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Summary

This document reports on the research undertaken
Profiling Internationalisationd project in order
indicators for internationalisation. It describes the first steps in developing a set of indicators

and creating a toolbox for a.o. institutions to apply these indicators.

Higher Education Institutions increasingly operate in an international environment which
demands the development of internationalisation strategies. In recent years, a shift has taken
place from the internationalisation of specific core functions of an institution to the
internationalisation of the institution as a whole, including its objectives. The
internationalisation of the institution is reflected by the international character of its education
and research, but also by the international nature of its funding base, its quality assurance
system, its staff and student population, etc.

Int ernationalisation refers to the process of bec
refers to how international a university is at a certain point in time (Brandenburg & Federkeil,
2007). Both concepts are valuable.

Three important interrelated developments are causes of the increased demand for better

data on internationalisation and internationality.

1. With the shift from peripheral to mainstream activity, internationalisation has become a
more complicated and more comprehensive process. One is not only demanding
gquantitative indicators for internationalisation, but the quality of internationalisation is
gaining priority.

2. The emergence of an accountability culture in higher education based on evaluations.

3. Through increased global competition and the importance of rankings and league tables
in higher education, institutions need indicators to profile themselves.

Measuring can be divided into three basic items: 1. knowing where your organisation stands
(mapping) in terms of internationalisation 2. examining the value of the internationalisation
efforts (evaluating) and 3. setting an organisational identity (profiling), showing both internal
and external stakeholders the strengths and ambitions of your organisation from an
internationalisation perspective.

Although internationalisation is considered to be of the utmost importance for increasing the
quality of learning outcomes, employability, and for successful research, existing sets of
indicators do not yet provide useful tools to measure and map internationalisation in an
international comparative manner.

This report briefly addresses the methodology used in finding, selecting and analysing
possible indicators for the toolbox. An overview is given of earlier projects and studies related
to indicators for internationalisation world-wide to allow for a maximum of input. An overview
of over thirty existing tools has been created and for all sets the leading organisation, the
country and the year of publication were identified (see appendix 1).

Many of these tools have been based on tools which had already been developed previously.
Therefore, a selection of this list was used as input to set up the IMPI indicator list while
others have been cross-checked for overlapping indicators. Selected were the tools
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developed by CHE, Nuffic, the Flemish Bologna Experts, the IQRP, SIU and the DAAD.
Inputs from Perspektywy, based on rankings, and Campus France derived from the Quality
Charter for French Government Foreign Scholars have been added as well as input from the
indicator set developed by ASCUN.

Other tools were studied more in depth for methodological purposes. An overview of
important features of the indicator sets is given including elements (inputs, outputs &
outcomes) of the internationalisation process, type of internationalisation activities-(e.g.
strategy, teaching & curriculum, students, staff or research) they focus on. Second the,
purpose (self evaluation, benchmarking, classification, ranking) of the indicator sets and the
level (e.g. programme or institution) of assessment. Finally, the paper looks into the type of
information (e.g. expert judgements and knowledge or stakeholder evaluations) that is
necessary to measure the indicators and the way this data is collected (surveys, institutional
data collection, peer reviews or panel visits or data collection from external databases like
(inter)national statistical offices). In the end, institutions themselves are the key actors in
collecting sufficient data to arrive at a thorough assessment of internationalisation activities
Experiences of core partners from earlier projects as well as current initiatives like the
Feasibility Study for the International Assessment of Higher Education Learning Outcomes
(AHELO), the NVAO Internationalisation certificate, the U-map research project to develop a
European Classification of Higher Education Institutions and the Erasmus Mobility Quality
Tools (EMQT) project were incorporated. Each of these projects has to balance
comprehensiveness with usability and flexibility, which is also one of the main challenges in
the IMPI project.

Experiences from earlier projects of core partners as well as current initiatives like the
Feasibility Study for the International Assessment of Higher Education Learning Outcomes
(AHELO), the NVAO Internationalisation certificate, the U-map research project to develop a
European Classification of Higher Education Institutions and the Erasmus Mobility Quality
Tools (EMQT) project were incorporated. Each of these projects have to balance
comprehensiveness with usability and flexibility, which is also one of the main challenges in
the IMPI project.
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1. A Short history of measuring internationalisation

1.1 The concept of internationalisation

Universities and other higher education institutions increasingly operate in an
international environment. They recruit international students; they stimulate their
own students to have an international learning experience; they are part of
international consortia and research networks; they emulate foreign institutions and
copy good practices and new strategies. A truly national perspective on higher
education institutions is clearly something of the past.

In order to operate in such an international environment, institutions are

i nternationalising. Internationalisation was
process of integrating an international or intercultural dimension into the teaching,

research and service functions oftheinst i t uti ons. 06 Responding to
developments in the field of internationalisation, she presented an updated definition

a decade | ater. Here, internationalisation w
international, intercultural or global dimensions into the objective, function and
provision of higher educationo. This change

internationalisation of specific core functions of institutions to the internationalisation
of the institution as a whole, including its objectives. The internationalisation of the
institution is reflected by the international character of their education and research,
but also by the international nature of their funding base, their quality assurance
system, their staff and student population, etc.

Internationalisation as defined by Knight clearly is a process. It reflects a set of

activities or strategies that institutions formulate in order to respond to increased

globalisation. Some institutions adopt and implement such internationalisation

strategies more than others. In the end, this leads to more or less internationalised
institutions or more or | ess internationalis
of the artdo of international i)makeéadstngtionBr anden
bet ween o6l nternationalisationd and o6l nternat
They define 6l nternationality6 as either an
evident at the date of data acquisition with respect to international activities. Further
internationalisation is thus intended to increase the level of internationality of the

institution in a certain timeframe. Both concepts will be taken into account in this

report.

1.2 The concepts of mapping, evaluating and profiling

Measuring internationalisation can be divided into three basic items: 1. knowing
where your organsation stands (mapping) in terms of internationalisation 2.
examining the value of the internationalisation efforts (evaluating) and 3. setting an

11
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organisational identity (profiling), showing both internal and external stakeholders the
strengths and ambitions of your organisation from an internationalisation perspective.
The increased demand for indicators on internationalisation of higher education
institutions cannot be attributed to a single factor. The concepts of mapping,
evaluating and profiling can be linked to three important interrelated developments
that cause for more and better data on the internationalisation process.

First of all, mapping is linked to the changing nature of internationalisation processes
itself. With the shift from peripheral to mainstream activity, internationalisation has
become a more complicated and more comprehensive process. It concerns activities
that relate to many other processes in the university, such as quality assurance,
funding, student services, etc. While internationalisation used to be an aggregation of
dispersed internationalisation activities within the institution, it has evolved into a
comprehensive strategy that should be approached in a holistic way. This shift has
also added to the complexity of internationalisation in higher education institutions. It
has created a need for more sophisticated data on these internationalisation activities.
The days that the international nature of the institution was determined solely by the
number of international students or the number of Erasmus exchanges are long gone.
University leaders and managers now demand a much wider set of indicators.

What adds to the complexity is that one is not only demanding quantitative indicators
for internationalisation, but the quality of internationalisation is gaining priority. It is
not just about more internationalisation, but also about better internationalisation, and
the choice of indicators and measurement methodologies need to reflect this.

A second driver of the need for indicators can be traced back to the emergence of an
accountability culture in higher education based on evaluations. Reforms of higher
education worldwide show tendencies towards deregulation and decentralization. In
most countries institutions gain more autonomy. With this autonomy however also
comes the need for accountability from institutions towards governments as well as
students and other stakeholders. Institutions might have to show they are
international in order to be eligible for certain funding sources or to be considered for
accreditation.

A third important factor causing a demand for indicators is the reputation race in
which higher education institutions are involved. Through increased global
competition and the importance of rankings and league tables in higher education,
institutions need indicators to profile themselves. They want to show the international
impact of their research, their popularity with international students, their language
courses, their joint programmes, etc., in order to show that they are internationally
oriented. Here, indicators have an external function. They (selectively) inform
students, academics and other stakeholders on the internationality of the institution.
In these instances, internationality is seen as an intrinsic quality indicator.

However, the need to provide the public with information is not only a matter of

reputation. There is also an increased call for transparency from students,
governments and the labour market. Especially in areas where we observe an

12
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increasing level of regional integration i like the European Higher Education Area i
there is a need for information on the differences between institutions and their
quality. Students and the general public need to have access to information on the
content and quality of programmes and facilities. Internationalisation indicators are
just one set of many of such indicators that can be used to inform the public.

Due to the complexity of internationalisation and the changes in the international
environment of institutions, both mapping and evaluating are essential tools to stay
on top of the internationalisation process and to reach institutional goals in a
controlled manner. This document reports on the research undertaken in the

6l ndicators for Mapping and Profiling
steps in developing a set of indicators and creating a toolbox for a.o. institutions to
apply these indicators.

The next section briefly addresses the methodology used in finding, selecting and
analysing the indicators for the toolbox. Section three gives an overview of earlier
projects and studies related to indicators for internationalisation. On the basis of

these earlier studies and projects, a selection of indicator sets is analysed in detail in

order to identify their crucial dimensions and lessons to learn for the IMPI toolbox.

13
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Methodology

In order to create a comprehensive overview of indicators for internationalisation, a
wide range of indicator sets or toolboxes have been identified and explored through
desk research. On the basis of the results of this research, indicator sets were
selected for further analysis. In addition to the indicators themselves, the
methodologies and approaches used in the development of these sets were taken
into account.

The desk research gives insights into other relevant projects world-wide to allow for a
maximum of input. An overview of over thirty existing tools has been created and for
all sets the leading organisation, the country and the year of publication were
identified (see appendix 1). Also, specific characteristics were analysed such as (see
chapter 2 for more information):

A the purpose of tool: for instance benchmarking, evaluation, ranking;

A the level: institutional level, school or faculty level, programme level;

A the type of information: quantitative or qualitative;

A the methods of data collection: for instance self evaluations or surveys.

A selection of this list has been used as input to set up the IMPI indicator list. Other
tools were studied more in depth for methodological purposes. Tools to be used as
input for the IMPI indicator list were selected based on:

1. the relevance of the indicators for the IMPI project,

2. year of publication and

3. scope of the project.

Selected were the tools developed by CHE, Nuffic, the Flemish Bologna Experts, the
IQRP, SIU and the DAAD. Inputs from Perspektywy, based on rakings, and Campus
France derived from the Quality Charter for French Government Foreign Scholars
have been added as well as input from the indicator set developed by ASCUN.

14
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3. Existing initiatives on indicators for internationalisation

A European-wide approach to measure internationality and internationalisation has
not yet been established. Transparency and accountability needs measurability to
allow students, companies, ministries and other interested groups to evaluate the
quality of internationalisation in HEIs. The wider public asks for transparency, while
funding agencies and governments demand accountability and the European
qualification framework calls for measurable learning outcomes. Although
internationalisation is considered to be of the utmost importance for increasing the
quality of learning outcomes, employability, and for successful research, existing sets
of indicators do not yet provide useful tools to measure and map internationalisation
in an international comparative manner. Therefore, IMPI can build on the results of
former indicator projects, but needs to expand the scope in order to include all
aspects of internationalisation.

3.1 Existing indicator lists

In the past five years we have witnessed a strong growth in the number of tools and
studies which are trying to identify important indicators for internationalisation. Not
surprisingly, the first sets of indicators emerged in an international setting or in those
countries where internationalisation gained importance because of increasing flows
of foreign students entering the country (USA, UK, Australia). One of the first
international initiatives to assist institutions in evaluating and improving the quality of
their internationalisation activities was the International Quality Review Programme
(IQRP) developed by the Institutional Management in Higher Education (IMHE)
programme of the OECD together with the Academic Cooperation Association (ACA).
Other countries where sets emerged are European countries like Germany, the
Netherlands, Sweden, Norway and Belgium. In addition to European and the
mentioned English speaking countries, there is also an increasing interest in East
Asia, in particular Japan and Taiwan. The full list of indicator sets or tools is given in
appendix 1. A selection of these will be analysed in depth in chapter 4. Here, we will
go into the background of the projects, the philosophy behind them, their
methodology and the way they are applied in their real national or international
settings.

In this chapter we will present an overview of important features of the indicator sets
and how they are apparent (or not) in the existing sets. First it is discussed what
elements of the internationalisation process the indicator sets actually want to
measure and what type of internationalisation activities they focus on. Second the
purpose of the indicator sets is addressed and the level on which one wants to assess
the state of internationalisation within the institutions. Finally, the paper looks into the
type of information that is necessary to measure the indicators and the way this data
is collected.
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3.2 Types of indicators: review of the literature

3.2.1 What is measured? Inputs, outputs & outcomes

A first step in identifying the right indicators is an agreement on what will actually be
measured. The question of what is measured does not only concern the different
aspects in the chain from goals to outcomes. The question also concerns the types of
activities within which the level of internationalisation can be measured. This question
is very much related to the ultimate objectives of internationalisation. Do we for
instance see mobility or the acceptance of foreign students as an end in itself or as a
means to achieve other outputs or outcomes? And if mobility is a means, than what
exactly are the ends? In order to define the right set of indicators, one first needs to
clarify which type of indicators one is focussing on. Hudzik and Stohl (2009) give
three categories of features that can be measured: inputs, outputs and outcomes.
Each of these categories can be measured and all have their own type of indicators.

Inputs are resources available to support internationalisation efforts. These can
usually be categorised under financial resources (e.g. scholarships), staff hours (e.g.
for internationalising the curriculum) or specific policies (e.g. specific hiring or
admission policies) which enable institutions to undertake internationalisation
activities. These inputs or activities lead to certain outputs or results, for instance the
number of students, the number of joint programmes, the amount of international
research funding, etc. Also, the percentage e.g. of international staff can be seen as
an output of an input such as international staff recruiting measures. To complicate
things further, some output indicators (e.g. the number of international students) can
directly be turned into input indicators (e.g. an international classroom).

Finally, the outcomes can be considered as the end results of internationalisation
activities and are normally formulated at a higher level of abstraction than outputs.
Outputs are direct consequences from inputs, whereas outcomes are related to
overall achievements. The main distinction is that whereas outputs can be related
with a clear causality to an action or an activity, outcomes usually cannot as they are
linked to many actions and it is not always clear which one caused it.

In the case of proper strategic management, outcomes therefore should be linked to
the strategic internationalisation goals of the institution, school or programme.
Outcomes could refer to the competencies of graduates, the quality of education
programmes and research, financial benefits, benefits to the wider community or
increased reputation.

One of the pitfalls in using indicators is the continuous growth in the number of
indicators on a certain list. This so called mushrooming leads to devaluation of the
indicators by:

*  Specifying (and specifying and specifying) definitions

* Using definitions that need extensive explanation
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*  Accompanying rules for measuring and calculating which have to be added
* A large number of exceptions to these rules as well as rules on how to deal
with these

Mushrooming is mainly caused by the fact that any monitoring tool or indicator list is

only able to show a limited part of reality. Inthe e n d, the word Aindicat
the Latin word Aindicareo which means Ato hi
result but they hint at a possible result. This however is often misunderstood and

indicators are expected to reflect the reality. Mushrooming leads to a very complex

indicator system which ultimately is unusable. Therefore, a useful and effective

monitoring system should be allowed to have its limitations i according to the goal(s)

the monitoring system serves (see below chapter 3.2.3).

3.2.2 What is measured? Dimensions of internationalisation

The question of what is measured does not only concern the different aspects in the
chain from goals to outcomes. The question also concerns the types of activities
within which the level of internationalisation can be measured. Below, an
international range of studies or projects is listed that identify different categories of
activities that are to be measured.

In the IQR Programme of IMHE and ACA self-assessment focused on six categories
of internationalisation indicators (in addition to one category focusing on the national
context). Based on a review of existing, mainly North American literature (referring to
Ellingboe, 1998; Knight and de Wit, 1999; Paige and Mestenhauser, 1999; Green
and Olsen, 2003), Paige identified ten categories of indicators. Krause et al. analysed
web pages of Australian institutions and categorised the indicators into five groups.
Another major study was conducted at Osaka University in Japan. This study on
60Devel oplinmagt iEbn Criteria to Assess the Inter
(Furushiro, 2006) identified eight main categories. A study by the German CHE
(Brandenburg & Federkeil, 2007) identified three broad categories (overall, research,
teaching & studies) and for the last two they made a distinction between input and
output indicators. In a Dutch project, Nuffic in cooperation with Dutch higher
education institutions developed the assessment and benchmarking tool MINT. This
tool makes a distinction between five categories (internationalisation goals, activities,
support, quality assurance and key figures). The German DAAD Profile Data Project
uses ten dimensions to categorise their indicators including mobility, funding, staff
and involvement in DAAD projects and several other dimensions. A final set of
indicators was proposed in Taiwan by Joseph Meng-Chun Chin and Gregory S.
Ching (2009). Based on interviews with local internationalisation officers,
international scholars and experts as well as international students, they identified
twelve categories of indicators (for an overview of all categories, see table 1).

