AIEA - EAIE

TransAtlantic Dialogue

Trondheim, Norway, Sept. 9-11, 2007

The Association of International Education Administrators (AIEA) and the European Association of International Educators (EAIE), held the third joint TransAtlantic Dialogue, on September 9-11, 2007, just before the 19th annual conference of EAIE in Trondheim, Norway.   The Tronheim Seminar brought together twenty senior international officers and educators from the United States and Europe, as well as Australia and Canada, to discuss common issues and challenges in international education.  As was the case for the preceding two seminars, the TransAtlantic Dialogue provided a unique and exciting opportunity to meet together, share ideas, and prepare for the future in international education. The TransAtlantic Dialogue was coordinated by Bill Davey, Dennis Dutschke, and Hans-Georg van Liempd. 

	TransAtlantic Dialogue Schedule


	Date
	Time 
	Event

	Sunday 9 September 
	18.00 – 19.30
	Dinner/buffet

	
	19.30 – 22.00
	Kick off & deciding on topics 

	Monday 10 September
	09.00 – 12.30 
	Seminar: Morning session

	
	12.30 – 13.30
	Lunch

	
	13.30 – 17.00
	Seminar: Afternoon session

	
	19.00 
	Dinner at Restaurant Frati

	Tuesday 11 September
	09.00 – 12.30
	Seminar: Morning session, round up and evaluation

	
	12.30 – 13.30 
	Lunch


Clarion Collection Hotel Bakeriet
Brattørgata 2

7010 Trondheim, Norway
tel: +47-73 99 10 00 fax: +47-73 99 10 01

http://www.choice.no/html/page.jsp?nodeid=240785&langcode=EN-GB
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All three TransAtlantic Dialogues (Krakow, Basel and Trondheim) have been organized in such a way as to maximize the input and participation of the participants, beginning with the proposal and selection of topics of discussion.  Prior to the Dialogue, participants were asked to send in key topics they wished to be discussed.  These topics included: The Bologna Process, Graduate Education, International Cooperation, Institutional Collaboration and Competition, Funding Issues in International Higher Education, Bilateral International Agreements, Student Mobility and Exchanges, Dual and Joint Degrees, Internationalization and Globalization in Higher Education, Study, Research, Internships and Service Learning Abroad,  Broadening the Discussion to North-South Dialogue, Assessment of/in Internationalization of Higher Education, Global workforce development issues, Distance Education, Future trends.  All participants received, from Bill Davey, electronic copies of reading material regarding the suggested topics.    

The evening of the first day of the Dialogue was reserved for deciding the topics to be discussed the next day and a half.  The group decided to focus on: 
1. Globalization of Higher Education 

2. Role, Responsibilities, Priorities, and Duties of the Senior International Officer
3. Institutional Internationalization

4. Teaching, Learning and Assessment
The Dialogue began with a wide ranging discussion of globalization of higher education based on four dimensions or practices that were proposed by Gill Breton:  economic logic; competition based on university reputation and prestige, academic logic and the North-South practice based on citizenship and inclusiveness logic.  This session informed the whole Dialogue, providing not only a stimulating general discussion but also a reference point for later discussion of the subsequent particular issues. 

The overall goal of the seminar/retreat is to facilitate the establishment of a strong professional network built on trust, the sharing of experiences, and brainstorming; and to work together on important issues in international education administration. In that spirit, perhaps the most important part of the seminar/retreat was the opportunity to meet together in a relatively isolated place, in a non-threatening atmosphere, where we were able to freely share information and ideas.

Outcomes and Recommendations:

· We agreed that more attention be given to the North-South issue, i.e. the relationship in higher education between developed countries and under-developed and emerging countries.  We recommend that the concern about North-South Issue be forwarded to AIEA and EAIE for further discussion and action.  We also suggest that AIEA and EAIE provide information (perhaps on their websites) about North-South initiatives, research on North-South relations in higher education, and examples of collaboration.  We also recommend that EAIE and AIEA conduct a survey of members regarding the North-South relations, capacity building and development.
· In order to bring the North South Issue to AIEA, Jean-Xavier Guinard (together with Robert P. Lowndes) is proposing a session on “Global Strategies in International Education and Exchange: The Need for Increased Dialogue and Ventures between the Two Hemispheres” for the 2008 AIEA Conference.

