Annex A
What the literature tells us about international student mobility

1. There is a scattered literature on student migration and mobility, and very few in-depth studies.
What does this literature tell us about the eight questions which frame this study (listed in section 1.2)?

2. First, ISM has been only partially conceptualised. A first perspective sees students as a subset of
skilled migration (Findlay 2002). More precisely, students can be seen as a potential flow of qualified
workers, following the hypothesis that mobility as a student will increase the propensity for subsequent
mobility. Second, increased student mobility has been seen as a product of globalisation, both generally
(increased global flows of goods, capital, people, ideas) and of higher education (Altbach and Teichler
2001; Kwiek 2001). A subset of this approach relates to ‘Europeanisation’ and the role of mobile,
multilingual students/graduates as agents of European integration — the new Euro-professionals or, as
Favell calls them, ‘Eurostars’ (Favell 2004; King 2003). A third interpretative strand places ISM within
‘youth mobility cultures’. Here, ‘going abroad’ (to study, travel, do voluntary work, and so on) is
motivated less by traditional economic migration factors (to find a job, better income) and more by
experiential goals. At a higher conceptual level this fits with the notion of the ‘do-it-yourself’ biography of
the young, post-modern individual (Beck and Beck-Gernsheim 2002).

3. Second, global ISM trends are inexorably upward. In an often-quoted figure, UNESCO (1998)
estimated that globally there were 1.6 million tertiary-level students studying abroad in 1996. By 2000
this had risen to 1.8 million. It was forecast to grow to 2.8 million in 2010 and 1.5 million in 2025 (Bruch
and Barty 1998). A more recent survey (Béhm et al 2002) suggests global demand will reach 7.2 million
international students in 2025. The four biggest receiving countries (the US, UK, France and Germany,
in that order) currently account for 61 per cent of global student mobility. The statistics and published
analyses tell us that the UK is a major global player in ISM, but more as a host rather than a sending
country. UK trends in outward mobility are upward, but they are increasing more slowly than in most
other advanced countries.

4, Third, the literature speculates on several determining factors for ISM. In addition to important
structural factors such as globalisation and the institutionalisation of student exchanges, other filters
have been suggested. In one of the few in-depth anthropological investigations of European students
abroad, Murphy-Lejeune characterises them as a ‘migratory elite’ — ready and willing to move, ‘open to
changes in their environment: language, personal entourage, lifestyle, working style’ (2002: 5). Whether
mobile students represent an elite among the general population of HEI students is more open to
guestion. Indeed the evidence is contradictory. While the European Commission study on the socio-
economic background of Erasmus students found little support for selectivity (Commission of the
European Communities 2000; Teichler and Maiworm 1997: 39-40), the Euro Student report concluded
the opposite: ‘students from low-income families make substantially less use of the opportunities for
studying abroad than those from families with higher income’ (Schnitzer and Zempel-Gino 2002: 115).
This is a question that needs to be resolved.

5. At the individual level, choosing to study abroad is found to reflect a range of decision-making
influences. One study of student mobility in the EU identified the wish to enhance foreign language
skills, career prospects, cultural experience and personal development as the main factors behind
student choices; moreover, many students stated that it had ‘always’ been their wish to study abroad
(West et al 2001). Such findings are reinforced by several smaller-scale studies on students of varying
European nationalities.
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6. The relevance of prior mobility is also confirmed in the literature. Murphy-Lejeune (2002)
advances the concept of ‘mobility capital’; her evidence strongly suggests those who go abroad on
exchanges and as language assistants have previous experiences of overseas mobility and, often,
personal and family histories involving an international dimension. Teichler and Jahr (2001) found
students who had already been mobile prior to HE were more likely to be mobile during HE and to be
professionally mobile after graduation.

7. With regard to Question 5, there is abundant evidence of the benefits of mobility for students.
Several longitudinal studies of Erasmus mobility undertaken by Teichler and his colleagues conclude
that students see their time abroad as overwhelmingly valuable. Specific benefits tend to mirror the
motivations mentioned above: cultural awareness, foreign language proficiency, personal development
(Maiworm and Teichler 1996; Maiworm et al 1991; Teichler and Maiworm 1994, 1997). A large-scale
study on American students abroad reached similar conclusions: students returned intellectually
enhanced, with better work habits, and with more empathy for other cultures (Carlson et al 1990).

8. The specific relationship between ISM and employment has been analysed by Teichler and Jahr
(2001) within the framework of the Socrates 2000 Evaluation Study. They found that formerly mobile
students are more likely than non-mobile students to be employed abroad and to reach a somewhat
higher status in their careers. Analogous findings emerged from questionnaire surveys of matched
mobile and non-mobile student samples from a UK university (King and Ruiz-Gelices 2003).

9. Barriers to UK student mobility have been identified in the literature, although the evidence base
is somewhat speculative. Nevertheless some key studies enable provisional answers for Questions 6, 7
and 8 of our study. In an early study Adia et al (1994) highlighted language problems, financial
obstacles, entry restrictions and academic recognition issues. The same four barriers were identified in
the ADMIT study of five EU countries, including the UK (West et al 2001). This study also picked out a
range of other obstacles, many of which referred to the institutional domain. Concerns were expressed
about academic standards in other EU countries. There were different attitudes to mobility according to
the prestige of institutions. Also within the institutional context, lack of support and resources, and lack
of information, were seen as important obstacles. The ADMIT study also points to cultural/attitudinal
barriers, and notes that study abroad is seen by some as more akin to a ‘tourist activity’. Two other
problems were highlighted: the lack of opportunities for prospective students to hear about the
advantages and positive experiences of studying or working abroad from returning students; and
anxieties about the negative impact of grades/degree results (West et al 2001: 9).
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Section B1: Overview of research instruments

1. The primary research conducted by the consultants involved a multi-method approach: review of
data and literature, statistical analysis of secondary datasets, site visits to selected HEIs, questionnaire
surveys to HEIs and students, interviews with students and staff, and focus groups. Employing these
different methods enabled us to cross-check findings. In this annex we begin by summarising the
different research instruments that were deployed. We then give extra methodological details about
each research instrument.

Review of existing data

2. An early task in research of this kind is to review and evaluate critically existing data on ISM. This
helps us to understand the nature and diversity of ISM, and sets the UK position in an international
context. Existing data sources are analysed in Chapter 2. Comparison of one dataset with another is
problematic since different definitions exist of ‘student’, ‘higher education’ and ‘international mobility’.
These problems are illustrated in some of the tables in Annex C; they show just how difficult it is for
organisations such as the OECD to collate comparative statistics for different countries. Partly as a
result of these problems, and partly because of a lack of secondary information on a wide range of ISM
issues, the authors, in consultation with the steering group, placed great emphasis on primary research.

Questionnaire survey of HEIs

3. In September 2003 a short questionnaire was sent to all UK HEIs via the Academic Registrars’
Council and by post from HEFCE to heads of all UK HEIs. The survey was designed to gather
information on the management and evolution of mobility in each institution. Specific questions asked
for a listing of mobility initiatives and trend data by destination country for the years 1994-95, 2000-01,
2001-02 and 2002-03. Data were only requested for mobility initiatives outside Erasmus and British
Council schemes, whose data we were able to access by other means.

4. By March 2004, 80 HEIs had replied, a return rate of 48 per cent. Annex Table B1 shows that the
pattern of return was fairly consistent across the HE sector (pre-1992 universities, post-1992
universities, other HEIs) and across the constituent parts of the UK. Further comments on the
representativeness of the survey are in Annex B2.
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5. In addition to the questionnaire survey, HEI web-sites were visited to collect non-quantitative data
about institutions’ mobility links (for examples, see Annex G).

Selection of HEIs for site visits

6. We undertook site visits to 10 HEIs, selected to reflect the diversity within the UK HE sector. The
visits took place during autumn term 2003. Three survey techniques were used: a large-scale student
guestionnaire survey, face-to-face interviews and focus groups with students, and face-to-face
interviews with academics and mobility scheme managers. These three survey instruments are
described in the next three subsections.

