensuing communiqués signed by the ministers of education of Bologna Process countries, the international mobility of students has been, with no exceptions, a recurring theme. In addition to efforts put in the implementation of the new degree architecture, participant countries have constantly been preoccupied with collectively finding meaningful ways to address the major obstacles in the way of student (and staff) mobility. A special Working Group on Mobility was also created, to monitor progress and support the Bologna signatory countries in reaching the supranational mobility-related objectives. 

Moreover, the fairly recent launch of the European Higher Education Area (EHEA) came with the ambitious aim to make student mobility the key feature – the “hallmark” - of this higher education space. The education ministers further called upon “each country to increase mobility, to ensure its high quality and to diversify its types and scope”
. Last but not least, in order to measure progress in this area, the Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve Communiqué of 2009 puts forward the first EHEA mobility benchmark: “In 2020, at least 20% of those graduating in the European Higher Education Area should have had a study or training period abroad”
.

With the launch of the EHEA Strategy on Mobility at this Bucharest ministerial conference it becomes very clear that student mobility gains new momentum in the EHEA context. Yet, while significant attention has been paid to this phenomenon in this part of the world, it is also clear that the challenges, opportunities and ramifications of international student mobility are not singular or restricted to EHEA. The EHEA countries thus feel an acute need for dialogue with countries from beyond this region, on a number of specific mobility issues, of global relevance and with an international impact.  

To lay the ground for this key and timely conversation, the next sections of this input on mobility will touch upon: recent trends in international student mobility, the link between mobility and internationalisation in EHEA, and on reflections related to the issues of barriers to and incentives for mobility, and to balances and imbalances in cross-border mobility flows. 

b. Recent trends and framework conditions for global mobility flows

Getting a comprehensive overview of international student flows is certainly more complex and challenging than generally expected, given the variety of types of international mobility of students
 and the many challenges in data collection associated to each of these mobility categories. For reasons of importance and because of limited space, we will thus limit our attention to only two elements of this typology – international degree (for a full study programme) and credit (for part of a study programme, e.g. a semester) mobility – and we’ll comment on the two mobility directions, i.e. on incoming and outgoing flows. 

Degree mobility in selected European countries

According to the joint database of the UNESCO Institute for Statistics (UOE), OECD and EUROSTAT, close to 3 million students worldwide studied outside their country of nationality for a full-degree programme in 2006/07. Remembering that in the mid-1970s the number of these students stood at approx. 800 000 it is clear that the absolute growth has been remarkable over time. Nevertheless, given the similar increase in student enrolment worldwide, the share of mobile students of the global student population has remained constant throughout these decades, at about 2%. To express this differently, still a small minority of students study towards a degree in other countries (and continents) than their country of origin.

A recently completed European study on international student mobility statistics and trends
 shows that half of these 3 million foreign students worldwide studied in just 32
 of the 47 EHEA countries, in 2006/07. The study ‘attractiveness’ of this block of countries seems to have remained constant over time (approx. 50% of the foreign student population), despite the increasing diversification of study destinations on a global scale and the changing mobility patterns of foreign students. The foreign student population accounted for 6.9% of all students enrolled in these 32 European countries in the same academic year. Behind these impressive figures, great variety marks the situation at the level of individual countries of this region, for reasons of size, capacity, reputation and resources. To begin with, two thirds of the 1.5 million students in this space are studying in only 3 countries of the total 32, namely in the UK, Germany and France. Furthermore, the total number of foreign students ranges from 460 000 in the UK to 607 in Malta, while in relative terms, the share of foreign students spans from 26.9% in Cyprus to 0.6% in Poland.

Looking at the study abroad numbers, only 670 000 nationals of the same 32 European countries studied outside their country of nationality in the same academic year, making this block of countries a net ‘importer’ region (1 507 000 foreign students vs. 670 000 study abroad students). Interestingly, most of these students studied in other European countries (85.5%). In this region of 32 countries, for every 1 000 students enrolled at home there were 33 students that studies abroad (study abroad ratio of 0.033). Next, as in the case of inflows, variety is the word that best describes the position of individual countries in terms of student outflows. In absolute terms, there were from 1 074 Maltese students abroad up to 87 750 German students abroad in 2006/07. In relative terms, the contrast is even starker: while Cyprus sent more national students abroad than it enrolled at home (study abroad ratio of 1.379), study abroad was extremely rare for UK students (study abroad ratio of 0.012). 