· We agreed that the TransAtlantic Dialogue should be reported to AIEA and EAIE.  In addition to sending each organization the report of the Dialogue, Dennis Dutschke is proposing the session “The 2007 AIEA-EAIE TransAtlantic Dialogue” for the 2008 AIEA Conference.  The session will be a general presentation about the Dialogue with a focus on the four dimensions or practices outlined by Gill Breton for the globalization of higher education.

· Bill Davey has established the website for the TransAtlantic Dialogue: http://transatlanticdialogue.com/ .
· We are enthusiastic in agreeing that a 4th TransAtlantic Dialogue should be held before the next EAIE Conference, in Antwerp, Belgium.  Hans-Georg van Liempd will contact EAIE and prepare for next year’s Dialogue, and Bill Davies and Dennis Dutschke will contact AIEA.
· Recognizing the benefits of the TransAtlantic Dialogue, we recommend that a Global Dialogue be held before the AIEA Conference.  The invitation to participate would be extended to senior international officers, especially those in sister associations of AIEA and EAIE, such as AIESA, AMPEI, APAIE, CEAIE, IEAA, IEAC, ISANA, and JAFSA.  The one-day Global Dialogue could be held a day before the AIEA Conference, on February 16, 2008, in the same hotel (JW Marriott in Washington, D.C.).  Bill Davey has agreed to organize the Global Dialogue.  It was also suggested that AIEA and EAIE provide funds for members of associations from developing countries to attend.
· We recommend that EAIE and AIEA survey their membership regarding North-South (developing countries) relations, especially in the area of capacity building and development.

· Andy Gillespie suggested and other participants endorsed the TransAtlantic Dialogue alumni group which will meet at the annual conferences of AIEA and EAIE.  Dennis Dutschke agreed to organize the group and plan for the first meeting at the 2008 AIEA Conference in Washington, D.C.
· There was an interest voiced by both AIEA and EAIE participants to learn more and share information about programs of study abroad, from orientation programs to intercultural learning and initiatives to intervene in student learning and assessing.  We recommend to the AIEA Professional Development Committee to develop a webinar to convey this information.  Mic Vande Berg will send information about opportunities for training in intercultural learning to the participants about.

· Marielle N. de Dardel requested, supported by many other participants, that AIEA and/or EAIE establish a webpage on short-term and long-term study abroad programs, discussing the various types of programs, advantages and disadvantages, and the American as well as European perspectives.

· Noting that the respective associations have different titles for their Senior International Officer (AIEA) and International Relations Manager (EAIE), we propose to AIEA and EAIE that they conduct a study of International offices and their operations in Europe and the U.S. 
Minutes of the TransAtlantic Dialogue Discussion
Sept. 12, 2007 – 9-12:30
Topic:  Globalization and International Higher Education
The morning session focused on Gilles Breton’s four dimensions or practices in the globalization of higher education:

The first practice is that of trade and is based on an economic logic. Some of the main components are: the selling and exporting of educational products such as programs, courses, ongoing education, distance education, etc; the opening of subsidiaries or satellite campuses; the recruitment of international students; the presence of non-university players in the field of Higher education; the transformation of new knowledge into new products; the WTO negotiation; etc. 

 

Competition between universities based on the logic of enhancing their international reputations, prestige and positioning is the second practice. The reality of this practice rests on the race for the best professors, researchers, students, the fight for international prizes and awards; the new importance of the international rankings; the quality of international partners, the creation of inter-university and international networks and the new hierarchy between universities that come with them. 

 

Thirdly, there is the internationalization practice based on an academic logic. We are used to this practice because this is where we find our classical activities such as: student mobility, organization of internship, internationalization of the campus, mobility programs for the professors, etc. 

