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INTRODUCTION

This document is the outcome of collaboration between three University consortia. It comprises the joint reports on four workshops undertaken over the March-May period 2000 as part of three 3-year projects funded by the Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE).  The HEFCE Fund for the Development of Teaching and Learning (FDTL) was established in 1995 as a progression of the Teaching Quality Assessment exercise. Together with the Teaching and Learning Technology Programme (TLTP), FDTL's main aim was to enhance good practice in teaching and learning in HE by supporting a limited number of projects representing a wide range of disciplines.  Like TQA, the FDTL programme was launched in two phases   . In the second phase of the programme,19 3-year projects were approved, of which 10 were in the field of Modern Languages. Three of these involved consortia whose focus was on periods of residence abroad, co-ordinated respectively by the Universities of Lancaster, Oxford Brookes and Portsmouth.

An important objective of the FDTL programme is dissemination. In order to manage this process effectively and to combine the initiatives of projects which were working in immediately related areas, it was agreed to establish a Coordinating Group for Languages (CGL).  The Group would work in full collaboration with the Centre for Information on Language Teaching and Research (CILT) which would be responsible for co-ordinating joint dissemination activities.  During the first year of Phase 2, these activities involved establishing an information desk, organising the national launch of the Modern Languages FDTL programme, producing leaflets and promotional material and publishing a three monthly newsletter.  It has been the responsibility of the consortia themselves, working in thematically based groups, directly to involve other UK universities in the FDTL initiative, through such measures as questionnaires, newsletters, institutional visits, e-mail contact, collaboration in the development of learning materials, conferences and workshops.

In the first year of the programme, the three FDTL projects related to residence abroad formed a partnership within CGML under the name Residence Abroad Matters (RAM).  The RAM group collaborated on four workshops in 1998 which provided an overview of current practice in the UK, promoted the work being undertaken by the RAM projects and defined the context in which it was taking place.

The focus in the workshops organised in the year 2000 was on the projects' outputs and on their ability to address the administrative and pedagogical issues raised two years previously.  More emphasis was placed on displaying and experimenting with the learning materials and on looking forward to ways in which current practice can be further improved.

Workshop venues and dates:

Woburn House, London (31st March 2000)


Aston Business School, Birmingham (8th May 2000)


Sheffield Hallam University, Sheffield (15th May 2000)


The Institute of Education, London (17th May 2000)

The first workshop, on 31st March 2000, mainly addressed senior staff with institutional responsibility for residence abroad, in a managerial or quality assurance context.

The focus was on quality, financial, resource and structural issues and institutional interests within which the workshop covered 4 main themes: preparation, support and guidance, curriculum integration and accreditation.  Participants were appraised of the major outputs of the projects and responded to recommendations on good practice presented by co-ordinators. There was also an input from the Department for Education and Employment on the importance and funding of residence abroad.

The three regional workshops, held in May 2000 were designed to benefit teaching and administrative staff responsible for the preparation, support and debriefing of students before, during and after the period of residence abroad.
The regional workshops briefly introduced each project.  They then focused on the project outcomes and materials, and on how these can be used to develop or extend preparation, support and debriefing for students in connection with their residence abroad. The programme included demonstration and/or hands-on tuition in the use of the materials as well as general discussion of key issues.

WORKSHOP

Student Residence Abroad

Structural, Quality and Resource 

Issues 

Woburn House, London, 31 March 2000, 10.30 – 15.45

Presenters: Mark Bannister, Jim Coleman, Robert Crawshaw

I
Quality assessment and  outcomes

Jim Coleman
Quality Assurance

Preparing for the next Quality Assessment.

The HEFCE Quality Assessment process of 1995/96 provided the first opportunity for Modern Language Departments’ arrangements for student residence abroad to be externally evaluated.  This will not be the case next time.  Whatever form the quality assurance process takes, those responsible for implementing it will inevitably turn to two sources of information: the HEFCE reports of 1995/96 (both individual institutional reports and subject overviews), and the recommendations of the FDTL projects whose explicit task it was to promote the good practices identified by QA assessors, and address the quality issues they raised.  This section is designed to provide a summary of the Residence Abroad Project recommendations on good practices.

Institutional Visits

For the duration of the Residence Abroad Project (until 30 September 2000) and subject to agreement on dates, the Project continues to offer, free of charge, to any institution in England and Northern Ireland, a visit by Project personnel to address student residence abroad.  The precise agenda for such a visit is a matter for negotiation, but typically a visit begins with a presentation on the project and its findings and recommendations, and continues with discussion of key themes (objectives, preparation, support and monitoring, student work while abroad, debriefing, curriculum integration, assessment and accreditation).  Discussion may focus on one particular theme if the institution so wishes.  The Residence Abroad Game, devised by Linda Parker and developed by the three residence abroad projects, can be used to propose authentic scenarios with a choice of alternative, costed solutions. Information will be gathered to ensure our data on your current practice is up to date, and a student focus group can bring out generic or local issues for your attention.   This programme of visits will be jointly co-ordinated by the Residence Abroad and the Interculture Projects and continued in 2000-2001 as part of HEFCE’s ‘transferability’ programme.