Table 1 clearly illustrates the complexity of measuring internationalisation. Measuring
the extent to which an institution is internationalised or internationalising can mean
that one assesses the institutions on the basis of the international dimension of its
policies or strategies, or the extent to which internationalisation is actually
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institutionalised and embedded in an institution. At the same time, one can look at
sheer numbers of students or at qualitative attributes of students or staff. One can
focus on management and organisational issues or one can look at the international
dimension of the content of the curriculum or of research projects.

18



INDICATORS FOR MAPPING
& PROFILING INTERNATIONALISATION

Table 1: Categories of indicators

WP

IMHE/ACA, 1999 Paige, 2005 Krause et. al, Osaka University, 2006 | CHE, 2007 Nuffic (MINT), DAAD, 2009 Chin & Ching,
(IQRP) 2005 2009 2009
Policies & strategies University leadership for The strategic Mission, goals and plans | Overall aspects Goals Foreign students | Institutional
internationalisation dimension of the university (input) commitments
Organisational and Internationalisation The teaching and Structures and Staff Academic Activities Mobility of staff Strategic
support structures Strategic Plan curriculum research (input) and students in planning
dimension the ERASMUS
framework
Academic Institutionalisation of The student Budgeting and Academic Support Mobility of Funding
programmes and international education dimension Implementation research (output) German
students students outside
the ERASMUS
framework
Research and Infrastructure (professional | The faculty International dimensions | Teaching & studies | Quality Assurance | Involvement of Institutional
scholarly collaboration | units and staff) dimension of research activities (input) institutions in policy &
DAAD guidelines

Human resource
management

Contracts and
services

Internationalized
Curriculum

International students and
scholars

Study abroad

Faculty involvement in
international activities

The research
dimension

Support system,
information provision and
infrastructure

Multifaceted promotion
of international affiliation

Internationalization of the
University Curriculum

Joint programmes of
external organisations

Teaching & studies

(output)

Key figures

Subcategories
under activities:

Education in
English or other
foreign language

Credit mobility

programmes

International
programmes

International
collaborations

Academic staff
with foreign
nationality

Third stream
research funding
from abroad

Organisational
infrastructure &
resources

Curriculum &
academic
offerings

Internet
presence

Faculty & staff
development
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WP

IMHE/ACA, 1999 Paige, 2005 Krause et. al, Osaka University, 2006 | CHE, 2007 Nuffic (MINT), DAAD, 2009 Chin & Ching,
(IQRP) 2005 2009 2009
Campus life Recruitment of Alexander von International
foreign students Humboldt- students &
Stiftung scholars
Stipends
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3.2.3 Purpose of the indicator sets

Tools and indicator sets have been developed to help institutions or programmes to
gain more insight into their internationalisation efforts. In many cases, the purpose of
the indicators is to help institutions in analysing their own respective situations
(self-evaluation). Other tools are meant to enable comparisons to be made between
parts of an institution, between entire institutions or between an institution and the
average of those participating (benchmarking). Self evaluation and benchmarking
have an internal function, usually aimed at improvement. Some of the tools are
specifically intended to enable institutions to be ranked by external parties. In other
cases they can be used to accredit institutions. Again others are only used to provide
information, sometimes for the wider public, sometimes for experts and academics
involved in studying internationalisation of higher education. Brief explanations of
these categories are given below.

Self-evaluation

One of the most obvious and frequently used tools for mapping and assessing

activities within an organisation is self-evaluation. Self-evaluations are internal

exercises and serve internal purposes. Sometimes they also serve as input for

subsequent external evaluations (for instance in the framework of a national quality

assessment system, or for evaluations by accreditation bodies). In general, in a self-

evaluation exercise the internal situation is tested against objective indicators that

have been establishedint ernal ly (e.g., the objectives f
policy paper or strategic plan) or against performance targets enforced by external

parties (e.g. in government directives or accreditation procedures). A self-evaluation

only assesses the performance of an institution in relation to these objectives and

targets. As such, theself-eval uati on does not say anything
relative performance.

For that reason, self-evaluations do not serve a public purpose. They either provide
the input for an external (government) assessment or serve as an initial phase in the
internal quality improvement process. The internal value of a self-assessment is that
it enables an institution to identify shortcomings and possible solutions. Sometimes
however, an internal self-evaluation can have an external component. This can be
the case when external peers are involved in the self evaluation process, for instance
in the International Quality Review Programme developed by IMHE and ACA,
discussed in chapter 4. Self evaluation then still is an internal assessment, but
through the use of external peers, implicit comparisons with other institutions might
be made.

Benchmarking

If the institution explicitly wants to know where it stands vis-a-vis its competitors, it
can use benchmarking as a tool. In the past decades, benchmarking has become a
popular management tool for HEIs (Birnbaum, 2000). Both self-evaluation and
benchmarking are intended for internal quality improvement. The process and the
targets are developed and determined within the institution. Benchmarking is an
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ongoing exercise in which an institutionbés i
compared with those of other institutions.

Benchmarking can either be a one-on-one comparison between institutions or

programmes. Or it can be a comparison of results of one institution to an average of

a peer group.

As a tool, benchmarking brings in an external focus to internal activities. While self-

evaluation uses internal and absolute targets, those used in benchmarking are

external and relative.

The identification of the peer HEI(s) depends on the objectives of the benchmarking
institution. The actual benchmark partner(s) to be selected could be leading
institutions, either in general or within a specific area.

In many cases, the comparison with a peer institution i the benchmark i is just the
first step. Results of a benchmarking are often quantitative. After having identified the
institution performing best in the given indicators, the task is then to analyse the
processes which allow this institution to perform best. Then each partner can try to
adapt the processes to his/her own institutional setting. Benchmarking is thus not
merely a self-evaluation or comparative process, but can also include the dimension
of improvement by identifying and implementing good practice. Incorporation of such
good practice, or learning from them, and adapting them to the HEIs particular
circumstances should then bring the institution on a par with the leaders in the field.

Reasons to engage in benchmarking are:

to strengthen networks

information gathering

insight into possible areas of improvement
accreditation or certification

Classification and Ranking

While self-evaluation and benchmarking use indicators for the purpose of evaluating
a single unit against objective standards or against peers with the aim of internal
improvement, rankings and classifications are used to evaluate a group of institutions
or other units with the goal of transparency. Standard and criteria for comparison are
set outside of the institutions, often by external parties. Another important difference
with benchmarks is that university rankings are not primarily intended as
management tools or instruments for quality improvement, but rather aim to provide
the public with information on the relative quality of institutions.

Rankings and classifications do usually not
internationalisation. Rather they intend to reflect the relative quality of an institution

within a larger group of institutions. In attempting to do that, they sometimes include

indicators that measure the internationalisation of the institution. Considering that

rankings usually only take into account a very limited number of indicators in general,

! For further information on higher education benchmarking see the European Benchmarking Initiative
EBI under: http://www.education-benchmarking.org
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the number of indicators that measure internationalisation or internationality is very
small. Examples are the former Times Higher Education/QS rankings that used to
take into account the number of international students and number of international
staff. The current European classification project T U-map 1 that is under
construction applies a set of internationalisation indicators to categorise institutions.
Here the indicators are incoming exchange students, outgoing exchange students,
foreign degree seeking students, non-national academic staff and the income from
international sources.

Applying the results

The IMPI toolbox will provide a tool for self-evaluating and benchmarking. However,
these activities are not an end in themselves. A self-evaluation or benchmark shows
a limited version of reality and is meant to be analysed and interpreted. A risk of
monitoring is that one is fulfilled once the results have been presented. The reality
behind the figures may still be in need of further steps for instance in terms of quality
assurance or sustainability of results as well as translation of the results to
stakeholders. Two additional steps could therefore be applying for accreditation and
including the results in information provision to stakeholders.

e Accreditation

In specific cases, internationalisation indicators might play a role in accreditation
processes. If in a given accreditation framework internationalisation or internationality
is part of the accreditation criteria, indicators need to be developed to measure this.
In our list, only the accreditation of the Network of International Business Schools
focuses explicitly on the degree to which business schools have become
international. Furthermore, an example is given of a current project initiated by the
Netherlands Flemish Accreditation Organisation (NVAO) in chapter 4.

¢ Information provision

Many of the listed tools or indicator sets have the objective to inform the public.
Organisations like AUCC Canada, UKCOSA or IDP Australia publish information on
internationalisation for the general public. The indicator sets can also be developed
for research purposes and therewith they focus on a smaller public, mainly fellow
academics and other experts. The objective here is more to start a discussion.
Examples are the sets developed by Alon and McAllaster (2009), Chin & Ching (2009)
and Krause, Coates and James (2005).

3.2.4 Levels of assessment

Higher education is characterised by a high level of autonomy for the disciplines.
Likewise, many higher education institutions are characterised by a high level of
autonomy of the faculties or schools. This is also likely to result in various levels of
internationalisation for different programmes or different schools or faculties. Central
level policies and strategies might have more effect on a faculty or programme level
in some institutions than in other. Yet, some strategies typically have to be taken on
the central level while others can only be implemented at the faculty or programme
level.
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Depending on the purpose of the tool or indicator set, indicators can measure the
level of internationalisation at different levels. One could assess the institution as a
whole, focusing on central level strategies and activities, possibly complemented by
assessment at lower levels. Here one could measure the level of internationalisation
at lower organisational levels such as faculties, schools, departments, etc. One could
also take an educational programme as the unit of analysis.

Assessment could also take place at the individual level. Most commonly, such
assessments would focus on students and would in the terminology of section 2.2.1.
be regarded as outcomes. Assessing the international competencies of graduates
could for instance be seen as an indicator for internationalisation. Other outcomes
could be foreign language proficiency or the number of students active in the
international labour market. Individual assessment could also focus on academic
staff. Here, one can measure the involvement in international research projects or
networks, the number of internationally published journal articles, the amount of
international research funding acquired, etc.

Obviously, assessments can be either comprehensive or more specialised,
measuring respectively whole institutions (and their campuses) or parts thereof,
focusing on central, decentral or individual levels.

3.2.5 Methods of indicator validation

The indicator set can be based on a wide variety of sources. Here we can distinguish
between two categories.

First, the set can be based on expert judgements and knowledge about
internationalisation. In this case, indicators are established because practice and
theory show that these data are important for an institutions level of
internationalisation or internationality. In some cases this also leads to meta indicator
sets where the indicators are based on (a selection of) indicators of other sets, tools
or studies.

Second, indicator sets can be based on stakeholder involvement. In these cases, the
development of the indicator set is the responsibility of the stakeholder community or
the joint responsibility of the developers and the stakeholders. In measuring
internationalisation, the institutions are probably the most obvious stakeholders to
engage in such a consultation. Even if institutions are involved, one can discuss
about whom in the university should be involved: Policy makers? Academics?
Students? Another option is to involve external stakeholders in the process. Here one
can think of representatives from business or from international organisations.

If stakeholders are involved in the process, one usually does not start from scratch.
Involving stakeholders is often done only after a broad set of indicators has already
been identified. These indicators are based on expert judgement or on meta
evaluations of existing tools or indicator sets.
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3.2.6 Methods of data collection and data verification

A final distinctive element in the development of internationalisation indicator sets is
the manner in which data is collected. Most common in this respect are surveys and
institutional data collection for self-evaluation. Other ways in which institutional data
could be found is through external parties, for instance through peer reviews or panel
visits, or through data collection from existing databases like government data on
higher education institutions or data from national or international statistical offices.

The two most used methods for data collection i surveys and institutional data
collection for self-evaluation T are also the least objective. At the same time they tend
to deliver the most relevant data from the perspective of the institutions or
programmes. This shows that objectivity becomes more relevant once the research
is done by external researchers or meant to inform external stakeholders. However in
case of quality improvement goals, these data collection methods may give the most
valuable information.

For external researchers self-evaluation or survey-based methods may therefore not

be the only sources to consult. If indicators ask for politically sensitive data or when

clear normative values are attached to the indicators, institutions might be inclined to
Omassaged their data or even present the wro
limit the indicator set to criteria that can be checked externally (e.g. numbers of

foreign students) as opposed to data that is intrinsically subjective or at least very

hard to make objective (e.g. the quality of programmes).

In cases where data collection is limited, relying on external, objective sources like
peer reviews, panel visits or external data, might increase the validity or
trustworthiness of the final assessment. In those cases however, an in-depth
assessment of internationalisation activities is difficult because nearly all data are
only accessible to the institutions themselves. The use of peer reviews or panel visits
might take away the image of bias; it does pose the question of how detailed such an
assessment can be. After all, peers or panels will always have only limited access to
information on the assessed institution.

In the end, institutions themselves are the key actors in collecting sufficient data to
arrive at a thorough assessment of internationalisation activities. Only by surveys or
other ways of self reporting, institutions will be able to collect the information. An
important norm for this way of data collection is to limit the possibility of bias by only,
or at least mostly, using verifiable data. One other way to increase the quality of the
collected data is to involve institutions and other stakeholders in the development of
the indicators.
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3.3  Current projects

Apart from the tools that have been developed already (see annex 1), new tools are
being developed at this very moment. Some are directly aimed at developing
indicators for internationalisation, others contribute indirectly to the development of
indicators or only focus partly on internationalisation. A few of the most recent
projects in this area will be discussed briefly in this paragraph because of the
importance they may have for the IMPI project.

3.3.1 AHELO project

The OECD is setting up a Feasibility Study for the International Assessment of
Higher Education Learning Outcomes. The initiative was taken after discussions at
the 2006 OECD Ministerial Conference in Athens. The OECD countries concluded
that they needed not only to make higher education more available but also of better
quality. Current assessment methods were considered to be inadequate to meet
these changes. An alternative had to be found and therefore the AHELO project was
initiated.

The AHELO? project is aimed at assessing learning outcomes and examining which
criteria influence these outcomes. The idea is that these learning outcomes are
assessed on an international scale by creating measures that are valid for all cultures
and languages. Higher education students in over ten different countries will take part
in a feasibility study to determine the bounds of this project, possibly resulting in the
creation of a full-scale AHELO.

The project is based on the idea that higher education cannot be reduced to a
handful of criteria which leaves out more than it includes like rankings do.
Furthermore, the project wants to fight copy cat behaviour of universities and instead
stimulate diversity. The AHELO project intends to measure as many influencing
factors as possible focusing on teaching and learning, the two items that rankings
usually exclude.

3.3.2 Internationalisation certificate

The Dutch/Flemish accreditation organisation (NVAQO) has proposed a new initiative

to the ECA members: O0OTowards a European Cert
internationalisation in higher educationd. A
programme can be undertaken by the accreditation organisation possibly resulting in

a certificate.

2 www.oecd.org/edu/ahelo
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The certificate is meant to:*

stimulate the level of internationalisation

enhance the level of internationalisation in HEIs

deliver a tool for forming alliances between HEIs

develop an additional information tool for students, teachers and HEIs

give an incentive to those concerned with internationalisation

frewar do good and excellent forms of inter

The assessment will be based on the ambition level as defined by the programme
management in a policy statement. The certificate will only be applicable to
programme level. The programme must prove that internationalisation has an impact
on the quality of the programme; more in particular, a comparison will be made
between intended and achieved learning outcomes. The assessment will be
undertaken by an experienced, international and authoritative panel.

The project has set standards for internationalisation in six categories 1) Vision or
policy on internationalisation, 2) Learning outcomes, 3) Teaching and learning, 4)
Staff, 5) Service and 6) Students.

Proof for the certificate can be demonstrated by using mapping tools like MINT, the
Indicator list of the Flemish Bologna promoters and in the future possibly IMPI. A pilot
project is planned for 2010.

3.3.3 U-map project

U-map is a research project to develop a European Classification of Higher
Education Institutions.* Institutional diversity has become an important item on the
political agenda especially after the development of the European Higher Education
Area (EHEA) and the European Research Area (ERA). The classification will make
this diversity more transparent. U-Map will position institutions on a number of
dimensions. International orientation is one of the six items assessed.

The dimensions are:

teaching and learning profile
student profile

research involvement

involvement in knowledge exchange
international orientation

regional engagement

oguhwnE

3 Speech delivered by Karl Dittrich at NVAO seminar on Quality Assurance and Internationalisation
December 2009.

* Frans van Vught (Ed.) ( 2009) . AMapping the Higher Education Landscape, Toward
Educationo, Springer.
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The U-map project has delivered its final report in January 2010. Results of the first
phase were published in 2005°. The second phase was concluded with a report in
2008°. The U-map has been developed in an interactive process including
stakeholders. This resulted in a number of mapping dimensions and their indicators,
an on-line classification tool and an organisational model to implement the
classification.