 

The fourth practice is the one I call North-South practice and is based on a citizenship and inclusiveness logic. This involves development projects, the enhancement of institutional capacities of the universities of the south, etc. 

 

Theses four practices at work produce a new configuration of global higher education whose main components are: 

 

Increase in international flows: individuals, education, research 

Increase in North-North relations: between Europe-North America collaboration and competition 

A North-South divide that is expanding 

An exploding South: China, India, Brazil 

Gilles Breton introduced the session by emphasizing the complexity of the four issues, and how they inform the SIO/IRM’s every action.  Choices are made according to these forces of globalization.  If one wants to be commercial, for example, it is a choice that has to be made strategically.
There was general agreement that globalization has implications for SIO/IRMs, but also that we do not have a clear view of what and how.

Participants spoke of priorities, gravitating to the third academic logic: study abroad, research collaborations, recruiting students, internships, service learning.  There is a tension between academic and commercial prerogatives; whereas economics drive research, even though commercialization sullies the academic, it is impossible to do anything without resources and money.  International reputation (often driven by research index, but also by internationalization, mobility) is very important.  Success stories come from universities that are able to create a synergy between the academic and economic forces.
The current view, or views of the participants varied according to their home institutions and countries.  We need to define what we are going to do.  
At one U.S. university the focus is on: study abroad, research collaborations, recruiting students, internships and service learning, and working closely together.  Student mobility is one of the main drivers in international education.
For a number of universities (in North America, Europe and Australia), the academic drives international education, but depends on the economic (especially research).  There is often a tension between the academic and commercial prerogatives, and there are pressures with regards to branding and ethics.  In Europe, international reputation is very important, and it depends on the academic fields and research. 

In Europe there is an emphasis on international reputation and academic quality, which lead to student and faculty mobility, internationalization of students and faculty and collaboration.  There is little emphasis on the economic, and there is little understanding of the market.  This situation may change as European governments give less and less funding to education.  In Europe (as well as North America and Australia) professionalization of the field is important.   
The impact of private universities and schools was discussed, and some participants saw a future decrease of them, and also did not seem to be concerned that the privates would have a significant impact on international education. 
Becoming international in education is a relatively new phenomenon, and subject to the pressures and challenges of change in universities.   International education still remains primarily on the periphery.  In Europe the Erasmus Program and Bologna Process have been very important in internationalizing, but they may have created a situation in which European are confined to Europe, and not expanding out to the rest of the world.  This is true for education, but research is international within and beyond the European Union.  There is a need for partnerships between education and research, and investment in them.  The SIO/IRM can act as intermediary between education and research in this effort.
Universities will need to look beyond the class room walls for partners (for example: business).  There will be challenges by competing interests of universities and business, universities will need to partner with business.  The fine line between business and the university is blurring.  In Europe, the Bologna Process has forced this.
The so-called sandwich degree, especially at the graduate level (PhD) are an important way to form international partnerships.  There are different models of the sandwich degree, but it essentially includes  two years at home, and two years in another university overseas, and the faculty from each university are actively involved.  It enables partner universities to combine curriculum and exchange students.  There is research collaboration.
With respect to Gilles’ fourth point, the North-South Issue, there is a growing concern about U.S., European and Australian involvement in the developing world, from new colonization, imposing of standards and policy (calling all the shots), and being an imposition on host institutions.  There is an interest in recruiting students and faculty from developing countries to come to our universities.  Many universities already have programs in developing countries.  Universities It is also an expensive venture for universities.  There is a lot of rhetoric about citizenship and inclusiveness, and we are damned if we do and if we don’t.  There is a concern that the rhetorical will lapse into hypocrisy.  Funding is an issue when establishing programs in a developing country.

