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Abstract. This article describes the main comparative research approaches of the process of internationalization
of higher education and the results of benchmarking analysis of internationalization strategies and practices in 11
European, Kazakh and Chinese universities involved in Erasmus+ "Welcome: towards the incoming international
University communities" project. In many countrics, benchmarking is used to assess the quality of
internationalization along with other tools. Comparison and identification of success stories and best practices are
key aspects of benchmarking aimed at improvement and development. The scholars note that universities need a way
to monitor internationalization and collect information on a continuous basis. The results of the study confirm the
increasing importance, diversity, and complexity of strategies and practices of internationalization in European,
Kazakh and Chinese universities.
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The growing interest in the internationalization of higher education comes from a number of reasons.
Firstly, the process of globalization of the economy and labor markets has pushed the demand for
competent employees with foreign language skills and possession of intercultural skills. As the global
economy becomes more interconnected, multilingualism and intercultural skills take on greater and
greater importance on a global scale. Secondly, the export of educational services has become one of the
sources of income for higher education institutions and national economies in many countries. The
advantages of internationalization of higher education are obvious: improving the quality of training, joint
resecarch projects, implementation of international quality standards and expansion of international
cooperation. However, along with these positive facts, there is skepticism about the quality, effectiveness,
and relevance of education and research in the context of international cooperation, and mounting
concerns about inequality and marginalization. While internationalization supporters generally agree with
the importance and necessity of this process in universities, the internationalization strategies vary
considerably in format and content (Aigner, Nelson, and Stimpfl, 1992; Lian, 2003). Among the various
strategies in different countries, there are common in nature and content and approaches used by higher
education institutions. A number of authors suggest that the most frequently used internationalization
strategies include student exchange programs, the internationalization of educational program, foreign
internship programs, recruiting of foreign students, academic mobility programs for teaching staff and
personnel; international publication of articles and reports (Knight, 1997; Francis, 1993; Lian, 2003;
McKellin, 1998; Henson&Noel, 1989 ; Holzner&Greenwood, 1995).

The modern research uses the definition of internationalization given by J. Knight as "the process of
integrating an international, intercultural or global dimension into purpose, functions, and delivery of
postsecondary education" (Knight, 2003). The reason that this definition is most acceptable is its
completeness, which allows to connect all possible international dimensions with key concepts of higher
education. Knight (2005, 2008) argues that internationalization revolves around two main components:
internationalization within the campus - actions taken in the local context of the institution and focused on
curriculum and internationalization abroad - activities outside the campus. These components do not
exclude each other, but are closely intertwined in policies and programs of higher education.
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The international dimension of higher education is widely promoted in many countries at the national
and institutional levels. The national level has a significant impact on the international dimension of
higher education through policies, financing, programs and regulatory frameworks. At the same time, the
real process of internationalization takes place at the institutional level (Knight, 2004). To a certain extent,
the institutional level is a mirror reflecting the national policy. More and more higher education
institutions are becoming independent actors in the process of internationalization. According to the 3rd
global survey by the International Association of Universities (Knight, 2003), based on the analysis of the
questionnaires of 745 universities from 115 countries, 78% of universities believe that in recent years the
importance of internationalization has increased. Despite the fact that each institution has its own unique
approach to improving the internationalization, most strategies share common features: (1)
internationalization is reflected in the mission of the university; (2) the availability of a reward scheme of
study abroad by providing financial assistance and developing new partnerships with universities abroad;
(3) increase in the number of foreign students on campus; (4) the internationalization of the educational
program; (5) encouraging the success of teaching staff and researchers in internationalization through
participation in academic mobility programs; (6) compulsory foreign language skills as a requirement for
graduates (Engberg and Green, 2002). Compared with the early 1990s, when studies suggested that
internationalization could be clearly delincated (Teichler, 1999), the research on internationalization in
higher education is now generally more closely related to other topics (for example, governance, policy,
financing etc.), which leads to an increase in the blurring or multidimensionality of the topic itself and is
characterized by an unclear differentiation of the concepts.