3.3.4 Erasmus Mobility Quality Tools (EMQT)

The EMQT project promotes quality of Erasmus mobility by developing monitoring

and self-certification tools to support HEIs. The projects aimstodeli ver A Gui del i n
for good practice in Erasmus Mobilityo and a
describe key indicators and guidelines to improve positioning of HEIs as well as
mechanisms/procedures. Indicators developed in this project will be considered for

inclusion in the IMPI toolbox. The project works with a Balanced Scorecard approach

(goal, action, indicator, possible benchmark). Due to its ongoing status, the indicator

lists were not available for the public at the date of this research.

Each of the projects introduced in this paragraph have an important challenge to face.
A balance of comprehensiveness with usability and flexibility has to be found, which
is also one of the main challenges in the IMPI project.

5 Institutional Profiles, towards a Typology of Higher Education Institutions in Europe

6 Mapping Diversity: Developing a European Classification of Higher Education Institutions
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Examples of indicator projects

In this chapter we will discuss in depth some of the most important indicator projects
that were found during the desk research. A selection of indicator sets will be
analysed in detail in order to identify the crucial dimensions in the different indicator
sets and the lessons this analysis provides for the toolbox. The examples were
selected on the basis of their relevance to the IMPI project, the year of publication
and their scope.

4.1 Example 1: International Quality Review Process (IQRP)

4.1.1 Background and actors

The International Quality Review Process (IQRP) has been developed by the
Institutional Management in Higher Education programme (IMHE) of the OECD
together with the Academic Cooperation Association and the Association of
European Universities (CRE), a predecessor of the EUA. It was one of the first
international initiatives to assist institutions in evaluating and improving the quality of
their internationalisation activities. In 1997 not many HEIls had developed an
internationalisation strategy. Even fewer HEIs had a process in place to monitor and
review the implementation of such a strategy.

Yet IMHE and ACA felt it was time to start looking at the quality of internationalisation
and therefore at the internationalisation process as a whole. IMHE had been active in
the field of cross-country analysis of institutional level strategies for
internationalisation of higher education since 1994. At a seminar held by IMHE in
1995 it was decided to set up a pilot project on quality assurance and
internationalisation and to do so in cooperation with ACA. At that time ACA was
already working in the field of quality in international academic cooperation, mobility
and exchange.

4.1.2 Philosophy of the project, political setting

The IMHE and ACA intended to set up a tool to stimulate developing, monitoring and
reviewing the implementation of an internationalisation strategy within HEIs.

As internationalisation within the project w
integrating an international dimension into the teaching, research and service
function of the institutionodo the evalwuation

three aspects.
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The guiding principle for the design of the IQRP was that the indicators should be
flexible in an individual situation by respecting any cultural value or belief. The IQRP
framework and guidelines have been developed to accommodate different (cultural)
contexts.

The evaluation tool is really a guideline for institutions to undertake an
Internationalisation Quality Review Process. The basis for the assessment are the
aims and objectives set by the institution itself. The IQRP provides them with a
framework to assist HEIs in their intention to improve the quality of
internationalisation. It offers them a tool to assess whether they achieved the goals
they set for themselves. The self assessment should focus on assessing the quality
of internationalisation rather than providing a description of all activities undertaken.

The IQRP is not a certification nor an accreditation process but merely a supporting
tool for HEIs. It is not intended to set criteria, prescribe practices or advocate
standardisation of internationalisation. No comparison is made between institutions.
This is a notable difference compared to the tools we will discuss in the following
paragraphs.

The self-evaluation should be considered a learning method for the institution
involved rather than a means to produce information for the external review team.
The peer review serves as a mirror to self-assessment and adds value from an
outside perspective.

4.1.3 Methodology

The first set of indicators was developed between 1995 and 1997 by IMHE and ACA

based on workshops and discussions held at a 1994 seminar on "Institutional

Strategies for Internationalization of HigherEd ucat i ondo. Al so the Nati
Internationalisation at Canadian Universities undertaken by Jane Knight was used as

input. This survey reports on a 1993 survey of 89 Canadian institutions concerning

their efforts toward greater internationalization.

The IQRP was then tested in three institutions in Finland, the USA and Australia.
Members of the development team were part of the review team in order to assess
the applicability and determine areas of improvement.

The project was also presented at several seminars to gather feedback in order to
improve the tool. Feedback from experts as well as the pilot participants led to a new
version of the IQRP which was then tested in a larger pilot group in 1997-1998. This
time the pilot had two objectives 1. revising the original materials and 2. testing the
IQRP in different types of institutions and a variety of country/cultural contexts. The
indicators were on all five continents. It was applied in institutions differing both in
types and in sizes.
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Hans de Wit (University of Amsterdam) and Jane Knight (University of Toronto) were
two of the researchers involved in the development of the tool. They would later also
be involved in other tools discussed in the previous chapter. In 1999 the Association
of European Universities was added to the team of ACA and IMHE to offer the IQRP
as a regular service to European Universities and worldwide.

4.1.4 Results and application

Results

The evaluation tool provided by IMHE/OECD and ACA is in fact a set of guidelines to

undertake an International Quality Review Process (IQRP). IQRP is a quality audit

programme aimed at assessing the international objectives stated by the participating

institution. The tool focuses on three main elements’:

- the achi evement o ftedigbabs and abgedtivesfart i onds st a
internationalisation

- the integration of an international dimension into the primary functions and
priorities of the institution

- the inclusion of internationalisation as
overall quality assurance system

The IQR process is based on two main components: self-assessment and external
review by an international review team. The review provides institutions with
assistance in developing their internationalisation strategy by offering suggestions for
procedures, guidelines and tools.

The self assessment report is structured in the following way:
Context

Internationalisation strategies and policies
Organisational and support structures

Academic programmes and students

Study abroad and student exchange programmes
Research and scholarly collaboration

Contracts and services

Conclusion

ONOOAWNE

Reports of both the self-evaluation process and the peer review are available to the
evaluated institution only. Results can only be published after consent of the
institution involved.

Application

! Knight, J. (2008) Higher Education in Turmoil, The changing world of internationalization, Sense
Publishers.
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IMHE/OECD had the IQRP tested in institutions around the world. Institutions have
used the evaluation tool to design an internationalisation plan or to support internal
quality assessment and assurance procedures. The fact that the IQRP was used
both for planning as well as review process points to the trend that more and more
institutions have started to think about internationalisation in terms of coherent
strategies rather than just individual activities.

Analysing the experiences they have identified some lessons learned:

*  Evaluating the internationalisation process within a HEI requires a
considerable investment in time and commitment from both staff and
management.

* The objective of the review and the resource implications should therefore be
clear to all involved.

* More time investment did not always result in a more valuable report. Review
fatigue may set in or the attention for data collection overshadows the
attention for the actual analysis of the data which forms a valuable part of the
assessment.

* Recommendations resulting from the review will in turn require more time
investment when the implementation phase starts.

The review process can be undertaken within the framework or related to other
quality assurance procedures like accreditation, ISO certification, benchmarking etc.
In recent years the European Centre for Strategic Management of Universities
(ESMU) has based her benchmarking programme for internationalisation on IQRP.

4.1.5 Source:

Knight, J. (2008) Higher Education in Turmoil, The changing world of internationalization, Sense
Publishers.
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4.2 Example 2: ACE Review Process

4.2.1 Background and actors

In 2001 and 2003, ACE conducted two national surveys on US HEIs. These surveys

were funded by the Ford Foundation. Their aim was to find out how internationalised

these institutions were, i.e. iIf they were 0
internationalisation and which strategies they used to become more international.

These surveys are the basis of four publications by Madeleine F. Green, focussing

on community colleges, on liberal arts universities, on comprehensive universities

and on research universities. The methodology and findings of one of the publication

on research universities will be described in more detail as an example below.

4.2.2 Philosophy of the project, political setting

The reason ACE undertook the 2001 and 2003 surveys on U.S. HEIs was that there
were no national data available on campus internationalisation strategies. There was
Aproof by anec dlstoaciiondut do daeaaboput the extent to which
campuses were engaged in different internationalisation practices and strategies.

Our example in this case is the 2s@tOrbat publ i ca
Research Uni ver sfunivergtscomprisEsonlys? pergemt ef alldhigher

education institutions, but enrols almost 30 percent of students. Due to its wide range

of undergraduate and graduate programmes, it is able to offer a wide range of

international opportunities. In addition we look at the most recent survey, conducted

in 2006 and published in 2008 (Green, et al., 2008).

4.2.3 Methodology

The ACE Review Process was largely based on the IQRP. However, the aim was to

simplify the latter and to make it less time consuming to use and thereby easier

applicable in the US situation. Furthermore the project team made a distinction

bet ween O60highly actived in internationali sat
based on literature review and consultation of an advisory board of international

educati onHiegxhpder tasc.t ived was decided to mean:
integration of international/global themes and content in the teaching, research and

service functions of the institution.

Subsequently a survey was developed and conducted in 2001-2002 among three
groups: institutions, undergraduate faculty and undergraduate students. The surveys
conducted in 2001 were aimed to give insight into the state of internationalisation in
US Higher Education Institutions compared to the situation in 1988. The survey was
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limited to education and did not include research or development cooperation
activities.

Furthermore, an internationalisation index was set up based on the series of
publications to distingurem o6hegéd activedyon
was set up for each of the four types of institutions from the Carnegie Classification

system in use at the time and reports were published for each of the four types. We

want to take a closer look on the methodology and the findings of the study on

research universities.

Of the 234 regionally accredited research universities in the nation (as defined in the
Carnegie classification system in use at the time), a sample of 223 (95 percent) was
drawn, of which 144, or 65 percent, responded. A literature review and the
consultation of an advisory board of experts in international education resulted in
approximately 30 institutional questions (see annex). These questions were mailed to
the presidents of the sample institutions in September 2001. After the data had been
gat hered, the survey was usedataisont hien dbeaxsoi.s lol
to assign levels of internationalisation to the institutions surveyed, the responses
were coded (in different ways) as zeros and ones or in values between zero and one.
A five point scale would be recoded to: 0, 0.25, 0.5, 0.75, 1.

Some questions were eliminated from the index because they could not be analysed
quantitatively or because of low response rates. The questions were then grouped in
six dimensions:

articulated commitment

academic offerings

organisational infrastructure

external funding

institutional investment in faculty

international students and student programmes

ouhwNE

No dimension is weighted more than another. The dimension scores were used to
calculate the overall internationalisation score.

After deriving scores for each dimension, ACE averaged the dimension scores for

each institution to determine an overall score for that institution. The academic

offerings dimension, being more important than the others, was adjusted to weigh 50

percent more than the others. An overall quintile ranking was achieved by assigning

research institutions to quintiles based on their overall score. Thus, 20 percent of the

total number of responding institutions was placed into each of the quintiles.

Therefore, of the 144 research universities in the sample, 40 percent (58 institutions)

were placed in the top two quintiles (the fourth and fifth quintiles) and were labelled
Ahighly; ace®i percent (86 institutions) were p
(the first through third quintiles) and | abe
cut-off between the top two and bottom three quintiles was 2.30. Therefore, research

univer si ti es categorized as Ahighly activeo hac
to 2.30, and those categorized as Al ess acti
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A correction was made for those institutions which did not fill out all questions.
Averages of those questions in the same type of education were added to the results
of these institutions.

For the 2006 survey, the dimensions of indicators for internationalisation were
changed slightly. ACE convened an advisory group of experts who reviewed and
refined the survey. They kept a majority of the 2001 survey questions, revised some
questions for clarity, developed additional survey questions within the existing areas
of focus, and added a new series of questions on delivering U.S. education abroad to
non- U.S. students (see appendix 2 for the final survey instrument). The major
dimensions used in the survey were:

1. Institutional support (including stated institutional commitment, organizational
structure and staffing, and external funding).
2. Academic requirements, programs, and extracurricular activities (including

foreign-language requirements and offerings, international/global course
requirements, education abroad, use of technology for internationalization,
joint degrees, and campus activities).

3. Faculty policies and opportunities (including funding for faculty opportunities
and criteria for promotion, tenure, and hiring).

4. International students (including enrolments, recruiting targets and strategies,
financial support for international students, and programs and support
services).

4.2.4 Results and application

Onafive-poi nt scale (fizer o, 0-hfilgdhw,00 afirde dithu g,h® ) A r
majority of research universities-hsghmed 5@me
percent) as a measure of their overall level of internationalisation. Only 2 percent

scored Ahigh. o

In the dimension Articulated Commitment slightly less than one-quarter of research
universities scored fAhighd. The most common
dimension is to provide students with the possibility to study abroad without delaying

their graduation (more than 80 percent of all the institutions use this). The highly

active institutions are likely to have assessed their internationalisation strategy within

the last three years (78 percent).

Nearly half the researchhiugnh& eamsitthe sawaiolred
academic offerings; 16 percent scored f#fAhigh.
offer study abroad for credits. For highly active institutions it is also common to

require students to take a general education course with an international focus (66

percent).

Hal f of the responthéeghe oohadi hgeadinumnf r ast

supported international education (human resources and facilities dedicated to
international education), and anotherone-f i ft h scored fAhigh. o I n t
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most prevalent strategy is to maintain an international office (97 percent). Highly
active universities were likely to have a campus-wide internationalisation task force
(86 percent).

Research universities registered a wide range of scores in terms of seeking and

receiving funding from federal, state, and private sources. Approximately one-fourth

scored either fzeroo or fHAl bwbdb pnopbrsi dnmseae
More than 80 percent of research universities sought external funding dedicated to
internationalisation. Highly active universities were much more likely than less active

institutions to receive external funding from all sources: 88 percent received private

funding, 79 percent received federal funding, and 53 percent received state funding.

On the faculty level most research universities made some investment in their

member sdé international educatd o2nd: pde2r cpeenrtc esncte
Amedihimh, 6 and 11 percent scored fAhigho in t
research universities provided funding for faculty to travel abroad to meetings or

conferences, or to study or conduct research abroad. In addition to using these

strategies, highly active universities were likely to provide funding for faculty to

internationalise their courses (71 percent) or teach abroad (64 percent).

Concerning extracurricular activities for students, nearly 70 percent of research
universities scored fimediumo. None scored ei
commonly used strategy by all institutions was providing funding for ongoing

international activities on campus (87 percent). Highly active research universities

were likely to provide a meeting place for students to discuss international topics (78

percent), funds for scholarships for international students (60 percent), or funds for

recruitment officers to travel abroad (59 percent).

In 2006, new surveys were conducted among 2746 institutions with a response rate

of 39%. The results have been published in several publications in which institutions
were grouped according to the Basic Carnegie Classification in use at that time:
Doctorate granting uni v e rusiversitiex BaccalMeasied er 6 s Co
Colleges and Associate Colleges. Among all institutions, doctorate-granting

universities were most likely to enrol undergraduate international students; however,
international students remain a small proportion of the undergraduate student

population. Doctorate-granting universities also committed significant resources to
recruitment and support for international students. A substantial proportion of

ma st er 0 s and onivérsttigsédnad policies and practices that supported
internationalisation.Ma st er 6 s i nst i timportambgaiesirh ave made
internationalisation since 2001.

Compared to 2001, the major progress in the internationalisation of U.S. campuses in
general could be observed in the proportion of institutions offering education abroad
opportunities for credit had risen sharply. Also, more institutions were investing in
international opportunities for faculty. Finally, institutional efforts to provide
extracurricular international learning with opportunities such as buddy programs for

36



INDICATORS FOR MAPPING ®
& PROFILING INTERNATIONALISATION

U.S. and international students, language partner programs, and language residence
halls had increased (Green et al., 2008).

4.25 Source

Green, M. F., Luu, D., & Burris, B. (2008). Mapping internationalization on U.S. campuses:
2008 edition. Washington, DC: American Council on Education.

Green, Madel eine F. (2005): AMeasuring I nternat.
American Council on Education.

Green, Madel eine F. (2005): AMeasuring.bnternat.
American Council on Education.http://www.acenet.edu/bookstore/pdf/2005FordResearch.pdf

Green, Madel eine F. and Laura Siaya (2005): i Me a
Col eges. 06 American Council on Educati on.

Green, Madeleine F. (2005): AMeasuring Internat:

American Council on Education.
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4.3 Example 3: Japanese Study to Develop Evaluation Criteria to Assess
the Internationalisation of Universities

4.3.1 Background and actors

Osaka University set up a study to develop evaluation criteria for internationalisation

for Japanese HElIs to fill a gap in evaluation techniques. So far internationalisation in

Japanese universities had not been assessed university-wide, but only at the level of

programmes or small units within the university. In 2003 HEIs implemented a self-
monitoring and external evalwuation system to
exchange acti viti es 0heNatbral Ingtitutiop ferddtademas | ed by
Degrees and University Evaluation (NIAD-UE) resulted in the following evaluation

categories:

Incoming and outgoing faculty members

Educational and student exchange

Organisation of and participation in international conferences
Implementation of and participation in international joint research
International cooperation for assisting developing countries and others
Internationalisation of local communities

nmoow>

Some items however seemed to favour larger universities (both in size as well as
budget) over smaller ones. A similar effect was shown for full-scale universities at a
higher research level. It was concluded that characteristics and sizes of HEIs needed
to be taken into account to ensure objective and valid evaluation.