Credit mobility in selected European countries 

In contrast to degree mobility, significantly less is known at the international level about the full extent of international credit (temporary/short-term) mobility, i.e. mobility which occurs in the course of ongoing studies. A similar UOE data collection for credit mobility does not yet exist, at the international level.

In Europe, the most encompassing source that gives cross-country comparative information on this type of mobility is the ERASMUS Programme. In addition to the figures presented above, about 200 000 European students are mobile every year with the ERASMUS Programme, i.e. just below 1% of all students in Europe. These students spend from 3 months up to a full academic year in another country that participates in this programme. ERASMUS, of course, accounts for only part of all European credit mobility that takes place every year. Unfortunately the programme is also not open to all 47 EHEA countries, and as a result, the overview it gives is clearly an undercount of total credit mobility of EHEA countries.

More detailed data collection sources exist at the national level, in the form of different student (e.g. the social surveys in many European countries
, the Open Doors in the US) and graduate surveys (e.g. Alma Laurea in Italy). But the differences that exist in data collection methodologies and definitions between these sources make it impossible to put them side by side and get a comprehensive credit mobility picture. What we have so far are important pieces in the global credit mobility ‘puzzle’, but unfortunately we have a long way to go before completing it.

Data collection challenges

Clearly, there are many limitations that affect the data collection process on student mobility in EHEA countries, but more important, globally. The lack of a wide-ranging database on credit mobility is by now apparent. While the data situation is somewhat better in the case of degree mobility, it is undoubtedly still far from perfect. The UOE data presented above use the ‘old-fashioned’ definition of mobile students:  students that have a different nationality than their country of higher education study (i.e. foreign students). In the increasingly globalised world it became clear though that living outside ones country of origin is not an unusual phenomenon any longer. As a result, many foreign students could have lived and been educated abroad before higher education study. The UOE data collectors are, as a result, facilitating the transition to the new mobility definitions, which take the ‘country of prior residence or education’ as a better proxy for capturing the crossing of borders for the purpose of study than the mere ‘nationality’ of students. As this is work in progress, it will be years before all countries of the world manage to adapt their data collections to these changes, and ultimately before we will know how many students are truly internationally-mobile every year. Based on current figures though, it is estimated that only 75% of the 1 507 000 foreign students in the 32 European countries actually arrived from another country for higher education studies. 

Global implications

The development of student mobility flows in the EHEA countries is clearly interlinked with the flows to and from other parts of the world. The diversification of study destinations worldwide, concretised in the rise of traditional sending countries of students as ever more important host countries of foreign students (e.g. China, Japan, Malaysia, Singapore, India, Brazil, South Africa) has had a visible impact on the global positioning of net recipients of foreign students like the US and Australia, but also UK, Germany and France. 

Given the interdependence of higher education systems and the expected negative demographic developments in the coming decades in certain parts of the world, it is clear that there will be need for a sustained global dialogue on the topic of student mobility. Equally, the data collection challenges need global solutions and agreement, as they are not EHEA specific. And countries from across the globe could efficiently learn from each other in having to cope with faulty data information, to make sustainable policies.

c. Student mobility and the internationalisation of higher education

International student mobility has clearly been for decades at the heart of internationalisation efforts of countries from around the world. Many of them have developed national-level higher education internationalisation policies and have begun to think of this phenomenon in more strategic terms. In many countries of the EHEA region for example, internationalisation and student mobility have become policy goals in themselves. The extent to which the existence of internationalisation and/or mobility policies and targets has been instrumental for the recent mobility trends is yet to be determined. What is clear though is that progress has been achieved both in countries with clearly-articulated mobility (internationalisation) policies like the UK, Germany, or the Nordic countries, as well as in countries which still lack such strategic approaches.

Beyond the quantitative reflections, it is also noteworthy that many EHEA countries are moving to primarily qualitative reflections about mobility. This evolution takes many forms: some countries embark on measures to ensure that not ‘more’ but ‘the best’ students from abroad access their higher education systems; others are designing measures to guarantee that the mobility period abroad or at home is of ‘good quality’; also, some countries become keen to explore the question ‘Why mobility?’ and to bring more proof of the academic, personal or professional impact of international mobility experiences. In this sense, the impact of international mobility on the employability of graduates has been a central point of interest and debate in the EHEA and European Union (EU) contexts. Already a number of studies, that strive to assess this impact from the employers and employees points of view
, have been released. 