HEFCE Quality Assessment reports from 1995/96

The relevant paragraphs from both the individual reports and the Subject Overviews are available in the form of a searchable database on the National Residence Abroad Database website: 

http://nrad.fdtl.ac.uk/nrad/index.htm

A number of general points, both positive and negative, emerged from the TQA reports: 

-
Residence Abroad was a distinctive and valuable experience, the central experience of a modern languages degree;

-
Effective practical/academic preparation included: 

-
the use of handbooks or videos;

-
structured meetings/workshops with staff or returners;

-
TEFL training;

-
Support for student residence abroad through

clear aims and objectives

staff visits

local link-persons

learning contracts

learner diaries

post-Residence Abroad debriefing and reflection

However, the shortcomings in Residence Abroad provision were identified as the most significant issue of all in UK modern language courses…

-
in some cases, preparation was ‘minimal’;

-
two-thirds of French and German departments did not successfully integrate Residence Abroad;

-
there was a particular failure to build on linguistic progress made during Residence Abroad;

-
assessment: Residence Abroad results rarely contribute significantly to degree classification;

-
support: only one-quarter of institutions visit as a matter of course; others rely on casual contact.

Perhaps the most comprehensively negative report was on provision in Spanish and Portuguese, where ‘the aims and objectives of the period abroad are not fully identified and explained to students; the assessment, certification, monitoring, quality control and outcomes expected are also often vague and undeveloped.  Many institutions are criticised for their lack of design, planning, operation and evaluation of the period abroad and its place within the curriculum as a whole.’

Quality Assurance issues to be addressed
There is no single model of student residence abroad which is suitable for every institution. Many alternative solutions have equal validity. However, to meet quality standards, the following issues must be seen to have been addressed:

-
outcomes

-
preparation

-
support and monitoring

-
curriculum integration

-
assessment and accreditation

-
staff training and development

Objectives: the Residence Abroad Project Taxonomy
From three years’ work on residence abroad, we have developed six categories into which, we believe, all learning objectives or outcomes of student residence abroad can be fitted. In alphabetical order, they are:

-
academic

-
cultural

-
intercultural

-
linguistic

-
personal

-
professional

The following paragraphs define these categories in more detail.

Academic Outcomes

Academic objectives typically include

· a course at an L2land university (whether with a prescribed curriculum, a free choice, or – more frequently – a core + options timetable subject to approval by the home institution);

· a dissertation or project, to be handed in at the end of the residence abroad, or else to be researched during residence abroad and written up back in the home institution; such projects, if they have a local focus, can serve the additional purpose of obliging students to make personal contact with the host community, and thus facilitate their insertion into local society;

preparation for final year, e.g. reading set texts.

Cultural Outcomes

Cultural objectives may often overlap with academic objectives, particularly if the course has an ‘area studies’ focus. They embrace the enhanced insight into institutions and the way of life in L2land which most students achieve through residence abroad.

Intercultural Outcomes

The intercultural objectives of residence abroad have received a good deal of theoretical and research attention in recent years, partly through the work of the Council of Europe, the series of Cross-Cultural Capability conferences held at Leeds Metropolitan University, and the recently formed International Association for Language and Intercultural Communication (IALIC). 

Intercultural competence is an amalgam of knowledge, beliefs, attitudes, skills, and behaviours. It includes an awareness of the relativity of all cultures - including one’s own, and a recognition that culture is a social construct. The achievement of intercultural competence requires both cognitive and affective learning, since it is concerned with elements of personal and social identity. It also embraces the ethnographic skills which allow a student to observe and evaluate the behaviour of others objectively and the inter-personal skills which enable students to adapt to multiple cultural milieux, respecting local values without abandoning their own.

There is also a work-related aspect to intercultural competence: the ability to function in new linguistic/cultural environment is a skill highly prized by international employers, many of whom will not consider graduates without experience of living and working outside their native land.

Linguistic Outcomes

The linguistic objectives of residence abroad are too often taken for granted. In many cases of course there are none: students going to the USA, or to a Scandinavian country where all teaching is in English, will not expect any new language skills to be formally assessed.

Even where this is the principal reason for including residence abroad in a degree programme, the following research evidence suggests that linguistic progress is very uneven: 

-
overall proficiency improves faster through L2land residence than through L2 tuition in L1land;

-
initially less proficient students make faster progress;

-
students have false expectations, believing that they will integrate easily and that their L2 proficiency will increase automatically;

-
students who rely on formal language classes do less well than those who are less assiduous but socialise a lot with L2landers;

-
interactive contact benefits lower-level learners more than advanced-level learners; receptive contact (TV, radio, books, newspapers, films) the opposite;

-
on average, work placements promote linguistic progress more than assistantships, with university study least beneficial;

-
preparatory training can help by developing students’ learning strategies, underlining the need to seek out interactive contact with L2landers.