In 2004 the need for criteria was also stimulated by several changes in the Higher
Education environment in Japan:

o National universities in Japan became independent administrative entities.
This required independent decision-making and management initiatives.

o Increased competition was faced due to the decreasing demographic number
of 18-year olds in Japan.

o Attention for quality assurance of education, effects of education,

administrative assessment and cost awareness started to increase.

These changes were faced by the universities with new international activities,
previously unknown. New forms of student exchange programmes were developed.
Recruitment of foreign students has developed resulting in overseas offices for
handling applications. Other overseas offices were set up to strengthen research ties.
The Japanese universities realised that paradoxically surviving as an independent
institution meant setting international collaborations. This would give them access to
resources (both human and physical) that would otherwise not be affordable for a
single institution.
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In 2005 several competitive funds were introduced to stimulate internationalisation in
higher education from a national view. The government called for the evaluation of
the internationalisation activities undertaken under the schemes. Furthermore,
increased attention was being paid to information disclosure and accountability in
general. As a result of this, greater emphasis was placed on the establishment of
institutional strategies for internationalisation. One of the main questions to be
answered by the Japanese HE sector is how internationalisation criteria can be
integrated into the regular quality assurance and accreditation systems.

4.3.2 Philosophy of the project, political setting

The list of evaluation indicators for internationalisation was set up to provide
institutions with a useful tool to stimulate internationalisation of the curriculum and
research activities by means of self-review.

Though internationalisation is in general terms meant to change and improve the
education and research environments. The concept of internationalisation still varies
considerably between stakeholders within the institutions. Evaluating
internationalisation should therefore allow for this diversity. The evaluation criteria
delivered by the project should be effective in different contexts of internationalisation.
The study should therefore offer multiple criteria from which a selection can be made
based on the purpose and form of internationalisation in a Japanese university.
Internationalisation in Japan currently focuses on three themes:

A. Mobility of students and staff

B. Mobility and accreditation of programmes and degrees

C. Research project activities

4.3.3 Methodology

The goal of the study was to set up a prototype based on comparative research of
overseas models.

Firstly, research was undertaken on the concept of internationalisation and its
diversity drawing the background and studying the theoretical scheme of
internationalisation. A number of scholars including Ulrich Teichler, Hans de Wit and
Jane Knight were consulted as well as the American Council on Education in order to
conduct comparative studies of the internationalisation review process.

Secondly, studies were conducted on internationalisation in Europe, North America,

Australia and Asi a. Europe received most at
trend toward the internationalisation of higher education in Europe is the key to
ensuring progress in this studyo.

An onsite survey was undertaken among mainly Danish HEIs. Furthermore,
interviews with ACA and EUA staff were held. The trend in Europe gave valuable
suggestions for Japan concerning the significance of developing education systems
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and frameworks required for internationalisation. Japan is involved in the UMAP
network and feels the same challenge as many European countries do of
determining what should be the language of instruction in higher education.

Thirdly, evaluation techniques and criteria to assess internationalisation were studied
as well as two specific tools: IQRP, implemented by the OECD and IMHE, and the
ACE Internationalisation Review conducted by the American Council on Education.
Also quality assurance and accreditation systems in several national frameworks
were studied. The fact that IQRP was not a fixed but an evolving programme was
later applied to the Japanese indicator list. The Japanese evaluation set up by the
National Institution for Academic Degrees and University Accreditation was also
analysed.

Fourthly, criteria were developed, based on the available models that suited the
Japanese situation. The background and characteristics of Japanese universities
were taken into account when establishing the indicators.

The IQRP and ACE guidelines were used as a reference as well as the
Internationalisation Performance indicators by Michael Paige and the Activity
Category and viewpoint of the National Institution for Academic Degrees and
University Evaluation (NIAD-UE). Study was done on the availability of data in public
sources. These data could add value to more subjective evaluations. Furthermore,
the data gave suggestion for indicators for evaluating internationalisation at university
level.

Fifthly, the criteria were applied to universities and the evaluation results were
analysed identifying the validity as well as the limitations of the criteria. A test of the
indicators was executed among Japanese universities and feedback was given
through on site surveys. The results, like the lack of generalisability and impracticality,
were to be used to present a revised version of the indicator list.

Finally, a set of evaluation criteria that is flexible enough to be applicable to a broad
range of universities of different sizes and backgrounds was proposed. According to
the National Institution for Academic Degrees and University Evaluation the
indicators should be improved continuously through feedback from case studies and
the members of the research team will continue working to simplify material.

4.3.4 Results and application

Results

An i1 ‘la carte menuoof indicators was developed and published consisting of 8 major
categories, 23 intermediate categories and 49 detailed categories. Indicators were
split up in two themes: 1) organisations & environments and 2) curriculum.

A suitability index was added for each category showing the type of institution the

indicator would be most suitable for. This however turned out to be rather arbitrary
and therefore it was decided to have individual universities select indicators
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themselves which would be applicable. Analysing these choices could result in
knowledge of applicability for certain types of institutions. The system of classification
used allows for analysis on budgets and organisational structure.

Additional results were that a network of researchers involved in the assessment of
internationalisation of higher education, has been set up and that several
international symposia were organised.

Application

The indicators developed in this project can be utilised as a self-evaluation tool. The
project team recommends the following steps:

1. Clarification of Goals for internationalisation: Using the tool for self-evaluation is
preceded by setting the definition and aims of internationalisation within a specific
institution. Only then it becomes possible to select the proper indicators and
decide how to use them.

2. Clarification of Evaluation objectives: Evaluation results can be used for several
purposes. Deciding on the purpose before using the indicator list is important to
retrieve the information required. Possible objectives of the evaluation could be:
Improvement of educational programmes

Developing strategies and objectives based on comparison with peers
Increasing effectiveness and adequate use of resources

Accountability to financers

w

Choosing an evaluation model: The indicator list can be used for:

o Self review

o Peer review: external experts focus on weak points as discovered during the self
review.

e Benchmarking: to set up a model to compare against. This will point out the

issues in need of improvement and can facilitate goal setting.

Combinations of these evaluation models lead to frameworks. The first framework
identified in this project is the self-improvement framework consisting of self
review and peer review. The second framework is a benchmarking framework
also consisting of self review and peer review but based on the fact that multiple
universities use the same standards and that peer review at these universities is
also using the same standards. Benchmarking requires small adjustments to the
indicator list and its application. Some indicators are more suitable for comparison
than others. Furthermore, benchmarking partners need to have agreement on the
extent of information sharing.

4. In addition to the indicator list it is recommended to make a SWOT analysis to
compare strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats.
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5. Consensus has to be reached within the university on the question whether
evaluation results will be made public or not.

For the near future, the project team planned to conduct a survey on the national
level, utilising the indicator list. Through international comparative analysis,
benchmarking and ranking activities might be made possible according to the team.
The team also planned to establish a web database on the internationalisation of
HEIs. Furthermore it planned to place a stronger focus on what the actual
contribution of campus internationalisation is towards learning outcome enhancement
of both domestic and international students.

4.3.5 Source:

Osaka University / Norio Furushiro Study to Develop Evaluation Criteria to
Assess the Internationalization of Universities Japan 2006
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4.4  Example 4: CHE Indicator project

4.4.1 Background and actors

In Germany, internationality played a key role in nearly all HEIs in 2006 and within
the overall context of higher education politics, international research cooperation
was gaining more and more weight. Furthermore, graduates increasingly had to
present themselves in a global job market. The proliferation of global budgets and
targeted use of resources also raised the need to find ways of measuring
internationality and internationalisation in a higher education context.

Demand came from three groups of stakeholders:
e HEIs trying to determine their own degree of internationality with the help of
key figures
¢ Ranking organisations making comparisons at international level
e Ministries demanding HElIs to foster an international approach and document it
appropriately. This is part of the target-settings and target agreements
between HEIs and ministries.

As a result of the demand for data and yet the lack thereof, four German HEIs and
CHE started a project in 2006 to measure internationalisation addressing the
significance of key figures as an indicator for internationality of HEIs. Attention is also
paid to construction validity, objectivity and reliability of the questions.

CHE planned to include the quantitative assessment of internationality and
internationalisation in its University Ranking. This is planned to happen in the next
rounds of the ranking.

4.4.2 Philosophy of the project, political setting

To measure internationality and/or internationalisation, a comprehensive set of
instruments of possible indicators was to be developed, which offers all German HEIs,
independent from their individual target settings and profiles, a sufficient base to

allow these areas to be discussed in upcoming internal and external debates.

According to CHE Consult, any HEI taking part in the working group should be able
to select an individual and relevant set of indicators that help the institution visualise
its own ideas of internationality and internationalisation. The set of overall indicators
should be applicable as the basis of a nationwide ranking of HEIs.

The project was set up to develop useful indicators rather than indicators on the

basis of availability to prevent the gener at
innovative approaches. CHE states that their experience with rankings has shown

them that there is a correlation between importance and availability of data. If the
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process of internationalisation as a comparison of target and actual states or the
determination of the actual state of internationality is of prime interest for the HEIs, it
will be possible to acquire data which have so far not been available, because the
HEIs will make them available in their own interest.

Availability of the indicators should therefore not take precedence over the question

about which aspects of internationality should be measured with which indicators with

reference to the individual objectives of the HEI. At the same time, the project

acknowledges that in order to achieve a useful measurement it should clearly be
determined in advance what can be assessed a
Ai ntteéromal i sati ono and under which conditi ons:t

In the CHE project indicators and key figures differ in definition: a key figure
represents a value without any reference to other values (e.g. the number of
international doctoral candidates), whereas an indicator describes such a key figure
in relation to another figure (e.g. the proportion of international doctoral candidates in
relation to the total number of doctoral candidates at an HEI).

Hidden targets such as the acquisition of indicators for the determination of budget
cut options jeopardise the entire process. Open discussions and cooperation in
providing data will decrease. CHE holds the view that open communication and the
willingness to reach a consensus are preconditions for the success of indicator-
based internationalisation processes.

Academic research plays an important role concerning internationality and
internationalisation. The CHE tool is taking into account the variety in research
aspects. Evaluating research findings in connection with the internationality or
internationalisation of HEIs often proves difficult because a particular research
performance cannot always be awarded a certain level of international significance.
This makes it more important to relate them to a global standard. Furthermore, a
distinctive level of internationality cannot realistically be achieved if sufficient
infrastructure is lacking.

The project was also designed to provide HEIs with a set of indicators that can be
used over a longer period of time. Determining internationality for evaluations and
rankings had been based principally on snapshots. In contrast, indicators for
internationalisation (time series) have a medium- and long-term effect and are, for
example, important in the context of quality assurance processes.

4.4.3 Methodology

The focus of interest was on the internal processes in HEIs that produce the
internationality or internationalisation indicators. To this end, a set of targets was
developed. A heterogeneous group of HEIs was involved to assure applicability in
different situations.

Indicators were developed in various joint brainstorming sessions and then
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assigned to overall aspects, research or teaching and studies. Then, thematic areas
were defined 1 such as service, new recruits or study programmes i to which
individual indicators were assigned. Indicators were then differentiated to input
indicators and output indicators. Input indicators were defined as factors contributing
to the creation of findings (such as staff structures, curricular questions, allocation of
resources) whereas output indicators represented findings at the end of academic
processes (e.g. graduates or research findings).

Input indicators are used to compare a type of organisation with others, or
weaknesses are linked to certain organisational aspects. Output indicators unveil
possible trouble areas without pointing to input areas in need of improvement. The
latter has to be undertaken in a separate process. Moreover, output indicators can
document developments specified in a strategy or target agreement.

4.4.4 Results and application

Results

A total of 186 key figures and indicators was determined in the project, 170 of them

can be illustrated in time series. There are 162 key figures and indicators that

emerge from the areas of input and process; 24 could be determined for the output

area; 69 indicators refer to Aoverall aspect
and st Whe fuleirdiGator list is provided in appendix 2.

Application

The indicators collected can be applied to both the overall university or to smaller
units. Data acquisition takes a considerable effort as does the regular update of the
data stock. It is therefore necessary to concentrate on a manageable number of
indicators. Users compile a mix of indicators based on their international strategy.

Before using the indicators, HEIs must therefore set themselves internationality goals
and draw up a strategy of how to achieve these goals. This process consists of the
following steps:

1 definition of the internationalisation targets,
2 development of a coherent internationalisation strategy,
3 compilation of a catalogue of short-, medium- and long-term measures
ensuring the implementation and realisation of the internationalisation strategy,
4 development of a quality management system that:
— effectively accompanies the implementation of the measures and adjusts the
measures, if necessary.
— documents and analyses its influence on the strategy targets.

A subject-specific assessment is recommended by this project as an overall

assessment of the entire HEI blurs the differences between the individual subjects
and thus the profile of the HEI. Indicators should therefore only be used for
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comparative rankings if they are assigned to scientific disciplines. It is advised to
select indicators that can be obtained in all universities by justifiable effort. Indicators
stating the internationality or internationalisation of an HEI in total should play only a
descriptive role in rankings. They are rather being used within a HEI or for
comparison with other HEISs.

Three main issues related to data quality are important:

Validity: When using indicators, HEIs should take care to measure only what needs to
be measured. Measuring a target or a measurement with more than one indicator is
recommended as indicators generally focus on a certain aspect of performance, but it
is usually difficult to illustrate a broad target or a complex process with an individual
indicator.

Applicability: When repeating measurements as often as required and the basic data
has not changed in the meantime, the measurements should always give the same
results. As far as the time series are concerned, these have to be considered as a
whole as this is the only way to recognise long-term developments. Aggregations
bear the risk of minimising differences. Observations over a period of 5 to 10 years
are recommended as they offer useful comparable values and set a limit to data
acquisition.

Objectiveness: The results have to be independent from the person who carries out
the measurement. The suggested key figures and indicators refer to actual values,
not to target values, i.e. scholarship funds are the funds actually distributed
(expended costs) and not the budgeted funds.

The indicators are said to be generally suitable for ranking. The decision on how to

use these indicators for ranking is up to the interested party. However, CHE also

warns that most international rankings leave the impression that it is possible to

def i ne -dassfiwonmilder sityAa. This | eads increasin
regards funds allocations based on rankings, and therefore to an acceptance of

these assumptions as facts. An international reputation is therefore particularly

difficult to measure.

445 Source:

Brandenburg, Uwe / Gero Federkeil: How to measure internationality and
internationalisation of higher education institutions! Indicators and key figures.
Germany. 2007.
http://www.che.de/downloads/How_to_measure_internationality AP_92.pdf
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4.5 Example 5: Nuffic tool Mapping Internationalisation (MINT)

4.5.1 Background and actors

In the Netherlands in 2007 internationalisation had become an almost regular feature
of higher education. The extent to which internationalisation objectives were specified
however was not clear, not even to the higher education institutes themselves.
Furthermore, no clear view existed on the links between those objectives and the
activities undertaken to reach them. Several institutes openly wondered what the
actual results of their internationalisation policy and activities were. Institutional
leaders were looking for a frame of reference or a comparison.

To fill this gap, the Netherlands Organisation for International Cooperation in Higher
Education (Nuffic) decided to develop a tool, in cooperation with the HEIs. The tool,
Mapping Internationalisation (MINT), aims to support HEIs and provide them with a
complete overview of their internationalisation policy, activities and support. This
helps individual institutes

1 to set an agenda for improvement,

2 to formulate a clear internationalisation profile and

3 to develop a benchmark

In additon,Nuf f i c6s goal was to start a discussion
national, international) on quality assurance for internationalisation, also in terms of
coherence between internationalisation objectives and activities.

4.5.2 Philosophy of the project, political setting

Goals of the tool

The tool was developed to support institutions as a service from the national body for
internationalisation of higher education in the Netherlands. The particular wish of the
higher education institutions was that MINT should combine a self-evaluation tool
with a benchmarking tool. The main focus would be on self-evaluation.

In addition to providing institutional aids, MINT was designed to launch a broad
discussion about making strategic choices in internationalisation, the coherence
between internationalisation objectives and activities, identifying internationalisation
indicators and defining standards to measure the impact of internationalisation.

To evaluate internationalisation within an institution, it was found to be essential to
establish the objectives of the internationalisation process within an institution.
Confusion between objectives and activities, and even results and supporting
structures, often arises in this regard. Strategic alliances for instance can be
reasoned not to be an end in themselves, but rather a means for institutes to improve
their profiles and increase their knowledge production. A discussion and awareness
phase is an important step in the further professionalisation of internationalisation.
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Data analysis

In the first instance, the unit or institution itself must draw conclusions from the

self-evaluation or benchmark. It is up to the users to determine the approach taken in

analysing the results. It is certainly not the purpose of the tool to prompt every

institution to start developing all activities referred to in the questionnaire. On the

contrary, the tool allows for aninstituti on6s own profile to emerge
between different objectives and activities. The quality ofaself-eval uati on t ool 6
results is by definition dependent on the input provided. It is up to the institution

carrying out the self-evaluation to do so in an as serious and realistic manner as

possible.