7. Four main criteria guided the choice of HEIs:
° geography: distribution across the UK, including the regions of England

° type of institution: proportionate representation across pre-1992, post-1992 and other (non-
university) HEIs, reflecting the fact that pre-1992 universities account for about two-thirds of all
student out-mobility

. physical location: a proportionate balance between major city, smaller city and green field campus
HEI locations

. mobility trends: on the basis mainly of Erasmus data, a mix of large and small outflows, and
growing and declining numbers over recent years.

8. Since we wish to preserve the anonymity of the HEIs, we refer to them by letter codes from A-K.
Out of the 10 HEIs selected, six are in England, two in Scotland and one each in Wales and Northern
Ireland. The six English institutions comprise two in the London area, one in the south of England, one
in the Midlands and two in the north of England. Seven of the HEIs are pre-1992 universities, two are
post-1992 universities and one is a non-university HEI.

Questionnaire survey of students

9. Two student questionnaires — for first and final years — were the means of generating quantitative
data on student mobility experiences and attitudes. The questionnaires are included in section B3 of
this Annex.

10. The questionnaires were distributed in lectures and seminars at the 10 HEIs with the
collaboration of on-site tutors. They took 8-10 minutes to complete. They were piloted in the authors’
own universities before the main survey was undertaken.

11. The survey targeted students in three disciplines/departments:
° languages, because of their high engagement with study and work abroad schemes

. geography, because this subject often involves shorter-term trips abroad and because
geographers tend to have a broad world-view

o maths as a science subject likely to be present in most institutions.

12. The quota was 120 questionnaires per HEI visited: 20 per discipline per year (first and final years
only); the total was 1,200 for the 10 HElIs.
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13. The method of administering the questionnaires often enabled much larger numbers to be
collected, but in order to maintain a balanced sample across years and disciplines we randomly
selected 20 per cohort for coding. However, we coded all questionnaires for final-year non-language
students who had been mobile. Further details on the survey methodology are provided in section B3.

Interviews with students

14. Students were interviewed singly or in small focus groups. The aim was to generate
complementary, qualitative insights into more or less the same topics covered by the questionnaire, and
hence to reinforce the evidence to answer Questions 3-7.

15. Atotal of 140 individual interviews were taken. Focus groups enlarged the total sample of
‘student voices’ to 180. Interviews and focus groups were taped for subsequent transcription and
analysis.

16. Interviewees were nearly all final-year students, drawn mainly but not exclusively from the three
departments/disciplines in which the questionnaire survey was administered. The interviews were
evenly balanced between those who had spent a period abroad during their degree (n=67) and those
who had not (n=73). The focus groups, on the other hand, comprised mainly students who had been
abroad. One of the purposes of these groups was to learn of the experiences of students who had been
on a variety of study or work abroad schemes.

17. Two slightly different interview sets of interview questions were used, depending on whether the
interviewee had been abroad as a student or not. The schedules are provided in sections B4 and B5
and methodological notes are at section B6.

Interviews with academics and ‘mobility managers’

18. The third survey technique employed during site visits was face-to-face interviews with academic,
managerial and administrative personnel. The objective was to find out how mobility is perceived,
organised and promoted at the institutional level, taking account of devolved responsibilities for mobility
management to departments or schools. We wanted to hear institutions’ and key informants’ diagnoses
of the reasons for the decline of (certain types of) mobility. We also wanted to document examples of
good practice in supporting student participation in mobility schemes, especially in HEIs with increased
mobility in recent years.

19. Four categories of interviewee were targeted:

) the most senior individual in the institution responsible for outward student mobility
o a dean or head of school/department

o a mobility scheme manager within a school or department — usually an academic

o an administrative officer responsible for organising student mobility.

20. Atotal of 46 interviews were made across the 10 HEIs. All were taped and transcribed. The
interview questions are included in section B7. A list of the persons interviewed is at section B8; we do
not give their names, only an indication of their position and function within the institution. Where we
guote an interviewee their code (A1, C5 and so on) is given at the end.
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Section B2: Comments on the representativeness of the HEI questionnaire

21. The questionnaire was distributed electronically to registrars in late September 2003. At the same
time a letter was sent by HEFCE to all vice-chancellors and principals informing them of the survey and
inviting them to participate together with a copy of the questionnaire. A supplementary sheet to the
guestionnaire provided brief guidance and clarification notes.

22.  We did not expect a high return rate, especially since we were asking for data that had in many
cases never been compiled before. Given this difficulty, many respondents asked for more time to
collect the data from different units in their institution. This was readily granted. While the final survey
fraction — 48 per cent — is not very high, the data collected are fairly unique. To the best of our
knowledge no such compilation has been achieved before.

23. The table shows that the survey fraction was reasonably constant across the three main HEI
categories, and by geographical area although in the latter case the pattern is somewhat obscured by

the varying sizes of the constituent parts.

Questionnaire return rates

Typellocation of HEI Total no. of HEIs No. of returns Rate of return %
Pre-1992 63 31 49.2
Post-1992 41 21 51.2
Other HEIs 64 28 43.7

Institutional location:

England 131 65 49.6
Wales 13 5 38.5
Scotland 20 9 45.0
Northern Ireland 4 1 25.0
Total 168 80 47.6

24. Some under-representation of Welsh and Northern Irish HEIs is noted, but these account for a
small proportion of the UK HE sector in any case. The slight under-representation of ‘other HEIS' is
unlikely to be a problem since these institutions tend to be smaller than universities and have much less
aggregate mobility than the other two categories of HEI.

25.  We checked whether responding institutions were broadly representative of the size distribution of
institutions, in terms of numbers of HE students. This was to counter concerns that responses were
biased towards small institutions (which may have easier data accessibility), and away from larger
institutions (which would tend to have complex mobility statistics which could be a barrier to filling out
the questionnaire). No such bias was revealed. The 47.6 per cent response rate by institution closely
matches the share of the aggregate student numbers in the returning institutions compared to the total
student population of the HElIs. If the very large Open University (which has very little mobility and
which did not return a questionnaire) is included, the student fraction is 44.5 per cent; if it is excluded
the figure rises to 48.1 per cent.

26. There remains the possibility that the sample of returnees is biased towards institutions with
centralised administration of student mobility and away from institutions with decentralised



management (and therefore statistics) of student mobility programmes, regardless of size of institution.
We acknowledge that we therefore might be missing some interesting types and destinations of
mobility. We think this effect, if it exists, is relatively minor. We say this because many responding
institutions, especially the larger ones, do have decentralised records for non-EU mobility schemes.
This was apparent from comments accompanying the returned questionnaires and from our site visits.

27. The HEI questionnaire is reproduced here.

UK HEIls non-Socrates Student Mobility

| 1. Name of HEI |

2. Management of mobility in your institution:

a) Please state your name and position ‘

b) Is there a key administrative person in your institution with overall

A ors O Yes O No
responsibility for outward student mobility?
If yes, please state name and position
- . o
c) Is student mobility O __their sole responsibility? Or
O __a small part of their job description?
d) Are there separate persons responsible for:
Europe O Yes O No Other parts of the world O Yes O No
North America O Yes O No If yes, please state where
3. Does your institution regularly collect data on student mobility?
(minimum period of absence one month) O Yes O No

4. Please list the student mobility arrangements/initiatives for study/work abroad (over one month) that
your institution is involved in (excluding Socrates/[Erasmus exchanges, and the British Council Language
Assistant and IAESTE schemes. for which institution-level data is available in the nublic domain)

a) title of the mobility initiative b) discipline(s) / course(s) of study involved

8

(please continue in a separate sheet if necessary)

5. For each of the mobility arrangements listed in Q.4, please supply data on number of students over
recent years.
(please state country code stated on the next page)