In the studies, there are two different approaches to assessing the internationalization: quantitative and
qualitative. The quantitative approach allows for institutional comparisons by determining the level of
internationalization of a particular institution, so this approach uses measurable indicators to assess the
internationalization (Lian, 2003; Snellman, 1995; Horn, Hendel, and Fry, 2007). Unlike the quantitative
approach, the qualitative ones are used for self-improvement, and not for comparison with other higher
education institutions (Knight, 2002) and therefore the results of institutional correspondence to the
internationalization, evaluated using a qualitative approach, usually remain confidential (Horn, Hendel,
and Fry, 2007).

In 2009, the EAIE published the document “Measuring the success of what we do” under the
editorship of H. de Wit. The introduction indicates that the issue of evaluation and measurement is
becoming more urgent for inclusion in the agenda of professionals in the field of internationalization of
higher education. International rankings of higher education institutions are a widely discussed example of
how the measurement began to influence the development of higher education. The call for accountability
by students, teachers, deans, university administrators and national authorities, and the call for quality
assurance are the important issues on the agenda of higher education in general, and this includes the
process of internationalization, including educational programs. Accreditation, ratings, certification, audit
and benchmarking have become key issues on the international agenda of researchers and practitioners in
higher education.

Benchmarking, along with other tools, is currently used to assess the quality of internationalization.
Comparison and identification of the best practices are two key aspects of benchmarking aimed at
improving and developing. Knight (2008) concludes that "institutions need a way to monitor
internationalization and collect information on an ongoing basis. Universities often spend too much time
describing the status of internationalization in diffused terms. More accurate indicators of specific aims
and objectives will help to obtain the information needed to analyze the strengths and arcas requiring
improvement. With the help of the collected information, HEIs can move to a more important step in the
analysis - how to preserve the advantages and improve the weaknesses in order to achieve the goals of
internationalization. This, in turn, precedes the analysis of the results and the impact of the efforts made on
internationalization."

Methodology and results of benchmarking analysis

Conducted within the framework of the Erasmus+ project "WELCOME: Opening to meet new
international university communities (2016-2019)" benchmarking analysis was aimed at evaluating the
process of internationalization in each university, taking into account the internal and external context, as
well as comparative analysis of participating universities by region. The WELCOME project consortium
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consists of 12 partners: 6 European universities (Instituto Superior Técnico, Universitat Politécnica de
Catalunya, Universitat Rovira Virgili, Université de Perpignan, Royal Institute of Technology and Tallin
Institute of Technology4 Kazakhstani universities (Narxoz University, Karaganda State Medical
University, Gumilyov Eurasian National University, Kazakh University of Economics, Finance and
International Trade) and 2 Chinese universities (Beihang University, Tongji University). This project is
funded with the support of the European Commission.

The main aim of the project is to increase the international level of Kazakh and Chinese higher
educational institutions through the implementation of strategic and marketing tools to attract foreign
students, teachers, and scholars. Objectives of the project: study of the strategy and practice of the
internationalization of universities; creation of a portal of Kazakhstani and Chinese universities on
internationalization; creation of service-oriented offices of international cooperation at universities;
training of employees of the offices of international cooperation; development and implementation of
strategic and marketing plans for internationalization at the institutional level.

The general methodology and questionnaire were developed by a group of Instituto Superior Técnico,
who is responsible for the evaluation work package and are approved by the coordinator of the Universitat
Politecnica de Catalunya project. The online survey was conducted in April-June 2017 using the Lime
Survey platform. The final report on the basis of data collected and submitted by each university was
posted on the project website http://welcomeproject.net/index.html