More comprehensively, the Working Group on Mobility of the Bologna Follow Up Group (BFUG) has been working, during the past two years, on drafting a mobility strategy for the EHEA through 2020. The group outlined key strategic goals and specific actions to take through 2020, which are now reiterated in the more concise strategy paper adopted at this ministerial conference by the EHEA countries. The strategy aims to: expand and promote the mobility of students, early stage researchers, teachers and other higher education staff; enhance the quality of learning mobility; improve the recognition of learning outcomes gained abroad; and allow for more balanced mobility within EHEA and between EHEA and countries outside Europe. Many important measures are planned, from the development and implementation of internationalisation strategies at the national level; to the dismantling of existing obstacles for mobility; the adjustment of data deficits on international student mobility; the removal of state regulation of study courses; better information exchange (e.g. via a common Internet-based admission system); the improvement of portability of individual and institutional social benefits; and the support of “internationalisation at home”. 

d. Mobility barriers and incentives

Many of the measures and mechanisms put in place in the EHEA and EU over the past decade have been geared towards removing the perceived obstacles to international student mobility and are expected, in the long run to increase mobility levels. By way of example, the country-level implementation of mobility-enhancing tools such as the ECTS system of cumulative and transferable study points (credits) and the Diploma Supplement (DS) have been constantly monitored, as has the progress made by individual countries in addressing financial, administrative and legal impediments to mobility. The transfer of know-how and good examples has been supported through the network of Bologna Experts, but also through on-going dialogue between ministerial actors in the EHEA and EU
 contexts.

The most often quoted barriers to international student mobility are the same in Europe as in most other parts of the world: a lack of personal motivation; a lack of quality (of study programmes, but also of ‘quality’ students); insufficient funding; insufficient language skills; too little information; flawed students services; limited recognition of study abroad periods and of foreign qualifications; immigration and visa impediments, and last but not least (rigid) curricular design. 

In the monitoring process of EHEA countries it became clear that while for all these states these barriers are real, the seriousness of obstacles is often country-specific. By and large, there is no single hierarchy of mobility obstacles across the EHEA countries, but a variety of national situations. For example, many countries report financial difficulties as the most serious obstacle, while for others the deficit in language skills is a much more serious deterrent for study abroad.  To further complicate things, the obstacles and the related incentives are determined by the type of mobility in question. All these consideration make the task of policy-makers even more complicated, as the supranational solutions need to take into account this great differentiation and acknowledge that there no ‘one fits all’ solution.   

Overall, progress has been achieved across the EHEA countries in lowering obstacles to mobility, but it remains unquestionable that more could and should be done in the future, in order to give more students the opportunity to study abroad and to open the national ‘doors’ to more students from abroad. 

e. Balances and imbalances in mobility flows

Around the world, some states are clearly net ‘importers’ of foreign students, others are net ‘exporters’, while very few countries actually display student inflows that equal their outflows. In this complex setting, the issue of balance and acceptable imbalances in mobility flows automatically comes up, and is, very interestingly, raised by countries on both ‘sides of the fence’. Such discussions have been clearly encouraged in the EHEA context, the EHEA Mobility Strategy addressing this issue in detail. The strategy proposes a definition of balanced mobility as a situation where the difference between incoming and outgoing students is less “than 25 percent of the higher value”
. The EHEA discussion is mainly focused on the issue of balances and imbalances in degree mobility, and encourages countries to redress problems in this area through bilateral communication, hoping that more EHEA countries will manage in the future to avoid the ‘unintended consequences’ of this phenomenon.  Still, as this is an issue with ramifications well beyond Europe, the strategy also encourages  “the  member  countries  to  strive  for  more  and  better  balanced mobility of the EHEA with countries outside the EHEA”
.

f. Concluding remarks

This section has tried to touch upon some of the key issues and points of discussion with regard to international student mobility. Clearly, this was not an exhaustive endeavour and much remains to be said about this topic. The section aimed nevertheless, through reflections on the unexpected complexity in assessing the evolution of international student flows (in EHEA but also globally), on the link between mobility and internationalisation, on the sustained and at times Sisyphean efforts to remove obstacles to mobility, and on the notion of balance in mobility flows, to lay the ground for a meaningful dialogue the framework of this Bologna Policy Forum. The views and experiences from other parts of the world will certainly contribute to these reflections dearly.

g. Overarching questions 

· What is currently being done in your country to promote international student mobility? Is there a mobility (internationalisation) policy in place? 