Location (destination country) ‘ 1995/96 ‘ 2000/01 ‘ 2001/02 ‘ 2002/03
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6. Again for each of the mobility arrangements listed in Q. 4, please provide information on the following
(for your ‘outgoing’ students):

i) At what level does if) What is the normal iii) Is mobility mandatory | iv) Does mobility involve V) Is the mobility | vi) Is foreign
the scheme operate duration of the period or optional for students academic study at a foreign credit-bearing? language
(e.g. Year 2 abroad (e.g. 3 months, | following the particular HEI, work experience, or a learning an
undergraduate, MA one year etc)? degree mixture of both? intrinsic part of
etc)? programme/course of the mobility
study? arrangement?
Mandatory Optional Study Work Mixture Yes No Yes No
1 O O ©) ©) ©) O O O O
2 O O O O O O O O O
3 O O O O O O O O O
4 O O O O O O O O O
5 ©) O O O O ©) ©) ©) ©)
6 O O ©) ©) ©) O O O O
7 O O ©) ©) ©) O O O O
8 O O O O O O O O O
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7. Does your institution have a strategic plan for student mobility? | O Yes | O No O Don't Know

If yes, what, briefly, is it?
(please note that by this we do not mean plans for enrolment of overseas students, but a policy for overall
student mobility, especially the outmovement of your own institution’s students)

8. Please comment on your institution’s views and experiences of student mobility abroad.
(any comments you make will be used for aggregate analysis only and will not be attributed to you or your
institution)

9. Please use this space to provide any additional information you may consider relevant.

Please return the completed questionnaire to Professor Russell King, Sussex Centre for Migration Research, University of
Sussex, Brighton BN1 9SH, or by email to Enric Ruiz-Gelices at: e.ruiz-gelices@sussex.ac.uk

We would be most grateful if you could enclose or send us further information relating to mobility schemes at your
institution (brochures, statistical digests, guides for students studying abroad etc.)
Thank you very much for your help!
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Section B3: Questionnaire survey methodology

28. The sampling of students in the 10 institutions was stratified in two ways:

a. The first stratification surveyed first- and final-year undergraduate students. Final-year students
were usually third years, but in Scottish universities and on language and other programmes that
involved a year spent abroad, they would be fourth years.

b. The second stratification, designed to ensure spread across the arts and science spectrum while
maintaining some subject-area consistency, involved targeting three subject groups, found in many
UK HEls. These were languages, geography and mathematics. Languages were chosen because
of their obvious link with study and work abroad schemes. Geography was selected because this
subject often involves shorter-term trips abroad and because this discipline is widely represented
across social science and arts faculties. Maths was identified as a science subject likely to be
present in most institutions.

29. Engineering had been the original science choice but at the pilot phase it became apparent that a
large share of Engineering students were overseas students rather than of UK origin. While we did not
want to ignore the presence of overseas students in UK HEIs, nor overlook their potential participation
in further mobility, we wanted to avoid biasing the overall sample towards foreign students.

30. In HEIs where degrees in geography or maths were not offered (this applied mainly in the three
institutions surveyed that were not pre-1992 universities), we substituted other cognate programmes
drawn respectively from the humanities/social sciences and the physical sciences/technology areas. In
institutions where single-honours language degrees were not offered, the substitutes were degree
programmes involving some compulsory language study, such as international business studies.

31. The questionnaire target numbers were 20 per subject per year, hence 1,200 overall, 120 per
HEI, 600 first years, 600 final years, and 400 per discipline. We experimented with e-mail circulation
during the pilot phase, but rates of return were very low compared to in-class distribution. The latter
method was chosen for the main survey.

32. Once the fieldwork phase of the survey was completed, the 1,200 questionnaires were coded and
analysed using SPSS 10.0. The coding phase revealed a number of issues that could affect
interpretation of the results. The most important of these was that some language students went to two
host countries during their period abroad. For practical reasons, and because the questions were not
adapted for two host countries, we only considered the first country mentioned. Therefore, we have to
keep in mind that some students who appear to have gone abroad for one term or semester, spent in
reality the whole year abroad.

33. Below are the two questionnaires, for first-year and final-year undergraduate students
respectively.
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1 Life at Present

STUDENT MOBILITY STUDY 2003

(1* year undergraduate)

1.1 Where do you stay during term-time ?

Parenial home [ University hall of residence 0 ;ﬂmm‘“‘”“"““ cther
Oni Py o [ WWith my pariner [} ther
1.2 How are you findncing your studiss?
[Please fick ad that annby)
0 Sadl-Snancing 20 Parental suppon O Granl O Loan
el e
3 Oiher e .
1.3 Do you agres with the following statements concerning yowr socialisation and interaction?®
(Flsase fick ore bon only i sach g
Aryan P ienl Dl gy
| prafar bo sooisliss with peopls from my osn oouniny Q o
When I'm with peapls fom other counfries | realss how simdar es are [ [
1.4 How do you ses yourself in terms of your identity?
{Rank dhe 2 mos! important by placing 1 and 2 & e sppeopriate Gores)
Raginnal™aliznal Briligh Eniropasan Whinild calizen ithua

M. Insh

[
estish [

English

‘itakih

O
O

O

O

O

Flanss sracty dairwl

O

1.5 How often hive you travelbed oulside the KT

2 Plaver 2 Onoe | 2 2ftmes | 2 More ofien
(1.6 Did you take a gap year between schaal and university? | O Y | O W |
1T I yes, did you spend more than 3 menths of it sbrosd? | i as | & ho |

|1.¥ Wihich wera tha main countrias visiied {for moene than thres months) during your Gap Year?

|

1.8 Has taking a Gap Year influsnced yeuwr aififude towards spending a period abroad during your university
studies?

0 Mz

0 Was, b inoaasad ey desing e underake shedy andicr woik abroad

0 ¥es, & dscraased e Rkeiihood that | would sant 10 shudytwork abroad duning my degres
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1 lLanpusves

Dl
{if s, plasee mpecdy couniy O Ha
atad mpypvoaali fengih o siagl

~ Langth of stay
{in waeks, manths of yaans)

O ey
£ v, ploams speeadi wheh and O He
ke e of somemang]
Epaak e
Langusags {list below)
. Excalant [E=as Batin Excalird e Ensic
) o o O i O
[ o a a La) O
O o o o 2 o
] O Qa O a L
O vas dedinitaly O Mayte b 1 Dion't knorw
O e definitaly O Magts O N O D't ks

Is it & mew language? 2 B 0 Yan

O Me 3 Mot sum o Was Coamiries

= Definibedy 0 Perhaps Mo 2 Don't knera

2 Bty abecad G Work abicad 2 Mishag ol bath




0 Less Ban three ronths 0 Oine semastss (5 a6 months! 2 Full acaderic year

i
3
:
|
g

P st svecmigh with tha langriage
Dificult b lnavn parsrkal family
‘fary of living in another oountrwoulture
| e & becryfrimendgirifriend
Cammienant 12 paire andier chikinan
Fof enzugh financal means
Shsdes not recognized

! vl P bo beaven my

[ ezl Rl (o laawn my b

! etk v b prlong my degres

olo|le|le|lo|lo|e|e|o|o|®

(W) ) ol el ul Dal Dol ey Nul pu
S| olo|la|o]o|o|o]|o
GQlo|o|e|a|ajola|ala

2 es inchedng financel help G s, bl net inanczaly 2 M

;
%

0 Yas 3 Don't koo

=
o
g

=

4 General Information

O Femak | O Male

O Home shidant | DEUstudanl | O Oveeseas stutend |

G Less than § hours & weak 2 &b 18 hours o week S Mern than 18 s 2 saek
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1 vhile — L0 rish O indian O Other Asian

2} Wbate Curopsan 10 Pabtjmtarn i) Black - Canbbean
1 wkile Oiihar O Bk hi O Black - 8fvan
) Mzend Raca O Chiness O Black Othar

o belizng b anctbes sthnic group, pleass specity |

0 e | 2 Mo |

e N - | Z|

2 e, ry maother 2 Yz, muy father 0 Both 0 More of them

[0 sited s [0 PremsserTashe [0 Rt
D Hon-skilsd Manual D HousawifaiHousshusband D Ehafunt
D Lales Parson/Reprasentaine D Direclorn®arinar D Urrern picyad
[ chicatindmin [0 Manags R I

Titrest 3 DAl knire Fiadfrear O Do by

Your nnswers to this questionnaire will be osed for sppregafe analysis only: full confidentiality and
anonymity ure thos assured. The research is sponsored by HEFUE (Higher Eduocation Funding Cowncil For
England} which retains copyright over the agpregate data you have Kindly contribmted to by filling out this
questionnaire.