BREAK

Topic: Internationalizing the Institution: Educational Issues, Including Study Abroad
The discussions during break focused on the recommendations, pre-departure preparation and orientation for students to developing countries, especially Africa and Latin America.  What do we do to prepare students?  Do students going to these countries require more than the usual pre-departure preparation?  We need to make the experience a purposeful one, focus on outcomes, and we need a standard of care.  We need to consider the differing perceptions, language competency, needs and abilities of European and North American students.  In the U.S. there is a concern about students not learning foreign languages, and Europe there is the concern that English is becoming the lingua franca to the detriment of national languages.  Some universities are turning to other organizations for pre-departure training and orientation materials, including Red Cross, Peace Corps, NGOs.  There is a need to identify and share best practices.  
Best practices in study abroad are critical, especially for the growing number of short term programs in the U.S.  It is not at all certain that there is value in a short time study abroad program. Research is increasing to address this issue.  There are those that say that the non-traditional short term program is better than nothing at all (such a small number of students even participate in the short term programs).  Others are skeptical of short faculty led programs.  Others believe that if the students are prepared adequately, they have a valuable experience.  

From the European perspective, there is much less emphasis on short term programs.  Students tend to be older, and more focused on their degree and discipline. The Bologna Process has proved to be beneficial for student mobility in Europe.  The system of 3-2-2 has been readily adopted, and adjusted.  There is not a complete uniformity, but systems are in place.  

Study abroad is costly.  Who pays for it?  In the U.S. the cost burden is on the student; in Europe the government and institutions take a larger role.  Business schools, off-shore operations are cropping up everywhere.  The University of Phoenix, which is an example of pay your way, has an impact on curriculum, tenure, etc.: electronic vs. bricks and mortar is a global phenomenon.  We may want to think more about distance learning for the delivery of education. 

In the United States, community colleges are becoming an important and integral part of higher education.  Many community colleges have an agreement with four year universities, guaranteeing the student transfer.  between the community college system and four-year colleges and universities whereby a student can transfer regularly.  The community colleges are growing, and the transfers are increasing.  We will need to think of ways to enable them to study abroad (since they normally have only two years to complete their degree).
Sept. 12, 2007 – Afternoon

Topic:  SIO/IRM Role, Responsibilities, Priorities and Duties.
Hans-Georg presented an abbreviated form of a survey that he gives at the EAIE Workshop:  What is the strategy of an institution, and how do you structure the office accordingly?  The survey is based on six questions:  


Imagine office as a boat. What kind? 
Cruiser, speed boat

One adjective to describe boat?


Smooth, old fashion, etc.

What is the weather like?



Sunny, clouds, etc.

What is your role on the boat?



Captain, navigator, main cook, rower

Where is the boat going?



Open sea, looking for a shore

What will the boat look like in 5 years time?



More professional, larger cruise ship, etc.

There was general agreement that the SIO/IRM is an very important person for international education and research.  As the respective titles indicate, there is uncertainty about the role of IRM in Europe and the SIO in the U.S.  In the U.S. the SIO is usually a faculty member and the study abroad officer a professional.  In Europe both are usually professionals, not academics.  

Why they exist?   Why would an academic want to be an administrator?  To champion change, be a liaison and promote international.  Professors think they can influence only a small group of students normally, but as administrators they can have contact and influence more students.  Academics and international education are at the center of the educational mission of the university.  SIOs are leaders as well as managers.  Fewer academics are willing to be administrators in Europe (perhaps because the path of the university professor in Europe is longer, and there is less flexibility in degrees).  
In Europe, the IRM is usually a professional who needs to build alliances with academics.  Having a budget and opportunities (Socrates Program) helps.  Both the SIO and the IRM benefit from a good relationship with the president/rector of the university.  
Presidents and rectors are seen as vitally important for internationalizing universities.  Presidents and provosts are driving the international agendas more forcefully now.
Student mobility was the main priority for internationalizing universities in past.  Now, we are moving from undergraduate to graduate, and research.  Since the mobility of students is becoming normal, we not only need to develop it much more, but we need to move ahead, working in networks to internationalize.  There also needs to be networking with the local community.  It is also a matter of bringing together resources, seminars, for staff, librarians, seminars on global citizenship. 

Institutional Internationalization

Where do we put the money?

There was general agreement that money and collaboration are needed in order to accomplish many goals in international education and research.  There is more money available for research (a priority at universities) than for education.  In some universities in the U.S., the effort to internationalize has been met with financial backing.   There is money for international research programs.  Big grant can be used to hire foreign scholars (who remain at home).  You can use the money for travel.