Some institutes wanted to compare their current performance with their ambitions.
Lack of this option in the MINT tool could potentially blur the view, especially if new
objectives have been set while the old activities are continuing. In that case, the tool
might point to a misconnection between the activities and the objectives, while in fact
no such problem exists. Moreover, some people argue that ambitions tend to be
hollow phrases, at least more often than those involved care to admit. Both of these
problems are avoided when the tool is filled twice. First with data of the current year n
and then with target data in the mid-term future say n+4.

Data ownership

Data are primarily for internal use and only in second instance for determining an
average benchmark. Data is only visible to the individual users. Individual data from
this project does not become available to third parties unless the institution or
programme in question gives permission. Nuffic has access to all data and may use
this information to improve the tool. In addition (blind) data on how institutions in the
Netherlands are doing in the field of internationalisation may be published. This
enables Nuffic to improve its services and products to support the institutes.

Internationalisation process

Internationalisation objectives can be achieved through a great variety of activities,
some of which serve several objectives. International knowledge sharing could
include students improving their intercultural skills, but it is usually set up as a public
service while institutes hope it will also improve their reputation. Conversely, one
objective may be served by several activities. Activities may reinforce each other in
such a way that the objective can be more easily achieved.

A successful internationalisation process means making logical links between goals
and activities and showing the expected outcomes, in other words, if the
organisational structure and internationalisation efforts reflect the stated mission.

4.5.3 Methodology

The MINT tool has been developed in three steps. First desk research was
undertaken, secondly the questionnaires were designed and finally a pilot study was
carried out.
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Phase 1 Desk research

An overview of existing evaluation tools and literature was set up. Indicators of
internationalisation obtained from the literature on the subject were used to develop
the questionnaire. The questionnaire was developed on the basis of existing tools
like IQRP, the CHE indicator list, ACE and the EFQM excellence model.

From the literature four assumptions were extracted to design MINT:
e The projectadoptedthe def inition of internationalisa
process of integrating an international, intercultural, or global dimension into the
purpose, functions or delivery of postsecondary education.6®
e Education is the key topic; research is not included in this tool.
e The level of evaluation is the institution, programme or any level in between.
e A focus on active implementation of internationalisation. This means that it only
includes indicators for internationalisation which were actually planned by the
institute instead of being forced on it by external factors.

Phase 2 Design

The tool was developed to support institutions. In order for it to be useful a feedback

panel of higher education institutions was set up. A strong practical view on the

development was provided by the feedback panel to strengthen the theoretical basis.

The feedback panel was composed of experts from 15 different institutes. The

groupbébs members determined the focus of the
self-evaluation, benchmarking or ranking instrument, or possibly a combination of the

three. I n addition, the group provided feedhb
indicators and, moreover, played a valuable role in defining the terms to be used.

The decision was made to provide the tool in digital form. After all, the staff of an
institution should experience the tool as a support, not a burden. A web tool
promotes:

1. dissemination

2. joint completion by several people

3. storing of data
4. reporting
5. omparison

A framework was developed from the foregoing process in which a relationship was
established between internationalisation policy and activities. In the questionnaire for
each group of activities, questions are asked about the objectives being pursued.
Other prerequisites such as housing and visa, which are not core activities in their
own right, are also included in the tool. They are considered to be essential
supporting structures for internationalisation in an institute. Constituent parts of the
tool are therefore:

1. Goals of internationalisation;

2. Internationalisation activities;

3. Facilities;

8 Jane Knight, int er nati onal i sation remodel ed: definition, approaches and 1
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4. Quality assurance and
5. Key figures.

These five themes show the full scope of internationalisation and each consists of a
wide range of items. These items are interrelated. Some have more connections than
others and some connections are one way whereas others go both ways. Due to the
great complexity of these interrelations and the fact that they are not universal, the
toolkit does not predetermine or even suggest any relations. Furthermore, MINT does
not go into full depth. It is focussed on education only excluding research and
focuses on output rather than outcome.

It is up to the user to select the relevant themes and the connections between them
as applicable in the specific situation being mapped. The value of an indicator and
how relevant the indicator is must be defined by the context in which one uses the
indicator.

Phase 3 Pilot

Finally, the webtool was tested by a pilot group of almost 50 users. Pilot participants
stated that it is important to recognise the different values each of the activities
represent for different institutes, faculties or programmes. A Law Faculty and a
Faculty of Business Economics would not attach the same importance to
programmes taught in foreign languages or, for example, the number of foreign
professors. This has led to the inclusion of a question on the importance attached to
each of the goals, activities and services. The results of the pilot project were used to
develop a new and improved version of the tool.

4.5.4 Results and application

Results

Two relatively comprehensive questionnaires have been developed one of which can
be filled in by an educational programme. The other one can be filled by a unit on any
higher aggregation level than an individual programme, for instance a department,
faculty or institution. The questionnaires can be filled out in full or in part according to
needs and priorities of the programme or unit.

The questionnaires are a combination of qualitative, quantified and a number of
guantitative questions. The expectation is therefore that the answers given will
indicate both individual particulars and make benchmarking possible. With regard to
the latter, a number of questions relate to key figures that can serve as an

i nstitutei onds prof

The new version of MINT is entirely in English. This makes it possible to perform

international benchmarks at a later stage. It also enables users to make comparisons
with partner institutions in both the Netherlands and abroad.
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Webtool

MINT consists of a digital self-evaluation form that generates an outline of various
activities and goals related to internationalisation. The tool is accessible by log in
ensuring confidentiality of data. The webtool contains:
1. Questionnaire module
A structure based on optional parts (building blocks) was opted for. These can
be filled in as needed. Answers are only mandatory with regard to a few
general questions, as they serve as the basis of a report. All other questions
are optional to enable the tool to be properly attuned to the policy direction
chosen by the institution. This approach also makes it possible for institutions
to highlight the international elements that are important to them.
2. Reports module

e The Self-evaluation Report shows all the data a user entered in a
logical format including graphs and tables. The Management Summary
shows the highlights of the data entered focussing on
internationalisation policy and quality assurance.

e In a Comparison Report users can compare their programme or
institution/faculty to a similar programme or institution/faculty.

e Finally, a Benchmark Report compares data of one user to the average
of a group of users who share certain characteristics e.g. averages of
all Universities of Applied Sciences or of all Faculties of Sociology.

3. Archive module
The tool allows archiving previous reports and comparison with data from
previous years.

Discussion

The discussion on internationalisation objectives and activities has started, both
within institutes and on a national level. The discussion generated by the pilot was
also expanded through international conferences.

Application

Institutions can use MINT for:

- baseline measurements

- self-evaluations including a comparison in time

- intra-institutional and inter-institutional comparisons
- benchmarking

The tool provides institutions with a view of the current state of their
internationalisation policy, activities and support structures and enables them to:
- classify and profile their institution

- obtain input for a policy plan

- prepare visitations and accreditations

- onitor and guide policies and activities

Phases
The use of the MINT tool is divided into the following three phases:
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Phase 1 (September to May)
The tool is open for data inputting. All other available features can also be used.
Users have access to the requested comparison and benchmark reports.

Phase 2 (May to June)

The tool ds questionnaire will be closed, so
prepared. Users have the opportunity to apply for the comparison reports of their

choice. During this phase it is not possible to enter new data or change any

previously submitted data. However, users are still able to view their questionnaires,
self-evaluation reports and management summaries.

Phase 3 (June to September)

Users are able to access the benchmark and comparison reports. During this phase
it is not possible to enter new data or change any previously submitted data.
However, users are still able to view their questionnaires, self-evaluation reports and
management summaries.

A benchmark group will consist of at least five users to ensure data anonymity.
Furthermore, benchmarking requires consensus on the minimum scores. These
could only be set if the group shows sufficient similarities in terms of objectives and
profile. If institutions or faculties wish to use MINT for comparison or benchmarking
purposes, they will have to find comparable partners in terms of, for instance,
internationalisation objectives, student numbers, programme content or region. Doing
so makes comparisons between institutions/faculties more valid and therefore more
valuable. Mutual agreements must subsequently be made about the organisational
units to be compared, the confidentiality of data and the unit and time of
measurement. Use can be made in this regard of the standard procedures
formulated in the Benchmark Code of Conduct.’

Users

The tool was launched in September 2009. More than 60 programmes and over 70
other units within HEIs have been registered to use the tool. 66% (36) of all
institutions in the Netherlands has been registered for at least one of the two levels of
registration. Some of these institutions have indicated they will use the tool for a
number of programmes or units within their organisation. Not all of the registered
users have already in fact started using the tool. The webtool was originally designed
for Dutch HEIs. However, due to explicit demand a small scale pilot with participants
from other countries has been set up to test its international applicability. There are
participants from Belgium, Sweden and Mexico.

45.5 Source:
Adinda van Gaalen (2009). fnDeveloping a tool for
case studyo. Measuring success in the internatio

Occasional Paper 22, Hans de Wit (ed.) (2009), Amsterdam, p. 77-91. www.nuffic.nl/mint

® http://iwww.au.dk/benchmarking/codeofconduct.pdf
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4.6 Example 6: DAAD Development and collection of profile data

4.6.1 Background

The project fAilnternational ity atConGptoman Hi gh
and Collectionof Pr of i |l e Datao has created a method
internationality of German HEIls. With the help of the empirical benchmarks that were

calculated in the course of this project, each institution is now able to compare itself

with other institutions of similar size and profile in order to evaluate its own level of

internationality. Since the focus was not on internationalisation as a process but on

internationality as a present situation, indicators concerning objectives, strategies,

procedures of implementation and control of success were not used.

4.6.2 Philosophy of the project, political setting

Although globalisation is a process that has rapidly altered the society at the latest
after the end of the Second World War, internationality and internationalisation have
been discussed extensively in higher education politics only since the 1990s. In
Europe, this discussion culminated in the Bologna process. Internationality now
belongs to the core of higher education and it is an important factor in the granting of
funds. But in spite of its high relevance, there is no valid and comparable data to
measure and evaluate internationalisation. That is why the DAAD and its partners
commissioned a study to develop and collect profile data of internationality of
German HElIs.

The Ger man Academic Exchange Service (DAAD),
(HRK) and the Alexander von Humboldt Foundation (AvH) have carried out the

project in cooperation with the Association for Empirical Studies (GES). They invited

all German HElIs to participate of which the majority accepted. The project was

founded by the German Federal Ministry of Education and Research (BMBF).

4.6.3 Methodology

The three-step-procedure of the project consisted of the design phase, the pilot
phase and the implementation phase. In the design phase, key fields of action and
international activities in the sectors teaching, research and administration were
identified and operationalised by a set of potential performance indicators. The pilot
phase was a practical field test of these indicators resulting in the elimination of
certain indicators, because the universities were not able to provide the necessary
data. Only those characteristics of internationality were taken into consideration in
the implementation phase that could be made available by the institutions within a
certain probability.

Besides the data that was provided by the HEIs (58% responded to the survey), the
relevant data of the Federal Statistical Office and the science organisations taking

part in the project were used for the calculation of indicators. Clusters of HEIs were
defined, in order to specify which internationalisation strategies are used in different
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types of universities and other institutions of higher education. The clusters are:
Technical universities, large universities (more than 20,000 students), small
universities (up to 20,000 students), large Fachhochschulen (more than 5,000
students), small Fachhochschulen (up to 5,000 students) and universities for arts and
music.

The original structure of the indicators, according to the type of activity and the
functional areas of higher education institutions, was examined on plausibility and
redundancy with the help of factor analyses. If one accepts the results of the
statistical analysis, the indicators developed in the framework of the project represent
seven core areas of the internationality of higher education institutions (see annex).

4.6.4 Application and results

The indicators were applied and the results evaluated for the whole of German HEIs
and for the six clusters. The findings include:

In the academic year 2006, the proportion of foreigners amongst students was 9.5
percent and among graduates 7.7 percent. Within the group of scientific and artistic
staff, the quote of foreign nationals was 10 percent and among professors 5.5
percent. Universities for arts and music lead, with respect to both the quote of foreign
students and graduates as well as the quote of foreign scientific and artistic staff
followed by Technical Universities and general Universities and with a greater
distance the Fachhochschulen (core area a).

In relation to the number of students in the 5th and 6th semester, the proportion of
ERASMUS students in the academic year 2007 was 8.3 percent. The ERASMUS
rate is highest at Universities (large Universities 11.3% and small Universities 9.6%),
while only 5 percent of students at Fachhochschulen studied abroad with the help of
an ERASMUS grant. International Study Programmes with a compulsory period
abroad are crystallisations of strategic decisions, of higher education institutions, to
make the transfer of international competences and skills an integral part of the
curriculum. Almost half of the International Study Programmes at German
universities are characteried by a compulsory period abroad (44.4%). Studying and
teaching are often the subjects of the international cooperation. Even without the
consideration of Erasmus, about half of the mid-2008 in the higher education
compass, of the HRK registered international cooperation's, were concerned with
topics from the fields of study and teaching and mutual recognition of study
achievements and results of examinations (core area b).

In two-thirds of the International Study Programmes offered by German higher
education institutions, at least part of the lectures are taught in a foreign language,
predominantly in English. These kinds of study programmes are especially for
international students and are mainly trademarks of Technical Universities and
general Universities. They are established with the intention of encouraging foreign
students with none or limited proficiency in German language to decide in favour of
studying in Germany (core area c).
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Although the implementation of study and training programmes abroad has been
gaining importance worldwide since the early nineties, only a few German higher
education institutions are active in this area. In response to the web based survey, 37
higher education institutions reported about 69 courses and study programmes
offered in another country. Large Universities are often engaged in offshore higher
education (34.8%), followed by Technical Universities (28.6%) and small Universities
(22,6%) (core area d).

From 2000 until 2007, the number of German ERASMUS lecturers has grown from
about 2,000 to more than 2,700. In relation to the number of staff members mainly
concerned with teaching, i.e. professors and lecturers, the ratio of ERASMUS
lecturers in the academic year 2007 was 5.9 percent. Professors and lecturers from
Fachhochschulen more frequently use an ERASMUS grant to teach at a foreign
partner university, while the respective proportion at Technical Universities was
lowest (core area e).

Several indicators, which represent not only internationality but also academic
quality, are in a close (statistical) relationship. These include the percentage of
fellows and award winners of the Humboldt Foundation, support from the DAAD and
the quota of foreign students in doctoral programmes. The last figure, by definition,
relates only to universities, which have the right to award doctoral degrees. Although
fellows and award winners of the Humboldt Foundation, in principal, may carry out
research at any type of higher education institution, they are de facto almost
exclusively at Universities and Technical Universities. The DAAD and its programs
reach a wider range of higher education institutions. However, the general and
Technical Universities receive significantly more funding than Universities for arts
and music or Fachhochschulen. While Technical Universities are the best, with
respect to the proportion of foreigners among PhD graduates and the support
provided by the DAAD, the large Universities are hosting more fellows and award
winners of the Humboldt foundation than other types of higher education institutions
(core areaf).

Over 40 percent, of the partnerships in the HRK Higher Education Compass, solely
or partly have the purpose to strengthen the cooperation in research. Particularly
active in this field are Technical Universities (62.8% of partnerships) and smaller
Universities (48.6%). Institutions which have taken part in the survey and provided
details about the sources of their research funding received, in 2007, approximately
12 percent of their external funding from abroad, mostly from the research programs
of the European Union: 9 percent of the total research funding, or three quarters of
research funding from abroad (core area Q).

Overall, large sets of data about important areas of the internationality of higher
education institutions are available, which relatively easily could be converted into
indicators and distributed to Universities and Fachhochschulen. Examples are the
data from the Federal Statistical Office, support figures of the DAAD and the
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Humboldt foundation, information on international cooperation and international
courses contained by the HRK Higher Education Compass, etc.

Due to a lack of appropriate reporting systems, the collection of data at higher
education institutions is more difficult. Especially at large Universities, international
activities are taking place to a considerable extent in the faculties / departments. In
many cases a systematic storage of data is neither available centrally nor otherwise.
Consequently, complete thematic areas were considered a priori as not accessible or
the validity of results of the survey is threatened by incomplete data sets. To remedy
this situation, a procedure for the collection and provision of an agreed set of key
information should be negotiated with (interested) higher education institutions.

Services of higher education institutions aiming to support internationality are difficult
to quantify. Thus, the pre-condition for the establishment of indicators is missing,
which would allow on the one hand a grading between institutions and on the other
hand the analysis of the relationship between the extent of service, e.g. marketing
efforts or assistance and advice for foreign students, and the level of internationality.
Therefore, it would be desirable that at least data on the personnel and financial
resources to this area would be made available.

