WHTEeHCUbUKAINS aKaIeMIIeCcKol MOOWIbHOCTH. KOMMIOHKE MUHUCTPOB 00pa3oBa-
uust EITBO (2009 1) ycTaHOBWIIO 11eIeBbIe TTOKA3aTe N HapalluBaHUsI aKaIeMUIecKon
Mo6uabHOCTH K 2020 T. (Tak Ha3biBaeMblii «kputepuii 20-20-20»): «He menee 20 % BbI-
nyckHUKOB By30B ETIBO moKHBI TPOHTH 00yYeHUE WU TIPAKTHKY 3a pyoexkoM» [6,
p. 4]. HecMoTps1 Ha TO YTO BIIOCIEACTBUHY OBUIO OTMEUEHO, YTO 11 psina crpaH EC manH-
HBII MoKaszaTe/b HEpeaIMCTUUEH, CTpaTerusi MOCTOSSHHOTO YBEJIMYEHUs akagemMuye-
CKO¥ MOOMJTLHOCTU TIOBCEMECTHO TIPU3HAETCS HEOOXOANUMBIM YCJIOBUEM YCTOMUMBOTO
pasButus EBporeiickoro Corosa.
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SET OF INDICATORS TO MEASURE INTERNATIONALIZATION
OF UNIVERSITY: EXPERIENCE OF EUROPEAN UNION

A. Rytau, MA in Humanities, Head of International programs and projects office, Department
of International Relations, BSU
K. Makarevich, Deputy Head of Department of International Relations, BSU

Today internationalization is considered as “the process of integrating international,
intercultural or global dimensions into the purpose, function or delivery of higher educa-
tion” [1, p. 7]. For majority of European universities it is clear that internationalization is
not just a specific function of management but phenomena related to institution as
a whole, including its objectives. In that case in order to make correct decisions and de-
sign effective strategy university decision-makers have to understand what internationali-
zation is, how it could be evaluated and what kind of targets need to be set up in order to
achieve the necessary level of performance.
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On the other hand, it is also important to show to stakeholders strengths and ambi-
tions of university from an internationalisation perspective. All interested groups — min-
istries, enterprises, companies and public organizations, students and staff — need to have
an access to information about the content and quality of study programmes and their
international dimension. Internationalisation indicators are considered as an integral part
of the system of indicators that can be used to inform the public about university perfor-
mance.

There are also some other specific reasons to design a set of indicators for measuring
international profile and activity of HEI, namely: needs to pass accreditation, bench-
marking, ranking, self-evaluation and audit, quality improvement etc.

European experience in mapping and profiling internationalization is very extensive.
During the last decade hundreds of studies and research projects dealing with this issue
were carried out by European experts in higher education. Series of research projects were
implemented by major international university networks — EUA, EAIE and EFQM (Eu-
ropean Foundation for Quality Management), as well as by national research and consult-
ing structures in almost each country of the European Union. As a result more than 30
tools for measuring or evaluating internationalisation of university were designed [2].

The MINT project (Mapping Internationalisation) implemented by the Netherlands
Organization for International Cooperation in Higher Education (NUFFIC) in 2009
could be mentioned in this regard. Researchers have created the tool which allows institu-
tions to assess (self-evaluate) their international activity on both central and program lev-
els based on a set of qualitative and quantitative indicators. As a result HEIs applying the
tool became able to benchmark good practices and identify areas of future improvement
[3]. It is worth to be mentioned that MINT tool is now being used by several Belarusian
HEIs within Tempus project “PICASA”.

The latest and most comprehensive study based on outcomes of the above mentioned
surveys was IMPI project (Indicators for Mapping and Profiling Internationalisation).
The project was implemented in 2009—2012. Six metalevel European institutions — Nor-
wegian Centre for International Cooperation in Education (SIU), Netherlands Organi-
zation for International Cooperation in Higher Education (NUFFIC), Academic Coop-
eration Association in Belgium (ACA), CampusFrance, Polish Educational Foundation
“Perspektywy” and spin-off from the German Centre for Higher Education Consulting
and Research Organization “CHE Consult” [4] — were listed among the project core
partners. The project was funded by the European Commission within the Lifelong
Learning Programme. The aim of the project was to develop a comprehensive list of indi-
cators that can be used by HEIs from very diverse geographical and academic contexts in
the evaluation and monitoring of their internationalisation activities [5].