The issue of English as the lingua franca is also tied to collaboration between universities in U.S. and Europe.  
Bilateral agreements are seen as an important way to establish collaboration.  

The topic of International Education Week in the U.S. came up as a good way to highlight international education in universities.  European universities also mentioned celebrations of international education, and student participation.  There are also fairs, class visits, capstone courses, inter-cultural courses.
Students and faculty need to be culturally competent.  Ways to achieve competency include Bologna process, evaluation of faculty members, faculty development through the process, workshops for intercultural competency for students, faculty and staff, centers for teaching and learning.  There are teaching centers that focus on intercultural development theory and learning.

There is a need to establish a dialogue with faculty, provide information, and have focus groups to hear from them.  We need to spread the word through individuals and we need to include interdisciplinary research and teaching abroad in promotion and tenure.  We need cross-cultural workshops.

There is a paradigm shift for more student-centered education.  Although it is most prevalent in the U.S., it is also happening in Europe.  There is a growing research on the subject also.  

There is a need to assist students in seeing the value of study/research abroad for their future careers.  SIOs an IRMs need to work together with the career centers. 
Tuesday morning

Teaching and Learning (9-11 am)

We all agree that teaching and learning across cultures are vital to the education of students in the U.S. and Europe.  We need to make the effort to ensure that the process is  relevant to Americans and Europeans.

There are two contrasting philosophies of education, in US and Europe.  It is probably more complicated.  

1. laissez faire: focus on the teaching, hire faculty that have expertise. Pour knowledge in empty basket and after a while they ask and find out that basket full of wisdom.

2. Interventionist: teachers need to be facilitators of the learning process. 

The newer philosophy focuses on the student and is interventionist.  The teacher is responsible to be facilitator to learning.  There is active learning, cooperative learning.

A good professor sets up the terms by which students learn.

Many universities have centers for teaching, learning, excellence in learning in the U.S. – to help faculty become better teachers.  Research is by cognitive psychologists and higher education administrators: identify learning outcomes, formative assessment (during the whole process).  Students learn more effectively by this method.  Research goes back to 1950.  Regarding curriculum design, there is significant movement in U.S.  Teaching and learning turned is over more to students.  Talk time:  prof. 90% in lecture, in interactive it is 30%.
We can say that students abroad, the American students most likely have been exposed to the newer philosophy.  They are used to the method that asks them to learn.  In Europe, the students are in classes where there is a lecture by the professor of the course, and this method creates problems for the U.S. student; they are alienated and feel like fools.  US students usually do not do well.  

Questions: How are we preparing students for different learning styles? What kind of support is there throughout the semester? Is there active intercultural debriefing? What are our expectations?  What outcomes do we seek?  This kind of support is still rare.

Saying of Confucius: “Give a man a fish and he will eat for a day. Teach a man to fish and he will eat for a lifetime.”
We need to prepare students for study abroad, that is for the Europeans going to the U.S. and the North American students going to Europe.  We need to prepare students from other countries with orientation. There needs to be a pro-active support for intercultural learning.  It is not enough to inoculate (orientation) and then send them to the courses.  We need to think about what do we do with them when they come back.  Research shows that only sending them out is not enough.  

European students do not tend to have problems studying abroad in U.S. and Australia because the system is so “hand held,” with multiple answer exams, etc.  Good grades and the response from students indicate that it was not difficult.  It reminds them of school.  In Australia there is lots of reading, and it is about the same as in the U.S.  Students from Europe come back more focused: the U.S. system lets them know what is happening.  In graduate studies there is also more busy work.  Even with the experiential component, the experience in U.S. reminds them of school (group work).

In the US, there is grade inflation unlike many countries in Europe.  The whole issue of grading is very complicated. One problem is admission to U.S. institutions, with a European Bachelor’s degree with a relative grading system.  The systems in Europe are changing, and the Bologna process has influenced this. 