· How has mobility impacted the development of your higher education system and institutions?

· How is balanced mobility defined in your country/region? Is this a desirable outcome, and if so, how could it be achieved? Where is the role of the international community in this process?

CHAPTER 3 - PUBLIC RESPONSIBILITY FOR AND OF HIGHER EDUCATION LOCALLY, REGIONALLY AND INTERNATIONALLY

Text prepared by the Council of Europe and the International Association of Universities

Background

As education and higher education most particularly become core underpinnings for socio-economic and cultural development in all nations, a sound reciprocal relationship between the sector and society, based on mutual responsibility and accountability, becomes ever more critical and must be strengthened.

The public responsibility for and of higher education need to reflect the multiple purposes of higher education in modern, complex societies.  These include preparation for the labor market, preparation for active citizenship in democratic societies, personal development and the development and maintenance of a broad, advanced knowledge base.  Higher education plays a key role in developing and maintaining societies that are sustainable environmentally, socially, politically, economically and culturally and whose members are proficient in the intercultural dialogue required to live harmoniously. 

Public responsibility for higher education is primarily responsibility for the higher education system as well as for providing higher education institutions with conditions conducive to the pursuit of their mission and carrying out their activities.  It should take due account of the basic principles of academic freedom and institutional autonomy, which are key features of democratic societies. Public responsibility for higher education includes, but extends well beyond, the provision of sufficient levels of investment in higher education, the establishment and continuous improvement of the policy environment and regulatory framework that allows for institutional diversity and quality to flourish and for higher education to make its full contribution. In particular, public authorities have exclusive responsibility for establishing the framework within which higher education is provided; they have leading responsibility for ensuring that equal opportunities for access and success are available to as broad a spectrum of society as possible.  In most nations they have substantial responsibility for financing and provision. 

To a considerable extent, public responsibility for higher education implies balancing various and sometimes conflicting concerns.  While the proportion of public vs. private funding varies between countries and institutions, public authorities lay down the rules governing accountability for the use of funding as well as for the transparency in the provision of funding.  Quality is developed and nurtured by institutions but external quality assurance – in frameworks provided by public authorities – is an essential part of public policy. Qualifications are granted by institutions but within a degree system or qualifications framework established by public authorities.  Institutions may be public or private but, notwithstanding the principle of institutional autonomy, in some areas need to conform to public regulations on issues ranging from the safety of laboratories, the ethical protocols in research, through labor legislation pertaining to non discriminatory hiring practices to equal access requirements. 

On the other hand, the higher education institutions, benefitting from such an enabling environment and within the frame of public responsibility of higher education, should use the full scope of their scientific/academic and governance autonomy to respond to societal needs locally and in the present, as well as to play their full role in research, teaching/learning and outreach to prepare for the future, addressing the large number of challenges that face humanity and its physical environment locally, nationally and globally. Higher education should play a key role in developing the kind of societies in which we wish to live, by educating citizens aware of and ready to confront the challenges facing the modern world. 

Within the framework of institutional autonomy, higher education institutions are key protectors/guarantors of academic freedom that allows for original research, innovation and questioning of accepted truths, including the critical examination of public policies.  Bearing the general obligation to public accountability for the quality of research, teaching and learning and outreach services, higher education institutions are responsible for providing graduates with expertise in a very broad range of disciplines as well as transversal skills that will enable them to communicate and work with others at home and internationally in collaborative ways, crossing cultural, linguistic and generational boundaries.   

Numerous and rapid changes taking place in the higher education landscape in Europe and around the world are shifting the terrain on both sides of this equation, often straining this two-way relationship and reshaping it continuously.   The Bologna Policy Forum will explore these changes and share current ways in which public authorities and higher education institutions respectively exercise, or fail to exercise, their responsibility and to ensure that this relationship is as productive as possible.

Questions for discussion

 

1. What do Ministers see as the key features of the public responsibility for higher education? 

2. What do they see as the key features of the social responsibility of higher education institutions toward the society of which they are a part?

3. What are the most effective mechanisms for exercising public responsibility for fulfilling all major purposes of higher education?

4. What is the public responsibility for and of higher education at the international level and how can it be exercised?

5. If inclusive education is the overall goal of equitable and democratic societies, what approaches need to be developed and explored to widen access to all potential students? 

6. Can higher education institutions do more to stimulate social responsibility among graduates, faculty members and staff?   What policies and practices can institutions put in place?
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