Internationality of research could not only conceptually be improved but also with
respect to the available base of information. In recent years, the internationalisation
of teaching and learning were foremost the centre of attention. Thus, the knowledge
about this area is well developed by numerous research projects and studies. In
comparison, the capture of the international dimension of research at higher
education institutions was rather a peripheral issue.

To better classify the degree of internationalisation at the national level and to set
policy benchmarks, international comparative figures would be desirable. The project
has provided a wealth of interesting results, which might not only be of interest for
individual higher education institutions but also for decision makers concerned with
the internationalisation of higher education at the federal and state level. To ensure
that the figures are fruitful, also in a longer perspective and could be applied to the
monitoring of internationalisation strategies, a regular update should be undertaken,
which would also allow the formation of time series.

4.6.5 Source

Ger man Academic Exchange rfeenationaltaean debigched) (201
Hochschuleni Konzepti on und Er he bPDhayaillableundeP.r of i | dat
http://www.daad.de/imperia/md/content/portrait/publikationen/dok_und_mat_band_65

.pdf (retrieved 23.03.2010).
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4.7 Exampl e 7: @Al nt er ngheriEducaioni Pedormaoce of Hi
Assessment and(Padigedd0B)at or s o

4.7.1 Background

The article fAlnternationalization of Higher
Il ndi catorso has been published in the Nagoya
Michael Paige, Professor at the College of Education and Human Development,

University of Minnesota. The Center for the Studies of Higher Education (CSHE) at

Nagoya University has been involved in studying this issue in the Japanese

university context and has identified performance indicators that can be used as tools

for assessing a university's overal/l perform
done by CSHE by examining performance assessment and performance indicators

specifically as they relate to the internationalisation of higher education.

4.7.2 Philosophy of the project, political setting

The author starts his paper by stating that
become more international in character. o Thu
internationalisation means and how it can be assessed by taking a closer look at

performance assessment and performance indicators that have been found by CSHE

as well as other researchers and projects. The paper results in a list of key

performance indicators regarding internationalisation.

4.7.3 Methodology

At first, Paige provides definitions for the
Ainternationalizationbo, as wel | as an overvi
assessment and of the concept of performance indicators. In a second step, he

presents a review of the literature on internationalisation from which he draws ten key
performance categories as a third step. These ten categories consist of a varying

number of performance indicators.

4.7.4 Results

Paige arrives at a list of over 80 indicators in ten categories (see appendix 2). The

author explains that the indicators can be used in several ways. They can be used by

way of assessment, assessing whether certain realities of internationalisation are

present or not. The indicators might also be used as a benchmark, assessing

progress in internationalisation over time. A third functionality of the list might be that

it can invoke a discussion on what characteristcs make an institution i or parts

thereof T international in nature.

4.7.5 Source

Paige, Michael R. (2005) Al nternationalization of Highe
Assessment and I ndicatorso. Nagoya <d22urnal o

PDF available under: http://www.cshe.nagoya-u.ac.jp/publications/journal/no5/08.pdf
(retrieved 10.03.2010).
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48 Example 8: ATrends and I ndicators of Tai"
| nt ernat i o (Chih, & zChihgi, 2000D

4.8.1 Background

Higher education in Taiwan has undergone a far-reaching transformation, changing
from centralised to decentralised and becoming market-oriented. For example, the
state owned HEIs were transferred into independent legal entities, which reduced the
control of the Ministry of Education over these HEIs. Universities were also forced to
seek funds and private HEIs were founded. The number of HEIs increased from 7 in
1950 to 164 in 2008.

4.8.2 Philosophy of the project, political setting

Tai wandés govVv e rsedthe mportanaesof inteenatibnalisation for its
universities relatively late and the global competition is just now becoming more and
more evident. That is why Chin and Ching discuss the current local trends with
regard to internationalisation and introduce a set of performance indicators for the
evaluati omHBIS. Tai wano

4.8.3 Main actors

Joseph Meng-Chun Chin, Professor, Department of Education, National Chengchi
University, Taiwan and Gregory S. Ching, Lunghwa University of Science and
Technology, Taiwan.

4.8.4 Methodology

A qualitative and descriptive research, consisting of questionnaires, individual and
focus group interviews, as well as a literature review has been conducted. The
authors analysed all HEIs websites and then sent a formal letter to all of the local
international offices and officers. From the 164 HEIs, a total of 22 international
officers responded. Core questions on the factors and strategies involved in the
internationalisation of Taiwands HEIs were a
insights from the respondents were coded and categorized into major trends by
seeking common key words and phrases. The result is a list of internationalisation
indicators suggested by international officers. In a second phase, interviews with
international scholars were conducted during the summer of 2008. 12 international
experts were invited, three of them replied. The interviews were analysed as in phase
one. Phase three consisted of individual and focus group interviews with international
students coming from two well-known HEIs situated in Taipei City, Taiwan. Posters
were used to announce the interview sessions. A total of 35 interviewees coming
from 20 countries participated in the sessions. The interviews were then transcribed,
noting their patterns into themes, and clustering items into categories.
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During the following literature review, previous foreign and local studies on

internationalisation were analysed. The authors then compared the indicators they

had found by asking local international officers, internationalisation experts and

international students with the indicators that were the results of previous studies.

The comparison of those sets of indicators led to a total of 12 performance indicators

to measure the internationalisation in Taiwa

4.8.5 Results: List of indicators

On the basis of this study three lists of indicators were established. One based on the
views of internationalisation officers of Taiwanese universities, one based on the
views of international experts and scholars and one based on opinions of
international students. The list of the internationalisation officers was most
comprehensive, followed by the experts and then the students.

4.8.6 Source
Chin, Joseph Meng-Chun/ Ching, Gregory S. (2009): ATr
Tai wandés Higher Educati on -PadficEBducatom i onal i zat.

Researcher, Vol 18, No 2 (2009), pp. 185-203. PDF available under:
http://www.philjol.info/index.php/TAPER/article/viewArticle/1322 retrieved 10.03.2010).
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beneath.

Table 2 Characteristics of indicators sets

WP

The evaluation tools discussed in the previous chapter have shown a range of characteristics which are summarised in the table

IQRP (IMHE/ACA)

ACE

Osaka University

CHE

MINT (Nuffic)

DAAD

Type of data

Input, output

Input, output

Input, output

Input, output

Input, output and
guality assurance

Input, output

Dimensions | 1. Context 1. Institutional support 1. Mission, goals and 1. Overall aspects 1. Goals 1. Foreign students
2. Internationalisation 2. Academic plans of the university (input) 2. Activities 2. Mobility of staff and students in
strategies and requirements, 2. Structures and staff 2. Academic a. Educationina the ERASMUS framework
policies programmes and 3. Budgeting and research (input) foreign language | 3. Mobility of German students
3. Organisational and extracurricular implementation 3. Academic b. Credit mobility outside the ERASMUS
support structures activities 4. International research (output) c. Recruitment of framework
4.  Academic 3. Faculty policies and dimensions of 4. Teaching and foreign students | 4. Involvement of institutions in
programmes and opportunities research activities studies (input) d. Internationalisati DAAD programmes
students 4. International students | 5. Support system 5. Teaching and on of the 5. International programmes
5.  Study abroad and information provision studies (output) curriculum 6. International collaborations
student exchange and infrastructure e. Internationalisati | 7. Academic staff with foreign
programs 6. Multifaceted on of staff nationality
6. Research and promotion of f. International 8. Third stream research funding
scholarly international affiliation knowledge from abroad
collaboration 7. Internationalisation of sharing 9. Alexander von Humboldt-
7. Contracts and the university 3. Support Stiftung Stipends
services curriculum 4.  Quality 10. Measures for the promotion of
Joint programmes of assurance internationality
external organisations 5. Key figures 11. Foreign students
Purpose Self evaluation Self evaluation and Self evaluation Information provision Self evaluation and Self evaluation and benchmarking
information provision and ranking benchmarking
Level of Institution Institution Institution Institution and smaller Programme, institution | Institution
assessment units and intermediate
levels
Methods of Institutional data collection | Survey Institutional data collection | Institutional data Institutional data Survey and statistical data (from
data and peer review and peer review collection collection Federal Statistics Office)
collection
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Main Conclusions

Due to the increased complexity of internationalisation, mapping and profiling
indicators are required. In recent years a shift has taken place from the
internationalisation of specific core functions of institutions to the internationalisation
of the institution as a whole, including its objectives. The complexity of
internationalisation in higher education institutions has created a need for more
sophisticated data on these internationalisation activities. University leaders and
managers now demand a much wider set of indicators.

Both dnternationalisation6as well as dnternationalitydare valuable concepts for the
IMPI project. Internationalisation refers to the process of becoming international.
Whereas dnternationalityérefers to how international a university is at a certain point
in time (Brandenburg & Federkeil, 2007).

Measuring can be divided into three basic items: 1. knowing where your organisation
stands (mapping) in terms of internationalisation 2. examining the value of the
internationalisation efforts (evaluating) and 3. setting an organisational identity
(profiling), showing both internal and external stakeholders the strengths and
ambitions of your organisation from an internationalisation perspective.

From the desk research we learned how important it is to get answers to the
following questions:

e What will be the level on which mapping is taking place: programme, faculty,

institution, etc.?

e Which items are important?

e What is a logical categorisation of items?

e How do you map a theme like Third mission?

e What indicators are useful in terms of practice, culture and law?

Only a few tools presented in chapter 3 measure outcome rather than input or output.
Tools which do look at outcome are usually focussed strictly on intercultural
competences of students. The methodology they use is usually based on self
assessment by students which cannot be expected to deliver very objective results.

5.1 Important characteristics of case studies

The straight forward structure presented in Chapter 3 on self-evaluation,
benchmarking and classification or ranking tools does not completely reflect reality.
Some tools offer the option of both self evaluation and benchmarking (as does MINT
developed by Nuffic). Other tools additionally offer the option of ranking (CHE tool).
Finally benchmarking instruments can be used to classify as does the Network of
International Business Schools (NIBS) by only allowing those institutions into their
network which live up to a set benchmark. Some accreditation organisations use
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benchmarking to grant special labels to programmes which are proven to be more
successful or more special than their peers.

Benchmarking models for internationalisation have been developed, for instance,
within the context of the Network of International Business Schools (NIBS) and the
European Benchmarking Programme (by ESMU). The NIBS model is a combination
of benchmarking and ranking. In the near future, benchmarking will be used to
determine whether potential new member institutes can be allowed to join the
network. Some accreditation organisations use benchmarking to grant special labels
to programmes which are proven to be more successful or more special than their
peers. Both self-evaluation and benchmarking are intended for internal quality
improvement.

Audits by internal or external (peer) committees that were presented in the IQRP and
Osaka University cases are still a rare phenomenon though it does happen here and
there, especially when the focus is on processes (of an 10 for instance) rather than
outcomes.

5.2  Conclusions drawn from examples

There are no universal standards (yet) for evaluating internationalisation and its
quality. However, a few interesting tools have been developed over the past few
years. Many of these tools have been based on already existing tools, so for the
purpose of composing the IMPI indicator list it is useful to focus on the most recently
developed tools like those of the Flemish Bologna Experts (not described in detail in
this report), CHE and Nuffic. As the indicator list of the Flemish Bologna Experts is
available in Dutch only and has been partly based on the Dutch MINT webtool this
set of indicators will not be discussed in detail.

One of the most prominent characteristics is the purpose of the indicator list. Is it
about gaining insight in order to improve its own quality (self-evaluation and
benchmarking) or to set a profile to distinguish oneself within a group of institutions
(benchmarking)? Finally it could be about the relative value attached to the HEI by
stakeholders (ranking). Some of the self-evaluation tools mentioned earlier like the
MINT tool offer the additional feature of benchmarking.

Key to setting up evaluations is determining beforehand what one wants to measure.
One of the contributions from the CHE project is the conscious distinction between
internationalisation and internationality. The project was designed to provide HEIs
with both a set of indicators to make a snapshot showing internationality and to make
a time series evaluation including a medium and long term effect of
internationalisation. The latter would for example be important in the context of
guality assurance processes. Another option is to compare current performance with
ambitions.

The CHE project also points out that any attempt to find categories to fit all indicators
and yet not to overlap each other will probably fail. As an example international
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doctoral training courses or graduate schools are in the cross-over area between
teaching and research and input and output.

As only a few tools measure outcome rather than input or output the IMPI project
cannot base this part of the toolbox on a large range of previous tools. However,
indicators to map impact have been identified by stakeholders as highly important
and will therefore need special attention during the development of the toolbox. After
all, when all is said and done internationalisation is about the results it delivers, not in
terms of foreign student numbers but in terms of their impact on budgets and the
quality of education.

If stakeholders are involved in the development process of a tool, one usually does
not start from scratch. Involving stakeholders is often done only after a broad set of
indicators has already been identified. These indicators are based on expert
judgement or on meta evaluations of existing tools or indicator sets.

It can be argued that some activities are in fact support structures for others.
Examples include the internationalisation of staff and the provision of programmes
taught in other languages. These activities are especially useful to support the
internationalisation of the curriculum and student mobility. In that sense, it is possible
to create a virtuous circle: offering programmes in English will make it easier to
organise staff exchange, which will stimulate the internationalisation of the
curriculum.

53 Lessons for the IMPI toolbox

In the past five years we have witnessed a strong growth in the number of tools and
studies which are trying to identify important indicators for internationalisation. IMPI
can build on the results of former indicator projects, but needs to expand the scope in
order to include all aspects of internationalisation.

From literature and cases we have learned that a design for a toolbox to measure
internationalisation should at least address 1. the purpose of the toolbox, 2. the type
of indicators to be measured, 3. the dimensions to be measured, 4. the structure to
be used and 5. the method of indicator validation.
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Appendix 1: Existing tools and indicator sets

1. SIU / Margrete Sovik Internationalisation of Norwegian higher education.
Suggestion for indicators.
Norway 2009

2. DAAD / Simone Burkhardt Profile data project
Germany 2009

3. Hochschul Rektoren Konferenz / Gabriele Hufschmidt, Internationalising
German Higher Education Institutions
Germany 2009

4. Nuffic / Adinda van Gaalen & Nico Evers: Mapping Internationalisation (MINT)
The Netherlands 2009 www.nuffic.nl/mint

5. INHolland UAS / Sandra Reeb-Gruber: Checklists Programme
Internationalisation
The Netherlands 2009

6. llan Alon, and Craig M. McAllaster. Measuring the global footprint of an MBA
USA 2009

7. Chin, JM. &Ching,G. Tr ends and I ndicators of Tai wano:
Internationalization
Taiwan 2009

8. IAU / Jane Knight Global Survey/ Internationalization survey
2003, 2005 and 2009

9. Swedish National Agency for Higher Education / Gunnar Enequist: The
internationalisation of Higer Education in Sweden
Sweden 2005 and 2008

10.  Association of Commonwealth Universities / Jay Kubler ACU
Benchmarking Programme
1998 and 2008

11. Flemish Bologna experts / Héléne Vanbrabant, Rosette S'Jeegers
Michaél Joris and Jan Geens Indicatoren Kwaliteitszorg Internationalisering
Belgium 2008

12. EUA IEP (Institutional Evaluation Programme)
Europe, 2008
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13.  Association of Universities and Colleges of Canada / Jane Knight
Progress and promise
Canada 2007

14.  Association of Universities and Colleges of Canada Internationalizing
Canadian campuses
Canada 2007

15. CHE / Uwe Brandenburg and Gero Federkeil How to measure
internationality and internationalisation of higher education institutions!
Indicators and key figures
Germany 2007

16. Network of International Business Schools / lan Charles NIBS
International Accreditation
2007

17. EFMD Internationalisation Survey
2007

18. NAFSA Assessing best practices in internationalisation (ABPI)
2007

19. UKCOSA Benchmarking the provision of services for international
students in higher education institutions
UK 2007

20.  Forum of Education Abroad Quality Improvement Program (QUIP) for
Education Abroad
USA 2007

21. National Agency Leonardo da Vinci The Netherlands Quality of Mobility
Projects, Quality and Impact Scan
The Netherlands 2007

22.  Osaka University / Norio Furushiro Study to Develop Evaluation Criteria
to Assess the Internationalization of Universities
Japan 2006

23. New Zealand Ministry of Education / Craig Mclnnis, Roger Peacock and
Vince Catherwood Internationalisation in New Zealand Tertiary Education
Organisations
New Zealand 2006

24.  Wendy Woon-Yin Chan The Internationalising of Universities: a

comparative case study
UK and Hong Kong 2006
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25.  ANECA/EFMD ANECA/EFMD indicator set
Spain 2006

26. Newcastle University Business School / John Leopold Curriculum
internationalisation
UK 2006

27.  Nottingham Trent University / Simon Mercado DOMI amd AOPI
frameworks
UK 2006

28. Kerri-LeeKrause, Hamish Coates and Richard James Monitoring the
Internationalisation of Higher education: Are there useful quantitative
performance Indicators?