The age difference is also relevant. High schools are also different.  Grading systems are different. Teaching methodology is different.  In Europe, the Bologna Process (including semesters) things are changing and there is a growing focus on student center learning; younger teachers are opening up a little.  The role of the professor is key:  there is a challenge between research goals and expectations and teaching goals and expectations.
The learner center method puts responsibility of learning on students.  What is relevant for our needs?  Working with the students and negotiating outcomes with them.  It is an ongoing process.  Not looking at participation.  It could involve a learning contract.  We need to make learning relevant to the students.  It is difficult in some areas, such as physics.  Cooperative learning is difficult in some disciplines.

Physicists can also do student centered learning, with active interaction.  The European system focuses on research.  In US, professors need to do research and be able to teach for tenure.  It is not just a question of student evaluations.  Deans ask for information on teaching.  You look at many areas of teaching, syllabus, innovative things, design of courses, broad philosophy.  Best researchers are often excellent teachers.  Tenure is a big incentive to be a good teacher.

All universities in Europe and the U.S. have student evaluations.  There is not always uniform acceptance of student evaluations (they are sometimes seen as popularity contests).  It is not guaranteed that students usually evaluate by quality, methodology; they may be judging by results, i.e. the grade.  The results of the evaluation are at the end, but too late since it is at end.  Some universities in Europe are introducing new evaluations in the second month, so that something that is wrong can be changed. Continuous evaluation is to determine where students are, and change as you go.   Another European university does not have evaluations:  instead they have a questionnaire, asking students to evaluate their own performance.
One of the interesting byproducts student-centered learning is resistance by students and faculty.  Term handholding:  learner centered is not hand holding.  Traditional is more handholding.  There is no negotiating.  We need to impart skills, enable student to learn skills.  Learner center is not to hold hands, but teach people to be independent learners.

We need to find out how students learn, and allow them to learn in different ways.  If a student is more reflective, they find a way to learn.  Intercultural competence, global knowledge is what our students need to know, and is usually what we look for.  It is more important to enable them to gain skills.

We learn by different ways.  There is also merit to the extended period of study which gives students time to synthesize and mature with their studies.  It is the educational process that has been operative in the U.S. and Europe for graduate studies.  We strive to be abstract conceptionalizers.  Most people do not develop skills to be independent conceptual learners, as is demonstrated in the literature on the subject.  

We are not preparing, but need to prepare students to accept other systems of teaching.  We have students who are not able to cope with the new world.  The students do not know how to deal with new learning situations.
The focus needs to be on the teachers.  How do you reach them regarding teaching methods?  We need to realize the time and energy of professors to teach.  
The benefits of study abroad have been anecdotal, and there is a need to define the desired outcomes and if/how they are being achieved.  Outcomes include enabling students to be culturally tolerant, prepare them to interact, and have appropriate and effective behavior and communication.  It is important to use a variety of methods and assessment tools.

One issue is to measure competence.  The German Hochschule is competence-based.  Competence based – work together with the students, learner focused.  Reflecting on the learning process.
Intercultural competencies are not necessarily at the center of all study abroad programs.  They have to be academic, to improve the academic education of the student.  Academic training is imparted to the students.  There is an explosion of information.  If we create an international networking of programs, our students will be better prepared.  The academic is primary, even for the mobility of students.

If the focus is academic, then where do we put intercultural?  There should be room for both.  There is an explosion of knowledge.  Students demand global competence.  Faculty members are concerned about academic, but the departments are internationalizing.  International education is being decentralized, to internationalize the departments.  We need a study also about disciplinary learning.  We need to evaluate not only information learning, but also what is intercultural.  What is the add-on of academic study abroad? 

It is important to convince the faculty that we need to internationalize the curriculum.  We need to integrate study abroad into the curriculum.  We need to institutionalize internationalization on campus.  Most of the faculty are networking internationally.  We should start from the faculty’s international networking.  

The faculty are changing in the U.S., and they are becoming more international.  We need to look at the success of our students.  Many of us in the U.S. are not from the U.S.  We need to make the experience positive.
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