Thank you very much for completing this questionnaive. If you would like to comment on any of the Bsues
ralsed in this guestionnalire, please contact Enre Rulz-Gelices an: e.rniz-gelicesiisussex.ac.uk

62



STUDENT MOBILITY STUDY 2003
(3rd / Final vear undergraduate)

1 Life at Present

11 Where do you stay dusing term-dime?

i —— o Untwarsity hall of residence o Fiat =rﬂmwlm oihar
O vy 0w &) Wb my parner ] cihar
1.2 How are you financing youwr studies?
{Ploaze tick al that appiy)
2 Gelffinancing O Paserial suppa O Garam O Loan
O CiFer [Flagse peciy)

1.3 Do you agree with Ehe following stalements concerning your socialisation and inferaction?

{Pieare tick ane box anly i each oy
fgrae Meuiral Cisagron
| prefier io sodalise wih people from my own couniry o o a
When Fes with people fam cliber courddies | realize how sisslar we ans (o] s Fa
14 How doyou see yourself in terms of your identity?
{Fank the 2 most imporact by macing 1 and 2 iv the appropoiste hoves)
Regional®aiisnal Briigh Eurcpaan World cHiren OHhar
Engish ] Mo ] [
D D D (Flagss soacty Do)
scottisn [ weish [
1.5 How often have you travelled oulside the LIK?
S Mewar 5 Onca & 25 Hmes O Mone ofben
2 Mo
1.6 Did you take a gap year bebween school and wndversity? o ¥as U you answEned "
PR 13D 7 T, ngat sacian)
1.7 I yes, did you spend mare than 3 months of it abroad? o el O he

1.8 ‘Which were the main countries visited (for more than one month | during your Gap ¥ear?

siudies?

1.0 Did taking a Gap Year influgnce your attibude towards spending a period abroad during your university

2 Mg

O Yeg. il increaged iy deding lo undefake sty andier werk abroad

& Yeu. | decreased [he lkelifnood thal | would wanl o Sudwwork abroasd during my degres
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KT
24  Did you parlicipate in a school exchange lo another rﬂ'm.m:w-cﬁr o Mo
country® ChamiTy BN ampmimate
Jorgri o ardl
Lengih of stay
Couniry {in ks, Moniie o years)
O Yes
2.2 Do you speakferite any languages ather than English ¥ Lﬁ?ﬂﬁﬁﬁ C Mo
UM M}
Spaak Wirite
Langusge (s b
et below Excalant | Good Easic | Escallend Good Basic

o 0 o O 8] 0O
o Q L Q o e
= = = Q = =
o G & a o i

23 Do you think unlversities should give more impartandce to language teaching?

O Yex delrilaly | O Mayts | O M | © Don' krew
24 Do you think schools should give more importance to language teaching?
O Fes defrilely | O Maybe | O Mo | O Denl know
2.5 Have you leamt a language at university?
Pleds Sl witkzh posjs)
& Mo [alh 11 Is it & pew language? D Mo O Yes

3 Studving and/or YW orking Abroad

31 Have you heard from university staff of the possibility of stedying andfor working abroad during your degree * |
O Yes | O Mo |

3.2 Have you heard of the Erasmus scheme? | O Yoz | o Mo |

313 Have you heard of other shedy andor work abroad schemes ¥
& Mo |_ O el (Fiase spachy wibick)

O Yes | © Yes bul not encugh | 8 Mo

3.5 Do you know which countries your universily department has agreements with?
(0, please Sal i wCh counies)

O Mo I O Mol sure I O e |'33'“"'-'i'5

3.8 Has your depariment organised any short study visits abroad of less than a term of duration?
fe.g & feklng, meading pardy ek.)

2 Mo | O ¥as dplease specifys: Type of

ludy

Lecalion

3.7 Hawve you studied or dome a work Mﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ!m@"ﬂti“ﬂlqﬂ

0 Yes
(I pos, pladen Sinp e nest of i Sechion and go o goeshon
4.1

O Ho




3.8 Do you regret not having spent time abread during your university studies?
O e O Mo
{1 o angveened " No" b Ehis guestion, mave o 317
319 I you answersd “Yes" to the previous question, would you have prefermed to:
O Siudy abroad | O ‘Work abroad | O Mixlure of both
3,48 How long would you have liked to study andior woerk abroad?
2 Less tham thines modntis | & One semester (3 80 & monihs) | > Full academic year
341 Whal are the reasans that have deterred you from spending a period abroad during your degree?
{TioR one Boo In aach noee)

Wy imparianl Slighlky impaart et impertan i
Mol confident anough vith tha languags o o o o
Difficuli 1o leave parental family o o o (u}
Wary of Iving in anciher countryculiure =) 0 o o
| have & boydiendigirkiend o] 0 =] 0
Commimanl by parinar andior hikdran o o o o
Hiol @nezugh Snancial means =] o =] u}
Fludies rol recognised [+ o [ jw]
| wasidd have o leave mry Bal o] 0 o 0
| wasild hiaws 1o learea my job o o o o
| waould have io prolong my degran o o el O
Insuficient informalion on possbidies 1o go abnosd e o o o
342 If you had decided fo go abroad, do you think your family would have supported your decision?
© Yes Inciuding financial help | O Yos, bt not fnanciaky | 0 Ma | O Darl knoe

rﬁfﬁw o you think a perod of study andior work abroad might bemefit you in the Following fenms:

Va5 Mol cerain e
| el my foreign tanguage skils would develop considerabty ) o =)
I v be good from (he visspoint of sy persanal grosdh o 0 [
I wazidd Ba imeresling 1o meseraa mysall in a differan culune 0 0 ]
H wauld enhance my general Canesr prospscls m} D =

| 3.4 Do you intend to take a gap year abroad after graduating? | O ves O Mo O Don'l knov
345 Aner graduation, could you imagine living in another couniry for a year of more?
O Yes o Mo | © Don't know
3196 If yes, where would you like to live {a) and for what reasons (b)¥
&
k)

if you answered Questions 3.8 = 3,16, please ignore section 4 and move to section &
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4 Mobility Experience  fonly for complerion by those whe huve studled or worked alvoad Jor o tarm o longer)

4.1 Please name the hast country and the duration of your period of studyfwark abeoad

Host country | | Durasion fu.g. Oct. 2002 = e 2003 |
4.2 What kind of experience was it?
O Erasmis auchangs | o Qe (PR gpavild

4.3 Please state your two man reasons to study and'or work abroad

4.4 Can you briefly explain why you went to this country?

4.5 Do you agree with the following statements concerning social aspects of your period abinoad?

| mainky socalEed wilh pespis from the hesl couniry O Yeg 21 Mg
Mozt of nry Sriends hene were from my home couning O Yes 2 MHe
I1ended i sockalise mainky with oiher foroign shudents O Yos 0 Mo

4.6 From your point of view niw, to what extent do wou consider your period of studywork abroad worthwhile with
regard to the following? (Tick ome box i1 gach v

oty | Wotnanite | S | e
Enhancemen of my academéc and professional noviedge n] =] [a] [
Felevance lo my general camer prospects ] [a a o
Fralevanss s my pelenial fer developing an inlemalional carear ] o a [
Feruign language proficiancy o ] 0 e
Knowiedge and undersianding of anolher couniry o a] Ca] u]
Malunty and personsl develspment ] fa o] s
M waryd of Ihinkineg sl sy home courliy i [ a [
| 4.7 How problematic were the following sues in deciding lo study and'or work abroad?