The study focuses on the main aspects of internationalization in a total of 90 indicators: figures and
facts (12); structures and models of internationalization (21); academic training (17); services for the
support of students (9); international recognizability (10); marketing and communications (21). In this
article, some of these indicators are listed.
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Figure 1 presents data on the total number of students and foreign students by levels of education in
the WELCOME consortium. The analysis shows that in Chinese universities the highest level of students
at the bachelor degree level (n=15466), master degree level (n=9113) and doctoral program (n=4305),
while in European universities - a high level of postdoctoral students. In addition, it is the largest number
of foreign students involved in the European bachelor degree programs (n=3822), master degree programs
(n=1273), PhD programs (n=790) and post-doctoral studies programs (n=76). These indicators are
significantly different from those recorded in Kazakh and Chinese universities. The number of bachelor
degree students in all three levels prevails in all three regions: in Europe (n=7436 students), in Kazakhstan
(n=7398) and in China (n=15466), as well as foreign students at bachelor degree (Europe=3822;
Kazakhstan=377, China=514).
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Figure 2 - Number of programs by levels of education

As for the number of programs offered by the universities in the consortium, it can be seen the figure
2 that the Chinese universitics are on the first place (bachelor degree programs = 61, Master degree
programs = 56, PhD = 39). They also have high rates of programs in English, which are comparable to
European universities. It is worth paying attention to the low indicators in bachelor programs in European
(n = 2), Kazakh (n = 3) and Chinese (n = 9) higher education institutions, considering the information in
figure 1, which states that the bachelor's levels comprise the largest number of students in three regions.
Kazakhstani universities have the lowest number of programs in English, regardless of the level of
education, which is an unfavorable factor for attracting foreign students.
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Figure 3 - Incoming and outgoing academic mobility of students, faculty, and staff
Taking into account the information presented in Figure 3, it can be noted that in European
universities it is the highest indicator of incoming academic mobility of students (n=825), and in China -

the highest mobility of faculty and staff (n=528). According to the outgoing academic mobility, Chinese
universities are leading in all categories: students (n=1091), faculty (n=1550) and staff (n=300).
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The universities evaluated the internal infrastructure of universities according to the scale from 1
(very bad) to 5 (very good) in several directions. The university information journal was marked by
European universities (4.2 points), in China and Kazakhstan, they received low scores (2.0 points).
Although internal communications in English on campus were estimated positively by the European
universities (2.7 points), they are an area that requires additional efforts to improve, as well as in China
and Kazakhstan (2.0 points). The availability of campus help desk was noted by the European universities
(4.4 points), while in Chinese and Kazakh universities this indicator is insignificant (1.0 point).
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Figure 5 - English proficiency among faculty and administrative staff

Figure 6 shows respondents' answers regarding the communication skills of staff in English. In all
three regions, faculty, administrative and technical personnel need to strengthen their English language
skills, especially given the fact that they are all in direct contact with foreign students. In three regions
most universities offer English language courses for beginners and advanced students, the main
beneficiaries are primarily teachers and administrative staff. From the survey, it was found out that only
50.0% of students of the Kazakh universities are covered by the English language courses, while the
language proficiency is the main condition for the development of academic mobility.
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Directions of activities to support international students

Dormitory payment by host university

66,7
Possibility of meeting university staff/faculty after arrival

5.0,
International student association |00,
...

Cultural events

Support for family members —— 16 7

Student support (financing, material) 333
Information support before returning home | 22,2
166,70%

No charge dormitory

0 20 40 60 80 100 120

M Kazakhstan M Europe M China

Figure 6 - Activities to support foreign students
Figure 6 presents the main services and activities to support foreign students in higher education
institutions of the three regions. Information and support before returning home (China=100%,
Europe=83.3%, Kazakhstan=50.0%) and the opportunity to meet with university teachers or staff on
arrival (China=100%, Europe=66.7%, Kazakhstan=50.0 %) - the universities of three regions offer these

two events for their foreign students. Next are the availability of an international student association,
cultural events and free accommodation in dormitory.
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Figure 7 - Availability of basic forms and documents in English

Bilingual documents are the defining tools for the integration of foreign students and teachers, setting
the framework for belonging to the university. Figure 8 shows the data from which it can be seen that all
members of the consortium have transcripts, diplomas and supplements, application forms in English.
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Conclusions and lessons learned from benchmarking analysis