Australia 2005

29. ESMU / Hans de Wit European Benchmarking Programme on University
Management
Europe 2005

30. ACE/ Madeleine F. Green Mapping Internationalization on U.S.
Campuses
USA 2001 and 2006

31. ASCUN/ Claudia Aponte Hacia un modelo de evaluacion de la
internacionalizacion para las universidades en Colombia
Colombia 2004

32. IDP Education / Ken Back, Dorothy Davis and Alan Olsen
Internationalisation and Higher Education: Goals and Strategies
Australia 1996

33. IMHE/ACA/EUA IQRP (Internationalisation Quality Review programme)
1996

68



INDICATORS FOR MAPPING ®
& PROFILING INTERNATIONALISATION

Appendix 2: Indicator Sets and Questionnaires
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1. IQRP

OECD, 1999

Context

1.1.1 Summary of the higher education system

1) Provide a brief description of the higher education system in the country and indicate
2) the position of the institution in the system.

1.1.2 Summary of the institutional profile
3) Age of the institution.

4) Student enrolment (undergraduate/graduate).

5) Number of faculty and staff.

6) Faculties and departments.

7) The mission of the institution.

8) The history ofnternationalisation efforts in your institution.

1.1.3 Analysis of the (inter)national context

9) Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats (SWOT) analysis of the (inter)national context for
internationalisation of the institution.

10) Make referencetonationf 'y R NBIA2y+f LIR2fAOASE FYyR LINRINIYYSE 2F NEBf
dimension.

Internationalisation policies and strategies

11) Why is internationalisation important to your institution (rationales)?

12)2 K4 A& GKS Ay a {(dodistmidioeftes) aadimplérieRtatibdzstratedy dor internationalisation?
Attach existing policy documents, if available.

132 KIG A& GKS NBtFIiGA2yaKAL 0SiG6S8SSy GKS AYOUSNYylLFGAZ2YFf A&l GA2)
links exst with other relevant policy areas?

14) 1 26 A& AYGSNYlFGA2yLItAalGA2Y @t dzSR gAGK NBaAaLSOG G2 GKS A\
institution: administration, faculty, students?

15) How has the decisiemaking process for interti@nalisation policy been structured?

16) What is recommended to improve the policies and strategies for internationalisation?

17) How can the support and involvement be improved of both leadership, administration, faculty and students to the
internationalisationpolicies and strategies of the institution?

Organisational and support structures

(Address those issues which are relevant to your institution and undertake a SWOT analysis
on the organisational and support structures for internationalisation of the institution.)

1.1.4 Organisation and structures

18) What office/unit/position has the overall and ultimate politavel responsibility for the internationalisation of the
institution?
19) Which unit(s) have direct operational responsibility for international activities?
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20) Whatis the reporting structure, liaison and communication system (both formally and informally) between the various
offices/units/persons involved in internationalisation?

21) Provide an organigram, if possible.

22) How effective are the existing support structuregétation to the strategic plan for internationalisation?

23) What improvements are recommended to make the organisation and support structures more effective in relation to
the existing strategies and policies?

1.1.5 Planning and evaluation

24) How is internationalisabn integrated into institutioawide and department level planning processes and is it
effective?

25) What system is in place for the evaluation of internationalisation effof#$fat impactdoes it have on these efforts?

26) Does the overall quality assurance gyst(internal/external) include reference to internationalisatidfi®o, what is its
impact?

27) What proposals for improvement in the planning and evaluation processes for internationalisation are recommended?

1.1.6 Financial support and resource allocation

28) What irternal and external sources of support exist for internationalisatido® effective are these funds for the
realisation of the objectives and goals for internationalisation?
29) What is the mechanism for the allocation of resources (at both central and depatal level) for
internationalisationHow effective are these mechanisms?
30)2KEFEG A& GKS AyadAaddziazyQa LINRBOSaa FT2N) aSS1Ay3azr aSOdzNRy3
internationalisation?Are these processes effective?
31) What proposals for iprovement in the fund allocation and furdising for the realisation of the internationalisation
of the institution are made?

1.1.7 Support services and facilities

32) What specific services and infrastructure exist to support and develop international actividdsoav effective are
they?

33) What level of support is available from institutiovide service departments®@/hat istheir impact?

34) To what degree do the facilities.@.libraries) and the extr@urricular activities on campus include an international or
crosscultural dimension®What is their impact?

35) What recommendations are made to improve the support services and facilities to bring them in line with the
internationalisation strategies and policies of the institution?

Academic programmes and students

(Address those issues which are relevant to your institution and undertake a SWOT analysis
on

the international dimension of the academic programmes and student policies of the
institution.)

1.1.8 Internationalisation of the curriculum: area and language studies,
degree programmes, teaching and learning process

36) Are there programmes which include options for area and language studies (including courses in intercultural
communication and culture studies®hat is their impact?

37) How has the international dimension been igtated into the courses/units in the various disciplines®v effective
have the integration efforts been?

38) What joint or double degree programmes are offered by the institution in partnership with foreign institutidha®
is their impact on the curricuta and the students?
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39) Does teaching include the use of examples, case studies, research, literature, etc., drawn from different countries,
regions and culturesPo what effect?

40)¢2 6KLEG SEGSYd A& (GKS @Ay BeNijelstidend ghtotiragd td studyNaBezhdt and 0 G A y I ¢ |
interact with foreign students?

41) To what extent is instruction given in languages other than the primary language(s) of instruction of the institution?

42) What recommendations are made with respect to the future placerefand language studies in the institutional
strategies and policies for internationalisation?

43) What measures are recommended to improve the international dimension in the curriculum?

44) What recommendations are made to improve the internationalisation oftédaehing and learning process?

1.1.9 Domestic students

45) What are the quantitative goals (if any) for the number of students studying abroad annAediyfiey being met and
how effective are the mechanisms to achieve them?

46) Do students participate in internatioheesearch projects and international networksow? What is the impact?

47) What policies and support services are in place to encourage and support students to participate in international
activities?How effective are they?

48) Are students being informed andl@ised about international work/study/research opportunitie&fe the mechanisms
effective?

49) How are students being prepared for international academic experiences (including language and cultural
preparation)?s the preparation effective and what is thrapact?

50) What recommendations are made to improve the opportunities for students to add an international dimension to
their study?

1.1.10 Foreign students

51) What are the quantitative goals (if any) for the number of foreign students (both fee paying students aadgsch
students)? How effective are the measures taken to reach these goals?

52) What strategies does the institution have to attract, recruit and select foreign fee paying students? What are the
objectives behind these strategies and how effective are the sgesjres?

53) What strategies does the institution have to attract and select (bilateral and multilateral programme) exchange
students?How effective are they?

54) How is the level of academic success of foreign students monitddedPeffective is it? How is thategration
(educational and social) of foreign students with domestic students and with their local environment monittwed?
effective is it?

55) How is social guidance and academic counselling for foreign students organised?

56) Does a difference exist in objaces, impact and attention between the strategies for foreign fee paying students and
exchange students?

57) What measures should be taken to improve the strategies for recruitment, selection and integration of foreign fee
paying and/or exchange students?

1.1.11 Study abroad and student exchange programmes

58) What is the range of programmes available for study abroad and student exchange?

59) How effective are these programmes?

60) How effectively are study abroad periods integrated into the curricultta8 the transfer and regnition of credits
been arranged in an adequate manner?

61) To what extent have international work experience or internships been incorporated into the curricWinait?is the
impact of these arrangements?

62) How are study abroad and student exchange programeveduated?n what way have the results of these
evaluations been taken into account in the further deliveryhefse programmes?

63) What measures are recommended to improve the quality of the study abroad and student exchange programmes in
the overall contekof the internationalisation strategiesnd policies of the institution?
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Research and scholarly collaboration

(Address those issues which are relevant to your institution and undertake a SWOT analysis
on the international dimension of research and scholarly collaboration of the institution.)

64) Which collaborative agreements exist with foreign institutions/research centres/private companies for reselameh?
effective are these?

65) What international/regional research and graduate centres belong to or are spet®by the institution? What role
do they play in the internationalisation strategies and policies of the institution?

66) To what degree is the institution involved in international research projddts®? successful is it?

67) How actively involved is the ingtiion in the production of internationally published scientific articl¥gRat
mechanisms are in place to stimulate the involvement?

68) 2 KIF i YSOKFYyAaYa FINB Ay LXIOS G2 &alGAYdglGS GKS Ayaidadldziazy
international corfierences and seminargfow effective are these?

69) What support (internal and external) structures are in place for international collaborative resddosh@ffective are
these?

70) What mechanisms exist to guarantee that international research (and its outigsutsked to internationalisation of
teaching™Vhat is the effect?

71) What opportunities and resources are made available to stimulate the internatéimegnsion in research&re they
effective?

72) What recommendations are made to improve the international elision of research, as part of the strategies and
policies of the institution?

Human resources management

(Address those issues which are relevant to your institution and undertake a SWOT analysis
on the international dimension of human resources management of the institution.)

73) What mechanisms are in place to involve academic and administrative staff in international activities (at home and
abroad)?Please distinguish between research, teaching, publications and development assistance. How effective are
these mechanisms?

74) What mechanisms are in place to stimulate the presence of foreign academic and administrative staff members on
campus (temporary/permanent)dow effective are they?

75) How are teaching and research of visiting staff being organised®?effectvely arethey integrated into the
curriculum?

76) Do appointment procedures seek for staff from abro&tiv effective are they?

77) How is selection and recruitment of new staff (academic and administrative) targeted at personnel who are
internationally experiened/active?How effective is that policy?

78) Are there procedures for selecting staff for international education assignmerg<gr teaching international
programmes/to international groups/teaching in other languagdsytv effective are they?

79) What mecharsms are in place to guarantee and stimulate that staff members possess the knowledge and skills
required for teaching in international programmes and for othternational assignmentsdow effective are they?

80) Are there mechanisms in place to guaranteattmternational teaching/research/development assistance experience
counts toward promotion and tenurel? so, how effectivare they?

81) What recommendations are made to improve the international dimension of the human resource management of the
institution as part of its internationalisation strategiaad policies?

Contracts and services

(Address those issues which are relevant to your institution and undertake a SWOT
analysis on the international dimension of contracts and services of the institution.)
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1.1.12 Partnerships and networks

82) What is the range of bilateral and multilateral collaborative agreements with foreign partner institutions for
education?How active/functional are these?

83) What procedures exist for the establishment, management and periodic evatuatipartnerships and linkagesow
well do these procedures function?

84) What is the relation between the policies and strategies at the faculty level and those at the centraHewel?
effective is that relationship?

85) What measures are recommended to impeothe partnerships and networks the institutions takes part in and their
relation to the strategies and policies of the institution?

1.1.13 Out of country education programmes

86) Does the institution deliver educational programmes to students located in other deant

87) If so, what methods are used to deliver these coursesqorrespondence, partner institutions, www, satellite
campus, franchise partners or brokers, etdyRat are the rationalefor such programmes?

88) Is there a process (internal/external) of thestitution for the evaluation of such programmes, if providéfi€o, what
is the impact of these evaluations?

89)2 KFid FNB G(G(KS AyadAaldziazyQa &GN GS3IASE G2 FGGNFY OGZ NBONHZA i
How effective are thesstrategies?

90) 2 K G YSIFadaNBa INBE NBO2YYSYRSR (2 AYLNRBGS (KSasS LINBINI YYS:
internationalisation strategy?

1.1.14 Development assistance

9 2 KFiG A& GKS AyalAlbdziAazyQa Ayd2ft @ 6tybjstis, havadk they pédceived iNd Ol 2 NJ 2 1
the faculty? What is their impact on the teaching and research functions of the institution?

92) What is the link between development assistance projects and other internationalisation activities of the institution?

93) Whatpolicies and procedures exist for the design, management and evaluation of development projects, and what is
the effect of these procedures on the projects and on iteitutions strategy for internationalisation?

94) What measures are recommended to imprdhe quality of the role of the institution in these activities and of the
integration of these projects in the overaiternationalizationstrategy of the institution?

1.1.15 External services and project work

95) How active is the institution in external servicesy(contract education, training, consultancy), and to what extent do
these services include an international or creséturaldimension?

96) What is the impact of these services on the internationalisation strategy of the institution?

97) What measures are recamended to improve the quality of these services and their relationship to the
internationalisation strategy of the institution?

Conclusions and recommendations

98) What are the main conclusions from the safsessment on internationalisation?

99) What are the man concerns and challenges for the institution with regard to the furtterelopment of
internationalisation?

100)What are the main recommendations to the institution for the further improvemeritointernational dimension?

101)Are the goals and objectives fimternationalisation of the institution clearly formulated?

102)) NE GKSasS 321 ta yR 202S00A@Sa (NI gndl publit SRiceXuyidlichs altdK S Ay a G A
does the institution provide the necessary support and infrastructure focessful internationalisation?

103)How does the institution monitor its internationalisation efforts?

104)What specific topics or questions would you like to bring to the attention of the paéew team?
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2. ACE
ACE, 2006

Institutional Commitment

1) Doesyourinstidzi A2y Q& YA&&aA2Yy &GFGSYSyild &LISOATAOLffE NBFSNI G2

2) La AYGSNYFGA2YIE 2N) 3f20tf SRAOIGA2Yy fA&GSR Fa 2yS 27

3) Does your institution have a separate writtelap that addresses institutiowide internationalization

4) Does your institution have a campusde committee or task force that works solely on advancing internationalization
efforts on campus

5) Has your institution formally assessed the impact or progoés$ts internationalization efforts in the last five years?

6) Has your institution developed specific international or global student learning outco(Besstt one.)

7) 528a& @2dzNJ AyaldAalddziazyQa aiddzRSyd NB O eddeatibrypfograms fadtiiti®Nd G dzNB K

and opportunities?

Organizational Structure and Staffing

8) Please select the response that most closely resembles the administrative structure of the internationalization
activities and programs at your institution.

9) Does youinstitution have one or more professional staff or faculty members dedicated at least half time to any of the
following aspects of internationalization?

international student recruitment/admissions

international student services

international scholararvices

English as a Second language (ESI)

Education/Study abroad

international/global campus programming

internationalsation of the curriculum

languages Across the Curriculum (IAC, IxC)

development and monitoring of international partnerships

o other

10) Does your institution have a fetime administrator who oversees or coordinates multiple internationalization
activities or programs?

1) LT &2dz NBaLRyRSR aeSa¢ (2 ljdSa®PAz2y wmnz (G2 gK2Y R2Sa

o Chief academic officer

Other administratoiin academic affairs

Chief student affairs officer

Other administrator in student affairs

President

Other

O O O O o o oo o

o O O o O

Financial Support

12) Has your institution received external funding specifically earmarked for internationalization programs or activities
from any of he following sources in the last three years (2€0306)?
o Federal government
o State government
0  Alumni
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Private donors other than alumni
Foundations
Corporations
Cther
0 No specific external funding received
13) Did your institution provide specific fundijrfor any of the following activities to promote recruitment of fiithe,
degreeseeking international students at the undergraduate level last year (@U8)2
o Travel for recruitment officers
o0 Scholarships for international students
o Cther
o No specificnstitutional funding provided
0 American Council on Education
14) Did your institution provide specific funding for any of the following activities to ptemecruitment of fulltime,
degreeseeking international students at the graate level last year (2@g06)?
o Travel for recruitment officers
o Stipends/Fellowships
o Cther
0 No specific institutional funding provided
15) Did your institution provide specific funding for any of the following internationalization programs or activities last
year (200506)?
o Faculy leading students on study abroad programs
Faculty teaching at institutions abroad
Faculty travel to meetings or conferences abroad
Faculty studying or conducting research abroad
Faculty development seminars abroad
Hosting visiting international fadtty
Internationalsation of courses
Cther
0 No specific funding provided
16) Can undergraduate students use their institutionally awarded financial aid to participate in study abroad opportunities
administered by other institutions? Note: For the purpose§ d¢ A & & dzNBSexX al RYAYA&aGSNE YSIya
control over and runs the daily operation of the program.
o No
0 Yes, for approved opportunities administered by institutions within a consortium or state system
0 Yes, for approved opportunities adnstered by any institution
17) Does your institution, or do any schools or departments within your institution, provide specific institutional funds for
student education abroad, in addition to all other sources of financial aid?
o No
0 Yes, for undergraduate wiients only
0 Yes, for graduate students only
0 Yes, for both undergraduate and graduate students

O O O O

O O O 0o 0o o o

Foreign-Language Requirements and Offerings

18) Does your institution have a foreiganguage admissions requirement for incoming undergraduates?
o No

0 VYes fors¥S o6 OKSt 2NRaklaaz2z0AlG8 RSANBS addRSyida

o ,Sazx FT2NJIff ol OKSf2NRakl aa20AF3S RSINBS addzRSyila
19) Does your institution have a foreiganguage graduation requirement for undergraduates?

o0 No .Please skip to question 22.

o ,8a% F2NJ a2YS o CeichdeNDakl 88a20AF3S RSINB
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o ,8az F2NJFff ol OKSt2NRaklaaz20AlGS RSAINBS addzRSyda
200 LT e2dz NBaLRyRSR ae&Sa¢ (-angupgeSequiremznt forngmhdliatidnfat-ydur idstitutidhK S F2 NB A :

0 One semester or equivalent

0 One year or equivalent

0 More than one year, bueks than two years

o Two years or equivalent

0 More than two years or equivalent
2) LY e2dz NBAaERTRSRAz8aGA2Y mpzZ OFy dzy RSNdEMNIeRedrirdmnt fari dzRSy G & &l
graduation by passing a proficiency test?
22) Please select all feign languages that were taught at the undergraduate level during the @#&cademic yeabo
not count English as a Second Language (ESL) or American Sign Language (ASL).