B Very pmli-miin- Slightty problemalic Mol Problematic ETY
Ml confident enough wilh e languags o ul o u
DMzl 1o learws parantal family o o o o
‘Wary of Iving in anciher couniryiculiure o ) a o
| haer (had) @ boyfriend/girEiend ke o Q o
Commilment e pariner andior children o o o o
Ml arsisgh Smancial means o a (n} o]
Eludhes not recognised o ) Q o
| had io leave my fal 0 0 8] o
| had | leave sy job fu) (u} o o
| had le prakeng my degrs o [} a] o
4.8 In retrospect, Iﬁﬂﬂirum how satisfied are you wilh your period abroad?

O Very stsfied O Satisfied & Methe sasfied nor O Dissalisfied & Very dissaisfied

4.8 Do you have any other comments you wish to make?
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Creneral Information

|u.,1ﬁm|u- ||:-|lmu.|:::mu.|
[62 Age | |

[ 5.3 What discipline/subjects are you shudying? |

|5.-l- Fmﬂupnﬂdﬂnﬂmrhm“pu:l 3 Home studenl | O Bl siuden |C:--.‘.h.muu:ﬂm|

5.5 Do you have a temporary job?

o Mone |'l:l Less than § hours a wesk |C' 010 18 hours & week I-cr Kons BFan 16 hours @ s

[ 5.6 What is your mother tongue? (If poure Sirgual pease spectly it which Bnguages) |

| 5.7 What is your nationality? (i yow have dual netondity. please it both) |

6.8 What is your ethnic originheritage? [Ploass i CUE DL Y]

O Wihille — LIEAREN 0 lnidian i ColFvesr Agdai
& While Eurcpean O Pakistani D Back - Carnbbean
O Whibe Ober 01 Bangladeshi 0 Eack — Afican
O ixed Race 0 Chinasa O Bk, CHPesr
IN o Bkong B0 Anoiher sific group, pleme spacly |
[5.8 Do you have a disability? [ @ ves [ & ne |

540 Please list any countries you have lived m for a period longer than & months, with approximate dates

| 541 What is your parents’ nationality? | moiner | | Famer |
5.4 What is your parents’ postcode sector? (e.g, DD15 or BN7) | | -
{f your parents e abroad, Jeave biank)
513 Do your parents have University-devel education?
O Yes, my mother |-:;:u a5, my fathar |-|;|- Buath |-:;.'u MaEner of tham
544 MMﬂmmmmmmm:Mnnrm occupation?
{1 e peievt o, pieate wirke M (far Motherl and F [for Father)
[ swbed manual [] ProfessionalTeacher (] retirea
[] moresxited Manss [0 Housewtertousernsband [0 swdem
[0  seles Persenfepresentaiie [0 oretterParirer [0  unempioyed
Can
O ciedeavaemin O meage PN
O
515 Can your parents communicate in any language other than their mother tlongue?
[Plesse specll ihe beguages they can camminicats )
Mcaner | | DCoDoviknew | Famer | | ©Dent know

Your answers (o this questionnaire will be nsed for aggregate anabysis onb: Tull confidentiality and
ameiymity are thus assured. The research & sponsored by HEFCE (Higher Edacation Funding Council
for England) which retains copyright over the aggregate data you have kindly contributes) to by filling
oul this questionnaire,
Thank you very much for completing this question meire, 17 you woold like o comment on any of Lthe
issues raised in this questionnaire, please contact Enric Ruiz-Gelices on; eoruiz-gelices @sussex.ac.nk
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Section B4: Interview questions for students who have spent a period abroad

1. Pre-university international experience

Have you had any experience of living, studying or working abroad before coming to university?
If so, to what extent was this an influential factor in your decision to go abroad as part of your
degree? Were you there as part of an organised programme?

Were you encouraged to study abroad by your school teachers? How about your family?

Were you encouraged to learn a foreign language by your school teachers? How about your
family?

Did you take a Gap Year abroad between school and university? If so, where did you go? How
long were you abroad? Did you organise it yourself? Did you seek assistance from any
particular organisation? How did you finance it? Did you work while abroad?

2. Studying/working abroad

Did you sign up for a degree with a mandatory period of study/work abroad?

What made you decide to spend some time abroad as part of your degree?

Did you decide so before coming to university?

How did you first hear about the possibility to study/work abroad?

What were the main factors that triggered your decision to spend part of your studies abroad?
How did you finance your period abroad?

Have the courses you took been recognised and credited as part of your degree?

If you were abroad on a work placement, has this been recognised and credited as part of your
degree?

What were the main problems, if any, you encountered in planning you period abroad?; and
once there? How do you think these could be ameliorated?

How would you evaluate the assistance you received from your home institution?; and from
your host institution?

What do you perceive to have been the main benefits of spending time abroad?

What were your main expectations when you planned going abroad? Have these been fulfilled
so far?

If you had had the possibility, would you have stayed there longer?

3. Life at university

Do you often socialise with students from other countries?
Do you keep in touch with friends made during your period of study/work abroad?

Do you live with any international students?

4. Foreign languages

Did you study any foreign languages prior to university? (at school? private lessons?)
Have you studied a foreign language as part of your degree?
Had you studied the language of your host country before you went there?

To what extent was improving your foreign language skills important in your decision to go
abroad?
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5. Post-graduation plans

What are you planning to do when you graduate?

Do you intend to take a Gap Year after graduating?

Have you considered studying/working abroad after graduating?

Are you aware of any schemes to spend time studying/working abroad at post-graduation level?
How do you think the period abroad will reflect in your future career moves?

Would you consider moving abroad to live and work? Where? Why?

How do you think your career might compare with students who have not been abroad?

6. General questions

There is some concern about the declining numbers of students participating in study/work
abroad initiatives — why do you think most students decide not to take advantage of the
opportunities available?

What do you think should be done so that more students would spend time abroad as part of
your studies?

Would you recommend to a fellow-student that he/she take a period of work/study abroad?

Section B5: Interview questions for students who have not spent a period abroad

1. Pre-university international experience

Have you had any experience of living, studying or working abroad before coming to university?
If so, to what extent was this an influential factor in your decision to go abroad as part of your
degree? Were you there as part of an organised programme?

Were you encouraged to study abroad by your school teachers? How about your family?
Were you encouraged to learn a foreign language by your school teachers? How about your
family?

Did you take a Gap Year abroad between school and university? If so, where did you go? How

long were you abroad? Did you organise it yourself? Did you seek assistance from any
particular organisation? How did you finance it? Did you work while abroad?

2. Studying/working abroad

Have you heard of the possibility to go abroad during your degree?

How would you assess the extent to which your university/department has promoted study/work
abroad opportunities?

Do you regret not having spent a period of study/work abroad? If so, why? How long would you
have liked to spend a period of study/work abroad?

What have been the main deterrents to you not spending time abroad?
If you had opted to spend — or had had the possibility of spending — part of your degree abroad
would you have preferred to do a work placement, study ... ?

If you had the possibility, would you still consider studying/working abroad — perhaps as a post-
graduate students or within a post-graduate training scheme?

3. Life at university

Do you often socialise with students from other countries?

Do you live with any international students?
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¢ Do you have any friends at university who have been abroad?; If so, what have you heard
about their experiences abroad?

4. Foreign languages
¢ Did you study any foreign languages prior to university? (at school? private lessons?)

e Have you studied a foreign language as part of your degree?

¢ How do you think foreign language knowledge (or lack of it) might influence your career?

5. Post-graduation plans
e Do you intend to take a Gap Year after graduating?

e What are you planning to do when you graduate?

e Have you considered studying/working abroad after graduating?

e Are you aware of any schemes to spend time studying/working abroad at post-graduation level?
e How do you think the period abroad will reflect in your future career moves?

¢ Would you consider moving abroad to live and work? Where? Why?

e How do you think your career might compare with students who have been abroad?

6. General questions
e There is some concern about the declining numbers of students participating in study/work
abroad initiatives — why do you think most students decide not to take advantage of the
opportunities available?