Benchmarking analysis of European, Chinese and Kazakhstani universities shows that differences and
similarities in internationalization strategies are conditional upon the peculiarities of regional and national
contexts. On the selection and attraction of foreign students, Chinese and Kazakh universities need to
work out strategies at all levels: bachelor, master, PhD. To meet this goal, it is advisable for Kazakh
universities to focus on developing and implementing programs in English as a whole, and for Chinese
universities to introduce bachelor degree programs in English. Bachelor degree students are the largest
group in all three regions, therefore it is important to improve the attractiveness of academic mobility at
the bachelor's level by developing scholarship programs. Such steps can be a starting point for change, as
the indicators in China and Kazakhstan are much lower than the European ones at this stage. Every
student, employee or teacher who comes in the framework of mobility, should be considered as a potential
and unofficial ambassador and promoter of the university and the country.

Agreements on cooperation, membership in international associations and participation in rankings
are significant aspects that are important to take into account in Chinese and Kazakhstani universities.
With effective use, they can make a positive contribution to the process of internationalization and the
international reputation of universities. Promotion in the international space, including the recruiting of
students, refers to the responsibility of marketing management in universities. It is noteworthy that in the
presence of marketing and communication strategies and plans, they are not aimed at international
promotion and internationalization of universities.

Internationalization is the aim and commitment to ensure it should be global for all academic and
administrative departments of the university. Measures for internationalization within the university on
campus should be carried out and supported by all units, not just by the international department. In this
regard, it is important to provide training in working in a multicultural international environment, to
encourage the participation of staff and faculty, and to make English language courses available to all.

All higher education institutions were asked to identify one most important change or improvement
in the model of internationalization: Chinese institutions noted the need to strengthen internationalization
at the school and faculty levels; Kazakhstani institutions pointed out the need to increase the number of
foreign students, improve international marketing and create a common model for the implementation of
the internationalization process; European universities noted the need to increase the budget, awareness of
the importance of internationalization, a clear division of responsibilities between various stakeholders in
universities.

How was the benchmarking analysis useful for universities? First of all, it is an opportunity to get a
clearer picture of the current situation of our own strategy and processes of internationalization compared
with higher education institutions in other regions of the world. Secondly, universities have the
opportunity to observe trends and problems in internationalization, which result from comparative
analysis. BThirdly, to learn from the best practices and gain experience of other universities. Fourthly, in
the case of comparison with universitics from other regions, study participants can learn about the
opportunities and problems of cooperation. Fifthly, focus on further development and improvement.
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III.C. AmanraimeBa
Yuausepcurer Hapxo3

’KOFAPBI BLTIM BEPY Il HHTEPHA LIHOHAJIM3ALMAIAYABIH CAJIBICTBIPMAJIBL
3EPTTEYJIEPL: ERASMUS + ASICBIHJIA EYPOIIAJIBIK, KABAKCTAH/IBIK "KOHE KBITAIBIK
YKOFAPEI OKY OPBIH/IA PEIHEIH, CAJIBIC TEBIPMAJIBI TAJIIAYEI

AnnoTtamust. Makanaga sKoFapsl OKYy OPBIHIAPHI HHTCPHANMOHAIN3AUMSICHIHBIH CATBICTHIPMAIIBI TAJIAY IapbI-
HBIH Herisri OareITTapsl skoHe Erasmust «Welcome: Towards incoming international university communities»
’KOOACHIHBIH, KOHCOPIMYMBIHA KipeTiH 11 eBpomanbik, Ka3aKCTaHABIK >KOHE KbITAH YHUBEPCHTETTEPIHIH CTPATETHACH
MEH TOKIpHOCCiHIH OCHUYMAPKUHT-TATAAYBIHBIH HOTIDKEIEPl OasHmanran. Kaszipri Tamga OCHUMApKHWHI ©3T¢ e
KYpaamapMeH KATap WHTCPHAITMOHANM3AMMAHBIH CANACBIH Oarajiayia KOJMNAHBLIAMBL AJFB  TOKipHOCTSpIi
CaJIBICTHIPY KOHC AHBIKTAY OCHUMAPKHHITIH JKCTLIIIPY MKOHC JAMBITYFa OAFBITTAIFAH HETIST €Ki 0AaCTHI aCMEKTICi
60pIn TaOBUTANBL. 3EPTTEYINIJICPAIH, AHTYBIHINA >KOFAPBI OKY OPBIHAAPBIHA TYPAKTHI HETI3[AC MHTCPHAHOHAIN3A-
OUSHBI Oaraiam, axkmaparTafgsl >KHHAKTAN OTBIPY KakeT. JKYPTi3LIreH 3epTTey HOTWKENIEPl CBPOIAIBIK,
KA3aKCTAHABIK >KOHE KBITAH KOFAPBI OKY OPBIHIAPBIHAAFHI CTPATCTHS MCEH HWHTCPHALMOHATH3AIIIHBIH MAHBI3IbI-
JBIFBIH, O TYPJLIITi MCH KUBIHABIFBIH PACTAHIBL.