Within the project experts explored almost all existing in EU tools for measuring in-
ternationalization and made an attempt to classify numerous quantitative indicators and
qualitative questions. First of all, indicators for mapping internationalization were used to
measure three different elements in university performance chain: inputs, outputs and
outcomes, wherein the inputs are the resources available to support internationalisation
efforts, the outputs are the results achieved, e.g. direct consequences from inputs, and fi-
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nally outcomes are so-called “overall achievements” which are linked to the strategic in-
ternationalisation goals of the institution, school or programme (for example, competen-
cies of graduates, the quality of education programmes and research, financial benefits,
benefits to the wider community or increased reputation) [4, p. 16]. In that case, different
sets of indicators were designed to measure different aspects of university international
activity in the “goals — outcomes” chain.

In majority of existing in EU tools for measuring internationalization indicators are
classified within 5—12 categories reflecting university performance with regard to inter-
nationalization. Most of them include such categories as “policies/strategies/goals”, “or-
ganisational and support structures, including funding”, “curriculum/academic pro-

LTSS ”

grams”, “international students, staff and scholars”, “international collaborations (joint
programs/projects/researches/etc.)”, “communication (use of foreign/English language
in study/research/PR)”, etc.

Today probably the most comprehensive set of indicators for measuring internation-
alization is offered by the IMPI project [5]. The Toolbox designed within the project al-
lows HEIs willing to conduct self-evaluation to measure their internationalization through
almost 500 indicators groped in 7 categories and subcategories: 1. Students (study abroad,
international students, general student data); 2. Staff (academic and non-academic staff
members — general data, academic and non-academic staff members — outgoing staff,
academic and non-academic staff members — staff from abroad, academic staff mem-
bers, non-academic staff); 3. Administration; 4. Funding and finance; 5. Curricula and
Academic Services; 6. Research, Promotion and Marketing (researcher profiles, visiting
researchers, researcher activity, institutional profile, publications and citations, patents);
7. Non-Academic Services, and Campus and Community life (services to international
students, services to study abroad students, services to staff).

At the same time the Toolbox enables universities to conduct tailored-made profiling
and self-assessment, it means that university may select and choose from the very broad
set of indicators the ones most relevant to its size, type and what is very important — to its
strategy. Indicators therefore linked to the following goals: 1. to enhance the quality of
education; 2. to enhance the quality of research; 3. to well-prepare students for life and
work in intercultural and globalising world; 4. to enhance international reputation and
visibility of the unit; 5. to provide service to society and community social engagement.
The toolbox is available on-line free of charge on the web-site of the project http://www.
impi-project.eu/toolbox .

After piloting the Toolbox and offering it to users around the world researchers were
able to select the most used indicators, e.g. those which combine substantial use with high
ratings of relevance. From 11 to 33 most used indicators were selected for each of above
mentioned goals [5].

Due to the format of the publication we will limit our description to the 1st and prob-
ably the most obvious goal of university: to enhance the quality of education. The list of
the most used indicators under this goal fall under several categories. The first category is
“Students”. It is comprised of 11 indicators (out of 32). Four indicators related to aca-
demic mobility (“study abroad” sub-category):
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— advising students on study abroad opportunities;

— providing specific contact information for international internships;

— students participation in outgoing exchange or mobility programmes;

— proportion of students studied abroad.

Two indicators cover international students body:

— proportion of exchange or mobility programme students;

— international students in programmes taught in the national language.

Five indicators related to general student data:

— graduates from international joint/double degree programmes;

— students in international joint/double/multiple degree programmes;

— graduates from international joint or double degree programmes;

— students involved in international shared supervision / co-tutelles;

— share of incoming exchange students of all students.

The second major category is “Curricula and Academic Services”. Indicators with the
highest relevance reflect the following areas of internationalization of curriculum:

— incorporation of mobility windows into the curriculum;

— information for incoming international students;

— study load for foreign language;

— international joint/double/multiple degree programmes;

— study programs in English/foreign language, etc.

Another crucial area of university life of great importance in relation to internationa-
lization is “Funding and Finance”. Indicators to measure this sphere are the following:

— total budget dedicated to internationalisation;

— proportion of international students who receive a scholarship from hosting institu-
tion or from external sources;

— the total budget for scholarships and what proportion is dedicated to scholarships
for international students.