¢ What do you think should be done so that more students would spend time abroad as part of
your studies?

Section B6: Interview survey methodology

34. The most common method of selecting and accessing students for interviewing was to ask for
volunteers at the end of classes, for instance where questionnaires had just been distributed;
and then to arrange mutually convenient times and places. Sometimes the department
concerned arranged rooms for the interviews and focus groups to take place in; on other
occasions the interviews took place in common rooms and coffee bars. Departmental faculty
and administrators also identified suitable and willing students, and helped to set up the focus
groups.

35. We were also keen to broaden our survey of students’ views of mobility beyond the three
departments targeted in each institution, so some interviews and focus groups were set up via
other strategies. We got in touch with other departments where there were interesting
experiences of mobility and set up interviews and discussion groups there — and talked to
departmental staff. Some students were interviewed ‘randomly’ — in concourse areas, coffee
bars and so on.

36. We cannot claim that the sample of students interviewed is representative of the student
population as a whole. This is above all because the research is especially interested in
learning about diverse experiences of mobility. So the in-depth interviews and focus groups
were biased towards the students who had had a mobility experience, and these students
constitute only a small minority of the total student body. However, more than half the individual

interviews were with final-year non-mobile students.
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37. It also has to be acknowledged that the students who participated in the interviews and
discussion groups did so as volunteers and as such might not be a representative cross-
section. Students with more negative views and experiences of mobility may well have ‘opted
out’ of the opportunity to be interviewed.

38. All students interviewed were assured of the anonymity of the information provided, and all
gave permission for the researchers to quote their statements.

Section B7: Questions for staff interviews

1. Institutional management of mobility

e Isthere a central office or individual responsible for overseeing student mobility in your
institution? Follow-up questions on level of post, relationship to rest of institution, other duties
etc.

e To what extent is managing student mobility a centralised function in your institution, or is it
highly decentralised to individual departments (schools, faculties etc.)?

e Is there an office or an individual responsible for collating all statistics on mobility in your
institution?

2. Mobility trends in the institution, and nationally

e What are the broad mobility trends — incoming and outgoing, and to various destinations — in
your institution?

¢ How do you explain the evolution of mobility in your institution?

¢ Is there a shifting balance in the pattern of mobility — for instance between academic study and
work placements, or between undergraduate and postgraduate mobility?

e Are you concerned about the low and/or declining level of mobility of UK students compared to
other EU countries?

¢ Do you feel these trends put UK graduates at a disadvantage in the international business and
employment market?

3. Profile of the internationally mobile student

¢ To what extent do the overall characteristics of the student population at your institution
influence the make-up of the outward flow of students going abroad?

¢ Does the mobile student reflect the characteristics of your institution’s student body as a whole;
and if not, why not?

¢ To what extent do you see international student mobility in your institution as typical of that from
UK HEIs as a whole?

e To what extent do you think your institutional engagement with this issue is different from
elsewhere?

4. Promotion of mobility

¢ What efforts have been made to promote mobility within your institution (or department, school,
faculty etc.)?

e |s there a specific mobility strategy within the institution (department, etc.)? Follow-up questions
on the nature of this strategy, its main catalysts, and evaluation of its success.

71



Are there institution-led activities (including departmental initiatives) which have evolved
independently of international and national schemes such as Socrates/Erasmus and the
Language Assistants programme?

Are there other kinds of shorter-term mobility abroad (fieldtrips, study tours etc.) which your
institution/department promotes?

Reasons that deter students from going abroad
In general, how do you explain the non-mobility of most students?

What are the main factors that deter students from your institution from going abroad? Can you
give an idea of their relative importance?

How about the relevance of the Gap Year? Does it act as a substitute for within-programme
mobility (or maybe a stimulus)?

Language skills

What is the importance given to language teaching within your institution? Are students from
departments other than languages encouraged to learn languages? Do you, for instance, have
an ‘open language’ or ‘languages for all’ policy whereby all students can have access to
language learning?

What are the trends for applications and enrolment in degrees including languages (other than
English) in your institution over the past 5-10 years?

For those students who enrol on degrees involving languages, do you feel that their language
competence has been increasing or decreasing over recent years?

What is the relationship between languages and mobility in your institution? For instance, do all
students doing a language degree have to spend a period abroad? How about language
minors? For students on non-language degrees who wish to spend a period abroad in a non-
English language environment, what language conditions, and what language training, are
offered?

Is your institution/department exploring study/work abroad schemes that do not involve a
foreign language?

Benefits of mobility

What do you perceive to be the main benefits of international student mobility for your
institution/department?

Why should students be encouraged to study/work abroad during their degree programme?

What do you, personally, think should be done to encourage more students to take a period of
work/study abroad?

Problems of mobility, and future changes
What are the main problems that have arisen with mobility (e.g. transfer of credit)?
What policy changes could counter these problems?

What major changes over the next few years might affect future mobility (e.g. the Bologna
process, top up fees, semesterisation ...?
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Section B8: List of staff interviewees

Interviewee

code Position and function within the institution

Al Head of Department of French

A2 Year Abroad Coordinator for Languages and European Studies (Academic)
B1 Deputy Registrar and Head of European Office

B2 Exchange Coordinator for a Medical department (Academic)

B3 Coordinator of Exchanges with Latin America (Academic)

B4 Student Exchange Coordinator (Administrator)

C1 Vice-Principal

C2 Erasmus Coordinator of the Faculty of Media and Arts (Academic)

C3 Student Placement Coordinator, International Business Studies (Academic)
(o7} Field Trip Coordinator, Geography Department (Academic)

C5 Erasmus Coordinator, Department of Law (Academic)

C6 International Links Manager (Administrator)

D1 Dean of Humanities

D2 Head of Department of Geography

D3 Head of Centre for International Exchanges and Languages

D4 Study Abroad Advisor (Administrator)

El Study Abroad Tutor (US Exchanges), School of Mathematics (Academic)
E2 Socrates/Erasmus Coordinator, Department of Statistics (Academic)

E3 Year Abroad Tutor, Department of Geography (Academic)

E4 Study Abroad Advisor (Administrator)

E5 Socrates/Erasmus Coordinator, Student Admissions (Administrator)

F1 Head, School of Environmental Sciences

F2 Head of the International Office (Administrator)

F3 Educational Advisor, North American and Australian Exchanges (Administrator)
F4 Coordinator, Leonardo placements (Administrator)

Gl Head of European Studies

G2 Erasmus Coordinator for Department of Economics and Management Studies (Academic)
G3 Director, International Office (Administrator)

G4 Director, Careers Service (Administrator)

G5 International Exchanges Administrator, Registry

H1 Deputy Principal

H2 Head of Department of Mathematics

H3 Erasmus Coordinator, Department of Mathematics (Academic)

J1 Director of the Language Departments

J2 Erasmus Coordinator, Department of German (Academic)

J3 Director, International Office (Administrator)

J4 University Exchange Coordinator (Administrator)

K1 Head of Department of Geography

K2 Socrates/Erasmus Coordinator, Department of Geography (Academic)

K3 Lecturer, Department of Geography

K4 Careers Advisor and Work Placement Coordinator, School of Computer Science (Academic)
K5 Placements Coordinator, Department of Business and Finance (Academic)
K6 Director, International Office (Administrator)

K7 Socrates International Coordinator, International Office (Administrator)

K8 General Secretary of IAESTE

K9 Head, Business Enterprise Initiative
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Annex C

Supplementary tables for international student mobility

Table C1: Criteria for identification of foreign students in OECD countries

Australia

Austria

Belgium (Flemish)

Canada

Czech Republic

Denmark
Finland
France
Germany

Hungary
Iceland
Ireland
Italy

Japan

Korea
Luxembourg

New Zealand
Norway
Poland

Spain
Sweden

Switzerland

Turkey

United Kingdom

United States

Foreign citizenship excluding

- permanent residents

- New Zealand citizens and residents

- students sponsored by AUSAID

Only concerns tertiary type A students (ISCED)