International/Global Course Requirements and Offerings

23) To satisfy a general edation requirement, are undergraduates required to take courses that primarily feature
perspectives, issues, or events from specific countries or areas outside the United StatesRo not include
foreignlanguage courses.

0 No .Please skip to questioR6.
0 Yes .Pease continue to question 24.

24) LT &2dz NBaLRYyRSR a&sd&a¢ (2 ljdSaiAz2y HoZX K246 Ylyeée O2dNESE
specific countries or areas outside the United States are undergraduates required to compatesty their general
education requirement?

0o One course
o Two courses
o Three or more courses

25) Are students required to complete courses that primarily feature countries or geographic areas other than Canada,
Australia, or Western Europe?

26) To satisfy a gesral education requirement, are undergraduates required to take courses that feature global trends or
issues (e.g., global health issues, global environmental issues, peace studies, etc.)?

27) Does your institution offer international/global tracks, concextitons, or certificate options for undergraduate
students in any of the following fields:

International/global certificate available to all students, regardless of major

Business/Management

Education

Health/Medicine

Humanities

Social/Behavioral Sciees/Economics

Science/technology/Engineering/Mathematics (StEM)

Technical/professional

Tourism/Hotel Management

o Other
28) Does your institution offer any joint degree programs with institutions in other countries?

O O OO0 O o o o o

Education Abroad

29) Did your institution achinister for credit any of the following undergraduate education abroad programs last year

(200%,06)?
o0 Study abroad
0 International internships
o0 International service opportunities
o0 Field study abroad
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0 Research abroad
o Work abroad
30) If your institution admiisters education abroad programs for credit, does it have guidelines to ensure that
undergraduate students can participate in approved education abroad programs without delaying graduation?
31) Please estimate the percentage of undergraduate students at ystitlition who graduated in 2005 and who
engaged in education abroad for credit at some point during their academic career.
o None
Less than 5 percent
5 percent to 10 percent
11 percent to 20 percent
21 percent to 30 percent
31 percent to 50 percent
More than 50 percent

o O O O O ©o

Faculty Policies and Opportunities

32) 32. Does your institution have guidelines that specify international work or experience as a consideration in faculty
promotion and tenure decisions?
o No
0 Yes, for faculty in some schools, departmentsprograms
o0 Yes, for all faculty
33) Did your institution offer any of the following opportunities to faculty members in the last three yearsq2008)?
0 Workshops on internationaing
0 Workshops that include a focus on how to use technology to enhdreeternational dimension of
their courses
0 Workshops that include a focus on assessing international or global learning
0 opportunities to increase their foreiglanguage skills
o Recognition awards specifically for international activity
34) When hiring facliy in fields that are not explicitly international/global, does your institution give preference to
candidates with international background, experience, or interests?
o No
0 Yes, rarely
o Yes, frequently

Student Activities and Services

35) What percentage ofull-time undergraduate students at your institution are international students?
0 nhone
0 lessthan 5 percent
0 5 percentto 9 percent
o 10 percent to 25 percent
o More than 25 percent
36) Does your institution have a strategic international student recruitmeanhat includes specific targets for
undergraduate students? Does your institution have a strategic international student recruitment plan that includes
specific targets for graduate students?
37) Does your institution offer any of the following programssapport services for international students
Individualized academic support services
Orientation to the United States and the local community
Orientation to the institution and/or the U.S. classroom
Assistance in finding housing
institutional advisorycommittee of international students

O O O O
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o International alumni services and/or chapters
0 Support services for dependents of international students
o0 Hostfamily program for international students
o English as a Second language (ESI) program
38) Did your institutionoffer any of the following programs or activities for undergraduate students last year Q6p5
0 Buddy program that pairs U.S. and international students to help integrate students socially
Language partner program that pairs U.S. and internationalesttsl
Residence hall where a particular foreign language is designated to be spoken (i.e., language house)
Meeting place for students interested in international topics
Regular and ongoing international festivals or events on campus
International residece hall open to all, or a roommate program to integrate U.S. and international
students
Programs to link study abroad returnees or international students with studentg12 Kchools
Other

O O O o o

Use of Technology for Internationalization

39) Does your institutia use technology in any of the following ways to enhance internationalization?
o Courses conducted in collaboration with higher education institutions in other countries usirng web
based technology
guest lectures using video conferencing
Institutionally spamsored study abroad student blogs
Video or web-based research conferences
I RANBOG tAy]l FNRY e2dz2NJ AyaldAaddzianzyQa K2YS LI 3S {2
Other

o O O O o

Degree Programs Offered Abroad for Non-U.S. Students
Note: The questions in this section apply to both undergraduate and graduate programs.

40) Does your institution offer programs outside the United States for-bd. students leading to a degree from your
institution only, and delivered entirely or in part through faeface instructior? Note: Please do not include joint
degree programs.
o No . You have completed the survey. Please go to the last page of the survey to complete the
institutional contact information.
o No, but our institution is currently working on developing such progrgiYisu have completed the
survey. Please go to the last page of the survey to complete the institutional contact information)
0 Yes. Please continue to question 41.
4) LT &2dz NBAERVRSRABAGA2Y nnx LI Sk &S Ay Ritidnloffe&sutly ¢ KI G O2dzyi
programs, and whether you have partner higher education institutions in those countries or regions
42) LT &2dz NBaLRyYyRSR aéSa¢ G2 ljdzSaidrz2y nnx LI SIasS ast SOG4 |t f
degree programs fononU.S. stuénts outside the United States
43) LT @&2dz NBAERVRSRABAGA2Y nnx LI SHAS AYRAOFGS 6KSGEKSNI &2dz |
support from the host country @S NY YSy G F2NJ @82dzNJ AyalAaddziaizyQa
44) LT @ 2 dz NBexlLRiyRidhrty3ias your institution established a branch campus in another country for any
of the degree programs you have indicated
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Japanese indicator list

Mission, goals and plans of the university

3.1.1 Official statements regarding the internationalization of the
university
1) 5SGSNYAYS S6KSOUKSNI GAYOSNYIFGA2YyFEATFGA2YyE LIt AOASA || NB
university and whether the mission and its presentation are consistent.

3.1.2 Responsible administrative structures

2) To what extent doethe highest ranked person in charge of international exchange activities act independently from
the President and/or Administrative DirectoA&sess the level of his/her authority.

3.1.3 Establishment of medium- and long-term plans and strategic goals

NJ

3) 528& NWAVIGR@ Yt AT OAR2YE LIZNEAZzZSR o6& (GKS dzyA@SNEAGE | LILISENI

issued by the universityRssess the levels of articulation and concreteness.

4) To what extent are the goals recognized or shared (by people concerreedlioutside the university)? To what extent
do responsible persons in major departments including accounting and instruction departments agree with concrete
proposals for establishing goals and plaEspress the level of consensus numerically.

5) Evaluatewhether the contents and items of the mediumnd longterm plans are consistent with the university's
general administrative policies and plans.

6) Evaluate whether the implementation body (responsible department)is clarified for each of the plans.

7) Determineto what extent the staff members of the relevant departments understand the implementation processes
for achieving the goals.

Structures and Staff

3.1.4 Decision-making structures and processes for internationalization
policies

8) Determine the frequency of dedéi opportunities (decision meetings) and time required for processing an agenda.

9) To what extent are the purposes, esland responsibility sharing of the committees organized within the university
clarified?Assess the levels.

10) Evaluate whether the membef the committees of the university are well balanced in terms of background and
discipline.

11) Comprehensive assessment the frequency and response rate of an awareness survey on students, the frequency, size
and other points of an opinion exchange meetiregveen students and the person in charge of international
exchange activities comprehensively.

3.1.5 Organizational structures for operation

12) Assess whether the goals of the international department and their relevant action plans are clearly indicated.

13) Ration ofthe number of international serivicstaff to the size of the university (total number of faculty members)

14) Personnel allocation plan to meet the goals and current rate of filled vacancy

15) Are eligible persons with required expertise allocated? The asses$ssnesrried out based on mutual evaluation
among staff.

16) Measure whether the job descriptions/responsibility sharing descriptions clearly identify the duties.

17) Rate of regular and futime staff

18) Language skills required in conducting business (how magydaes) and actual command of languages by the staff
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19) Proportion of the international students who are involved in international services (interpretation, public relations
activities regarding entrance examination) using their language skills and knovadedbeir nations (ratio of the
students undertaking oitampus jobs to the entire international students

20) Proportion of the international students who are involved in campus jobs including Tas and Ras (ratio to the domestic
students)

21) Rates and increases/daases of faculty members who have studied abroad and participated in overseas researches

22) Rates and increases/decreases of international faculty members

23) State of opportunity announcement for recruiting international faculty members

24) Number of international lerical staff members

25) Number of graduates from and degree holders of foreign universities

3.1.6 Professional development and performance review in the area of
internationalization

26) Implementation progress of training programs (FD) for faculty members in responsernationalization (frequency
and number of participants)

27) Implementation progress of training programs (SD) for administrators in response to internationalization (frequency
and number of participants)

28) To what extent are international activities takaro consideration during the performance reviewgsess the
proportion to the entire evaluation.

3.1.7 Institutional accountability

29) Measure how the institutional risk management system works for international activities such as overseas training
(insurance, peparedness to respond to an accident and others).

Budgeting and implementation

3.1.8 Budgeting structure for departments involved in international
activities

30) Measure whether budget accounts and amounts for respective goals are articulated in the budget materials

31) Application for competitive funds associated with internationalization and results

3.1.9 Budgeting and performance

32) Evaluate whether the ratio of the budget international projects to the total budget as well as breakdowns is checked
for each fiscal year to assethe consistency between the size of the budget and the progress of the relevant
international project

International dimension of research activities

3.1.10 Achievements of research presentation

33) Number of presentation in international conferences per facultynwber per year
34) Number of articles for international journals per faculty member per year

3.1.11 International development of research activities

35) Number of accepted international researchers per year and duration of stay

36) Number of organized international meegis and participants from other countries

37) Number of international joint research projects (international collaborative projects are separately outlined)
38) Number of research funds from other counties (number o f funds and amount)
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Support system, information provision and infrastructure (entrance
examination, education, housing, multilingual aspects and the environment

3.1.12 Support system for international researchers and students

39) Determine whether enquiry contact for those who wish to join the universitynfaverseas on a section basis is clearly
specified.

40) Actual number of cases of correspondences, period of time and contents of the corresjgeaden

41) Information provision through English

42) website: whether necessary information is provided (evaluation efgaion as well as search function)

43) Determine whether the university has established a system to directly accept international students to degree
programs.

44) Has a system for verifying the authenticity of diplomas from institutions in other countriaéfigations, academic
transcripts, qualifications been developed®fe the procedures documented in a manual?

45) Does the university accept transfer students and have the system (recognition of credit) applicable to them?

46) Support for improving Japanese tarage skills of international students and researchers. Evalutate whether they are
provided with Japanese language classes or personal tutorials for the purpose of acquiring Japanese language skills
required to writing academic papers and Japanese techmioads.

47) Is information of relevant departments (instruction department, student department, libraries, information processing
center and others) needed for researches and Study clarified and easily accessed? The levels of clarification and
accessibilig are assessed using a rating scale.

3.1.13 Daily support for international students and researchers

48) Are the housing accomodations provided by the university and public agencies sufficient to satisfy the needs?

49) How much of housing information is providedhécessary information to find housing provided? To what extent is
housing support is provided? The level of housing support is assessed using a rating scale.

50) Determine whether everyday conversations are taught in Japanese language classes or persaalsl tutor

51) Support system for families (Japanese language training, assistance for childbirth and child rearing and others) is
assessed using a rating scale.

52) Does the university provide with lectures to promote understanding on frictions arising from differ@ncaltures
and customsPoes it offer an orientation program? (frequency and participants)

53) What vehicles and processes are used for providing information on campus? How many pieces of information are
provided throughbooklets, website and others?

54) Careersupport to international students (employment and higher education) and frequency of seminars

Multifaceted promotion of international affiliation

3.1.14 Inter-university affiliation

55) Comprehensive evaluation is made based on exchange programs, achievemestdeeatef mutual satisfaction and
others.

56) Participation in international university consortiums and alliances (what types of organizations does the university
belong to?)

57) Purpose, objective, concrete content (summary), duration, state of implement&tiember of participants and type)
of each program or activity

3.1.15 Overseas bases

58) Number and locations of overseas offices (country and city)

59) Are the purposes of establishment of the overseas offices articuladed?hey consistent with actual performances?

60) Are the overseas offices undertaking activities befitting the purposes of establishment such as recruitment of
international students, public relation, liaising and networking of graduates?
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3.1.16 Linkage with local community

61) Number of affiliated local organizans and programs, purposes of programs and activities, and state of
implementation (number of participants)

62) Number of articles of the programs and activities, which appepubiic relations magazines of local communities and
newspapers

Internationalization of the university curriculum

3.1.17 Language program

63) Comprehensively assess ratio of lessons by native speakers, degree of participation in overseas language programs,
communicative approach in lessons, the degree to which standard tests in language edaoati@ng used, etc.
(Has the student acquired a high level of communicative ability in the foreign language by the time of graduation?)

64) Comprehensively assess the setting of language education goals (results of the curriculum, participation in overseas
study programs, standard test score required for graduation or promotion, etc.) and results.

3.1.18 General academic programs (liberal arts programs, excluding

language programs)

65) Among general education subjects (subjects taken that are not related to studeatgis@academic concentration),
review the syllabus of the 5 or 10 subjects having the largest number of students, and analyze the amount of
international perspective (introduce overseas precedents, case studies).

66) With regards to the general education cisulum, compare the number of students and ratio of those studying
subjects related to the adaptation to foreign cultures and the understanding of foreign cultures with those in other
curricula.

3.1.19 Internationalization of specialized education

67) With regards tgprograms in which it is possible to obtain a degree in languages other than Japanese, make a
comparison and comprehensively evaluate the recruitment and selection process, program management, diversity of
course selection, standard of program content dhd like, focusing on the quality of education in comparison to
courses taught in Japanese.

68) In regard to the management of curriculum and shientm overseas study programs that can be studied in languages
other than Japanese, conduct a comparison betwtesse courses and courses taught in Japanese, focusing on
quality and diversity of education.

69) Select 5 to 10 subjects from the academic concentration areas that are taught at the university and that are believed
to provide the greatest international perspive, and assess how this is taught and its effectiveness.

70) Assess whether university is responding appropriately to recommendations offered by accreditation bodies, in terms
of international academic standards.

Joint programs with external organizations (academic exchanges, internships,
and others)

3.1.20 General Issues regarding international programs

71) What percentage of total credits are earned through exchange studies,-&ranttraining, overseas internships,
overseas fieldwork and the like.

72) Analyze how selfeview and student evaluations are being integrated into the improvement process of international
programs.
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3.1.21 Educational exchange

73) What percentage of students participate in exchange programs, and percentage of credits earned through exchange
programs.

74) Evalate how courses attended by exchange students at the university are recognized back at the students' home
institutions.

75) What percentage of students participate in shtgtm overseas training, and percentage of credits earned through
shortterm overseas &ining.

76) Comprehensively evaluate the content of materials used for guidance and orientation, pre and post guidance, number
of times orientation implemented, participation ratio, and guidance content (partner school administration, risk
management responseic.).

3.1.22 Evaluation of joint programs with other universities

77) If such courses exist, comprehensively assess the proportion of students who are attending these courses, the
proportion of faculty members who are taking part, and the impact of thesesesurnother courses.

78) If such programs exist, comprehensively assess the proportion of students expected to earn an international joint
degree, the proportion of faculty members involved in the joint degree programs, and the impact of these programs
on other degee programs.

79) If such consortium activities exist, comprehensively assess how many and what kinds of classes are offered through
the consortium, actual achievement of students, proportion of faculty members participating, and impact on other
programs.

Development of new programs

80) Comprehensively assess how many students are participating in univeesityned overseas programs, such as
internships and field work, and assess data on number of earned credits.
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