As a conclusion it is worth to be mentioned that indeed the European Union has a very
strong experience in mapping and profiling university internationalization. This expe-
rience is very valuable for higher education institutions in Belarus. Despite the fact that
existing measuring tools in Belarus cover major areas of international activity, in some
cases indicators used can be considered as non-significant in terms of revealing quality or
effectiveness of internationalization [6]. For example, such indicators as number of part-
nerships or memberships in university networks are more ostensible than objective.
Therefore, it is really important to take a look at European experience and good practices
in the sphere of management of internationalization.
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MHTErPALMNOHHBIE NPOLIECCbI B EBPOIE
M EBPOMNENCKAS CUCTEMA OBECIMEYEHUS KAYECTBA

C.B. Ilewkyn, nauanrvhuk omoena mexcoynapoonsix cesazeil [1I'Y

EBporneiickast uHTerpauusi — cJ0XHbI 1 MHOTOYPOBHEBBIH Mpoliecc, HarpaBaeH-
HBII Ha JOCTMKEHUE TOJUTUYECKOTO, MPABOBOTO WM COLMATBHO-2KOHOMUYECKOTO
00beIMHEHUSI TOCYAAPCTB, KOTOpasi MPEMMYIIECTBEHHO OCYILIECTBISIETCS MOCPECT-
BoM dyHKkumonupoBaHusi EBponeiickoro Corosa, perynupyemoro CosetroM EBporibl,
EBporeiickoit komuccueit u npyrumu nHetutyraMu EC. EBponeiickuii Coro3 Kak oc-
HOBHOI1 pe3y/bTaT MHTErpaluu — MeXAyHapoJaHOe 00pa3oBaHue — COYeTaeT MpU3Ha-
KM MEXAYyHapOIHOU OpraHu3aluu, NO3TOMY HOCUT MEXIOCYIapCTBEHHBIN XapakTep,
¥ TOCYIapcTBa, UYTO TIO3BOJISIET pACCMATPUBATh €TO KaK HAaATOCyIapcTBEHHOE 00pa3o-
BaHue [1]. OnHako (popMaabHO OH He SIBJISIETCS HU TeM, HU ApYruM. B onpeneneHHbIX
00J1acTSIX pellleHUs] MPUHUMAIOTCS HE3aBUCUMbIMUA HaJHALMOHATbHBIMU UHCTUTYTa-
MM, a B APYTUX — OCYIIECTBISIIOTCST TIOCPENICTBOM TTEPETOBOPOB MEXKIy TOCYIapCcTBa-
MU-YJIEHAMU.

J1s1 moHUMaHUS WHTErpallMOHHBIX MpoueccoB B EBpone B Hacrosiiiee Bpems,
a 0COOEHHO TIPOIIECCOB TAPMOHU3AIINY CUCTEM BBICIIETO 00pa30BaHUsI, TIEPBOOUYEPE-
HBIM BBICTYIAeT MOHUMaHUE UIeH U MTPUHLIUIIOB O0bEAUHEHNUSI.

Wneu nanbeBpornensma Kak HUKOTA CTajli aKTyaJlbHbIMU ocie BTopoit MupoBoit
BOWHBI, KOT/Ia Ha OCJIa0eBIYI0 9KOHOMUKY CTpaH KOHTUHEHTA MOBJIHSIIIO MHOXKECTBO
BHEIIHUX (haKTOPOB, CIPABUTHCSI B OAMHOYKY C KOTOPBIMU HE MPEICTaBIsIIOCh BO3-
MOXHBIM. B pe3ynbrate COBMECTHBIX YCUJIMI CaMbIX aKTUBHbBIX CTPAH Ha KOHTUHEHTE
MOSIBJISIETCS psin opraHusanuii u coodmectB: Coer Epomnsl, HATO, 3amagHoeBpo-
neiickuii coo3, EBporieiickoe 5KOHOMUYECKOE COOOIIECTBO, MPU3BAHHBIX 00ECIIEUUTh
MOJUTUYECKYIO U COLIMAIbHO-3KOHOMUYECKYIO CTAOUIIBHOCTD.
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