Foreign nationality, thus including permanent residents

Foreign nationality, thus including permanent residents

Foreign nationality, excluding

- former Canadian residents

- students declaring themselves as immigrants

Only concerns tertiary type A students (ISCED)

Foreign citizenship, thus including permanent residents

(a register of students should allow to distinguish residents in the future)
Only concerns full-time students

Foreign citizenship, thus including permanent residents

Foreign nationality, thus including permanent residents

Foreign citizenship, thus including permanent residents

Foreign citizenship, disaggregation between permanent residents and non-
residents exists, but is incomplete (disaggregation by level of study only)
Foreign citizenship, thus including permanent residents, but excluding members
of neighbouring countries’ Hungarian minorities

(a specific questionnaire should allow to distinguish residents in the future)
Foreign citizenship, thus including permanent residents

Foreign domiciliary address, thus excluding permanent residents

Foreign nationality, thus including permanent residents

Foreign citizenship, disaggregation between permanent residents and non-
residents exists, but is incomplete (64% coverage for ISCED 5-6)

Foreign nationality, thus including permanent residents

Foreign citizenship, thus including permanent residents (who make up the
majority of foreign students, 100% for ISCED levels 1 to 4)

Foreign nationality (excluding Australian students), thus including permanent
residents

Foreign country of birth

Foreign citizenship, thus including permanent residents

Foreign nationality, thus including permanent residents

Foreign citizenship, thus including permanent residents

However, only students registered on the Swedish population register are
considered foreign, which is not the case of all students originating from other
Nordic countries

Foreign citizenship, disaggregation between permanent residents and non-
residents exists, but is incomplete (70% coverage for ISCED 5-6)
Foreigners entering Turkey on the sole purpose of study

Foreign home address

Foreign citizenship, excluding

- permanent residents

- refugees

Source: OECD, 2001
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Table C2: Exchange of students in tertiary education (OECD countries, 2000)

Foreign Exchange of students’ Foreign
students as a enrolment by
percentage of gender

all students Students from Students Net intake of % %
(foreign and| other countries| studying abroad| foreign students| male| female

domestic relative to total relative to total relative to total

students)| tertiary enrolment| tertiary enrolment| tertiary enrolment
Australia 12.5 6.12 0.62 5.52 52.9 47.1
Austria 11.6 7.6 4.4 3.2 49.9 50.1
Belgium 10.9 5.8, 2.8, 3.1, 52.4 47.6
Canada 3.3 15 2.4 -0.9 55.8 44.2
Czech Republic 2.2 1.0 1.2 -0.2 58.8 41.2
Denmark 6.8 2.6 3.5 -0.9 44.5 55.5
Finland 2.1 0.7 3.6 -2.9 57.5 42.5
France 6.8 1.9 2.6 -0.6 m m
Germany 9.1 4.5 2.6 1.9 53.1 46.9
Greece m m 13.1 m m m
Hungary 3.2 m 2.2 m 46.7 53.3
Iceland 4.2 3.5 25.4 -21.9 35.5 64.5
Ireland 4.6 3.9 11.0 -7.2 47.8 52.2
Italy 1.4 0.2 2.3 2.1 48.8 51.2
Japan 15 0.6 15 -0.9 55.6 44.4
Korea 0.1 n 2.3 -2.3 57.6 42.4
Luxembourg m m 225.6 m m m
Mexico 0.1 m 0.7 m m m
Netherlands 2.9 1.7 2.6 -0.8 52.9 47.1
New Zealand 4.8 2.4 3.5 -1.0 49.3 50.7
Norway 3.7 2.2 7.0 -4.8 44.7 55.3
Poland 0.4 0.1 11 -1.0 47.2 51.2
Portugal 3.0 0.8 2.8 -2.0 49.7 50.3
Slovak Republic 1.2 0.3 2.9 -2.6 62.8 37.2
Spain 2.2 14 15 -0.1 49.3 50.7
Sweden 6.0 4.3 4.4 -0.1 44.1 55.9
Switzerland 16.6 11.8 5.3 6.5 56.0 44.0
Turkey 1.7 0.1 4.3 -4.3 73.7 26.3
United Kingdom 11.0 6.0 1.4 4.6 52.8 47.2
United States 3.6 1.8 0.3 15 58.1 41.9
Country mean® 4.9 2.9 4.1 -1.2 52.2 47.7

! Only those OECD and non-OECD countries which report the inflow into their system are included in the

sum.

Z Tertiary-type A and advanced research programmes only.
% Country mean excludes Luxembourg.
n = Missing data of which the magnitude is either negligible or zero.
m = Data is not available.
Source: OECD, 2002
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Table C3: Exchange of students in tertiary education (non-OECD countries, 2000)

Foreign Exchange of students’ Foreign
students as a enrolment
percentage of by gender
all students Students from Students Net intake of % %
(foreign and other countries |studying abroad [foreign students |male|female
domestic relative to total relative to total relative to total
students) tertiary enrolment |tertiary enrolment |tertiary enrolment
Argentina * 0.2 n 0.4 04 m m
Brazil m m 0.6 m m m
Chile ? 0.4 0.1 1.1 -10 m m
China m m 1.5 m m m
Egypt m m 2.2 m m m
Indonesia * n n 1.1 1.0 m m
Jamaica 2.2 6.3 12.0 -5.7 m m
Jordan 8.5 1.1 3.6 -2.5 m m
Malaysia 0.7 0.3 8.0 77 m m
Paraguay m m 0.8 m m m
Peru m m 0.6 m m m
Philippines * 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 m m
Russian Federation ° 0.9 2.4 0.3 21| m m
Thailand m m 0.9 m m m
Tunisia 15 4.4 15 2.8 m m
Uruguay ° 0.9 2.8 1.5 14 m m
Zimbabwe m m 7.0 m m m

! Only those OECD and non-OECD countries which report the inflow into their system are included in the

sum.

% Year of reference 1999.
% Year of reference 2001.
n = Missing data of which the magnitude is either negligible or zero.
m = Data is not available.

Source: OECD, 2002
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Table C4: Proportion of citizens in tertiary education studying abroad (2000)