Tyiiin ce3gep: OeHUMAPKUHT-TANAAY, HWHTCPHAUMOHAIM3ALMSL, AKAACMUSUIBIK YTKBIPJIBIK, >KOFApbl OKY,
CTparerus.

III.C. AmanraimeBa
Yuausepcurer Hapxo3

CPABHUTEJIbHBIE HCCJAENOBAHHUA HHTEPHAITHOHAJIM3ATIMH BHICHIEI'O OBPA3OBAHHA:
BEHUMAPKHWHI'-AHAJIN3 EBPOIIEUCKHX, KASAXCTAHCKHX U KHTAUCKHX BY30B B
PAMKAX IPOEKTA 9PACMYC+

AHHOTaHI/Iﬂ. B crarbe m3710:KCHBI OCHOBHEIC TOXO0AbI CPABHUTCIBHBIX I/ICCJ'IGI[OB.’:IHI/Iﬁ HHTCPHATUOHATIU3aIUH
BBICIICTO 00PA30BAHMUS M PE3YIbTATHI OCHUMAPKHHT-AHATN3a CTPATCTHH M MPAKTUKH WHTEpHAUHOHAMM3auny 11-tn
EBPOMCHCKHUX, KA3aXCTAHCKHUX M KUTAWCKHX YHHUBEPCHUTETOB, BXOJAIIUX B KOHCOpPIHYyM Ipoekra Erasmus+
«Welcome: Towards incoming international university communities». BeHUMAapkuwHT, HApSay C APYTHMH
HHCTPYMEHTAMH, MCIOJb3YCTCS B HACTOSMICE BPEMS A OLCHKH KA4eCTBA MHTCpHAIMOHAmm3anuy. ComocTaBicHue
W BBIABJICHHC YCHOCIIHBIX NMPAKTHK ABJLIFOTCA ABYMSA KIHOYCBBIMHU ACTICKTAMH 66H‘H\/IapKI/IHra, HAMpPaBJIICHHBIX HaA
YIy4YIICHHC W PA3BHUTHC. HCCJ’IGZ[OB&TG i OTMCYAKOT, YTO By3aM H606X0£[I/IM cnocod Mo HHATOPHUHIA
HHTCPHALMOHAMM3AIMY U cOopa MH(OpMAIMK HA MOCTOSHHOM OCHOBE. Pe3ysbTaTsl MPOBEJCHHOTO HCCICAOBAHI
TMOATBEPKIAIOT BO3PACTAIOIICE 3HAYUCHHE, a TaKKE pa3HOOOpasMe M CIOKHOCTh CTPATCTHH W IPAKTHK
HHTCPHAITUOHATU3AIIUA B GBPOHGI\/'ICKI/IX, Ka3aXCTAHCKHX W KHTAMCKHX BBICIITHX y‘{e6HI>IX 3aBCACHUAX.

Kimo1geBpie cioBa: OcHUMAPKUHT-AHAIN3, MHTCPHAIMOHAIH3AIMS, aKaJAEMHYCCKAsI MOOHMIBHOCTD, CTPATETHI,
BBICIICE 00PA30BAHHC.
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