Countries of origin

Countries of destination

EU’ Other| Korea + G-B + North| Australia +| Total
European| Japan| Ireland| America| N-Zealand
OECD countries
Australia 0.09 0.01 0.04 0.16 0.33 0.00 0.63
Austria 3.16 0.30 0.01 0.49 0.40 0.04, 441
Belgium 1.69 0.08 0.01 0.69 0.27 0.02] 277
Canada 0.19 0.03 0.02 0.27 1.78 0.09] 2.38
Czech Republic 0.43 0.28 0.01 0.11 0.36 0.02] 121
Denmark 1.26 0.49 0.01 1.02 0.60 0.10 3.47
Finland 2.10 0.13 0.01 0.99 0.35 0.03] 3.61
France 1.20 0.15 0.01 0.65 0.54 0.01] 255
Germany 1.06 0.30 0.01 0.68 0.48 0.07| 2.60
Greece 4.89 0.58 0.00 6.95 0.64 0.03] 13.09
Hungary 1.59 0.09 0.02 0.13 0.36 0.01 221
Iceland 14.77 2.62 0.06 2.34 5.54 0.05| 25.38
Ireland 1.13 0.05 0.01 8.93 0.72 0.21| 11.04
Italy 1.55 0.23 0.00 0.35 0.18 0.01f 2.33
Japan 0.11 0.01 0.02 0.16 1.12 0.07| 1.48
Korea 0.24 0.00 0.61 0.07 1.30 0.09] 2.32
Luxembourg| 188.51 7.76 0.16 25.36 3.48 0.21] 225.47
Mexico 0.11 0.01 0.01 0.06 0.54 0.00f 0.72
Netherlands 1.48 0.08 0.01 0.54 0.37 0.08/ 2.55
New Zealand 0.09 0.01 0.05 0.28 0.57 2.48| 3.49
Norway 2.34 0.26 0.01 2.19 1.20 0.94| 6.94
Poland 0.85 0.04 0.01 0.04 0.14 0.01] 1.08
Portugal 1.77 0.12 0.01 0.61 0.24 0.02] 2.77
Slovak Republic 0.95 1.42 0.01 0.11 0.35 0.02| 2.86
Spain 0.71 0.09 0.00 0.42 0.23 0.00 1.46
Sweden 1.13 0.37 0.02 1.17 1.41 0.29| 4.40
Switzerland 2.94 0.04 0.02 0.92 1.28 0.12) 5.32
Turkey 3.15 0.06 0.01 0.17 0.93 0.02| 4.34
United Kingdom 0.54 0.05 0.02 0.09 0.42 0.22] 1.35
United States 0.07 0.01 0.01 0.10 0.03 0.03] 0.25
Non OECD countries
Argentina 0.17 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.18 0.01] 0.39
Brazil 0.23 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.34 0.01] 0.65
Chile 0.49 0.04 0.01 0.06 0.34 0.05| 0.98
China 0.16 0.01 0.40 0.08 0.74 0.08 1.47
Egypt 0.86 0.07 0.07 0.39 0.80 0.02] 221
Indonesia 0.11 0.00 0.05 0.04 0.42 0.40, 1.01
Jamaica 0.09 0.01 0.01 1.65 10.23 0.01] 12.01
Jordan 1.10 0.28 0.01 0.58 1.48 0.04| 3.49
Malaysia 0.06 0.01 0.42 2.32 1.92 297 7.69
Paraguay 0.20 0.02 0.09 0.03 0.44 0.00f 0.79
Peru 0.26 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.26 0.00 0.56
Philippines 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.14 0.03] 0.22
Russian Federation 0.14 0.03 0.00 0.02 0.09 0.00 0.28
Thailand 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.13 0.54 0.16| 0.94
Tunisia 0.93 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.53 0.00f 152
Uruguay 0.39 0.03 0.01 0.04 0.42 0.02] 0.92
Zimbabwe 0.26 0.09 0.01 3.79 2.37 0.49 7.01

! Does not include Great Britain and Ireland.

Source: OECD, 2002
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Table C5: Distribution of outgoing students by language of the destination country (%, 1998)

Dedtireti on (OECD exd uding Mexico, the Netherlands and Portugdl)
Courtry of arigin Different languege o whichFrendrgpesking  of which Garmenrgpesking— of which English-speeking |
Audrdia 27 94 70
Audria 313 104 624
Bdgum 702 199 60.2
Canetla 49 27
Czech Repubic 1000 26 79 730
Denmerk 1000 85 147 508
Fnland 1000 55 174 436
France 829 213 722
Gamay %7 244 &7
Greae 1000 57 374 514
Hungary 1000 93 56.2 29
ledand 1000 39 128 318
Irdand 91 36 38
Ity 834 232 526 20
Jgpen 1000 47 42 R2
Korea 1000 33 79 631
Luxembourg 181 RB1
Mexdico R7 106 38 837
Netherlands 76.7 79 25 513
New Zedand 36 26 13
Norway 1000 56 121 582
Poad 1000 142 605 196
Portugd 1000 22 233 05
Sein 1000 25 323 504
Sveden 1000 103 132 63.2
Switzerland 520 91
Turkey 1000 65 631 249
United Kingdom 31 182 135
United Sates 408 219 184

Source: OECD, 2001

Note: For multilingual countries (Canada, Switzerland, Belgium), we assumed that students were fluent in all
official languages. Hence studying in a French or English-speaking country (Canada) / Italian, German or

French-speaking country (Switzerland) did not involve adjusting to a different language environment. For

these countries, mobility towards countries with a different language may thus be underestimated.

Table C6: English language assistants abroad, 1995-96 to 2002-03

England 1995- 1996- 1997- 1998- 1999- 2000- 2001- 2002-

96 97 98 99 2000 01 02 03
French speaking 1,334 1,358 965 1,216 1,026 896 796 769
German speaking 558 552 563 508 464 365 351 372
Spanish speaking 212 215 219 216 193 197 204 231
Portuguese speaking 3 9 10 10 4 1 1 0
Italy 14 15 13 12 10 10 13 14
Dutch speaking 3 3 2 0 0 0 8 2
Scandinavian languages 1 2 2 0 1 0 8 2
Central and Eastern Europe 30 41 39 34 34 5 8 2
Chinese 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 78
Total England* 2,155 2,195 1,812 1,996 1,732 1,474 1,373 1,466
Wales 122 116 80 92
Scotland 349 281 250 279 240 277 277 232
Northern Ireland 120 109 103 98 99 75 71 79
Total UK 2,624 2,585 2,165 2,373 2,193 1,942 1,801 1,869

Notes: ‘England’ includes assistants from Wales until 1998-99; assistants from Wales are recorded separately
for the first time in 1999-2000. The above figures represent the number of assistants in post on 30 November.

Source: British Council
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Table C7: Student mobility relative to the population of 18-21 years of age

Student mobility (per

Country 1,000)

©

Belgium
Denmark
Germany
Greece
Spain
France
Ireland

Italy
Luxembourg
Netherlands
Austria

A 00O OO O A O O O W Ol N

Portugal

[N
w

Finland

oo

Sweden
United Kingdom
EU 5

I

Source: calculated from OECD data

Table C8: UK institutional involvement in outgoing Erasmus students: number of students
departing from UK institutions

Number of students departing: 4_1o 11-50 51-100 101+
1994-95 35 43 39 42
2001-02 34 54 30 30
2002-03 38 55 29 27

Source: UK Socrates-Erasmus Council
Note: the numbers in the table are the number of institutions from which students departed

Table C9: Location of work for graduated students by Erasmus exchange and type of studies
(2000-01), percentage data

Language students Non-language students
Location of work Erasmus Non-Erasmus Erasmus Non-Erasmus
(%) (%) (%) (%)
UK 79 82 88 97
Other EU 15 12 8 1
Rest of world 5 6 4 2

Source: HESA-Erasmus matched data set
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Table C10: Administrative aspects of outward student mobility by type of HEI

With a key person There are separate | Have a strategic
Type of HEI with overall persons responsible for: | plan for student

responsibility for bilit
P y North et

outward student Europe .
. America
mobility

\ % \ % \ % %
Pre-1992 universities (n=31) 18 58.1 18 58.0 12 387 19.3
Post-1992 universities (n=21) 11 52.4 42.9 33.3| 10 47.6
Other HEIs (n=28) 16 57.1 28.6 296 11 39.3
Total (n=80) 45 56.3 35 43.8 27 33.8| 27 33.8

Source: Authors’ survey

Table C11: Numbers of students on the Northern Irish Business Education Initiative (USA)

Year Number of students
1999-2000 65
2000-01 73
2001-02 70
2002-03 62
2003-04 45

Source: British Council

Table C12: Correlation of explanatory variables with the institutional migration rates for the 2002
Erasmus outgoing student flow

Independent variable Pearson’s R Statistical
significance
% Full-time first degrees in languages (00/01) 0.265 0.002
% Full-time first degrees in law (00/01) 0.054 0.536
% Full-time first degrees in social science (00/01) 0.080 0.358
% Full-time first degrees in business studies (00/01) -0.248 0.004
% Staff entered as research active in the 2001 RAE 0.486 0.000
% Staff in RAE rated 5 or 5* departments (2001) 0.360 0.000

Very significant’ differences were those evident at the 0.01 level

Table C13: Regression models on ‘change in number of Erasmus outgoing students’’

Model Statistical
Significance
Constant, % staff in RAE grade 5 and 5* departments® 0.621 0.000
Constant, % staff in RAE grade 5 and 5* departments, %
o stait! g P ° 0667 0.000

change in language students

! The percentage change in the number of Erasmus students has been calculated on the basis of 1994
and 2002 figures supplied by the UK Socrates-Erasmus office, whereas the percentage change in
language students is based on 1994 and 2001 values supplied by HESA. Staff in RAE grade 5 and 5*
departments concerns the year 2001.
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