Certain language skills improve more than others; the evidence points towards students’ experiencing:

-
little or no morpho-syntactic gain; 

-
big vocabulary gains;

-
little gain in reading, still less in writing;

-
big gains in oral-aural skills;

-
big gains in fluency - speed, self- correction, articulation rate, phonation/time ratio, phonology, communication strategies, filled or reduced pauses;

increased sociolinguistic skills.

Overall, students tend to become more fluent and more acceptable to native speakers, but do not improve their grammatical competence. Progress is linked to attitudes, strategies and behaviour.

Objectives in linguistic preparation should therefore ideally be couched in terms of discrete competences:

-

speaking

-

listening

-

reading

-

writing

-

grammar

-

vocabulary

-

sociolinguistic (register)

-

fluency

-

language learning strategies.

It may well be necessary to arrange additional work if written and reading skills are to be significantly enhanced.

Personal Outcomes

Personal objectives include independence and self-reliance, increased confidence, and enhanced self-awareness. These are the gains which every residence abroad coordinator or tutor has seen innumerable times. They confirm residence abroad as a learning experience in the deepest sense, yet they are as yet rarely made explicit.

Professional Outcomes

Professional objectives include all work-related skills acquired through residence abroad.  As well as narrow skills appropriate to the future profession, they embrace generic transferable skills such as working independently and in teams, setting and meeting objectives, time management, problem solving, imagination and creativity. Actual work experience and intercultural competence are important outcomes, as are career management skills ranging from recording evidence of one’s own skills to researching aspects of work conventions in L2land.

Curriculum Integration

Curriculum integration was, it will be remembered, a central feature of the HEFCE QA recommendations. The taxonomy of outcomes makes such integration simpler.  Once they have been decided for a particular course, the list of outcomes or objectives determines the other features.  In the case of residence abroad, these include:

-
preparation (which must of course also embrace practical preparation);

-
support and monitoring;

-
debriefing and follow-up;

· assessment

These were the issues which would be looked at in more detail during the course of the day.

Discussion Points

Had the projects taken only compulsory Residence Abroad into account?

All projects had tried to look at subjects broadly. The funding was for Modern Languages. The principal focus was on students in Languages but ‘non-specialist’ language learners had also been included in surveys and data collection.

Who would be responsible for doing cultural preparation for non-specialists?

Mark Bannister acknowledged the difficulty from their IWLP Focus Group experience.  Language Centres or similar found it difficult to do anything beyond the mere language tuition which is quite limited anyway.

Criticism of the word ‘professional’ (to include transferable generic skills such as problem-solving, teamworking, working independently etc.) as part of Jim Coleman’s list of objectives. 

Jim Coleman acknowledged that a possible alternative, “work-related skills” might be more appropriate but didn’t fulfil the single snappy term  ‘function’.

It was suggested that the projects were working from one point of view only (the UK perspective). Partner institutions from other countries did not have the same objectives. A job of diplomacy was required to match UK objectives with those of partner institutions. The UK had gone down the QA path faster than partner institutions.

II
 Preparation

Robert Crawshaw 

With reference to offprints of The Interculture Project web pages and knowledge of the other two RAM projects, it could be asserted that:

-
the Residence Abroad experience could not be separated into component elements.  Preparation was part of the process that continued until well into the curriculum after return from the Period of Residence Abroad.  Debriefing was highly significant in the cycle of learning.

-
there were 3 main areas of preparation:

-
linguistic (core activity): constant tension between language in use and understanding of pragmatic implications of language;

-
factual: elements of information including fundamental/ 

important/trivial which needed to be imparted to students.  Also including transferable skills e.g. writing CVs, letters.


-
personal development/attitude: preparation for intercultural

encounters. Openness of outlook.  This was a new area, controversial.  Raised question "Can you prepare someone for a ‘life experience’?".

As far as the development of personal awareness was concerned, The Interculture Project had investigated good practice in the UK and this work was detailed in the sub-project report Raising Intercultural Awareness for Periods of Residence Abroad which had drawn on the Residence Abroad database established by the RAPPORT and LARA projects.

Responsibility for developing attitudes and awareness was almost invariably taken by Modern Language Departments.  This should not, however, be to the exclusion, where appropriate, of university counselling services, educational psychologists and specialists in management training. 

The Interculture Project had collected examples of good practice and developed learning activities of different types.  The aims of the different types of learning activities were outlined on the introductory page to the extensive student data base ‘SARA’ (‘Sudent Accounts of Residence Abroad) which was accessible on the project website:

http://www.lancs.ac.uk/users/interculture

Those proposed by the project included:

-
preparation courses

-
TEFL courses

-
tandem learning

-
scenarios and role play

-
work with mixed cultural groups

-
sociograms

-
studying intercultural incidents

-
diary writing

-
ethnographic projects

-
quizzes

The central point was that preparation needed to be planned to take place over the whole year as part of recognised course of study.  As such, it should have clear aims and objectives.

Discussion Points

Whilst intercultural preparation was acknowledged to be worthwhile and desirable, it was thought to be a luxury in the light of the difficulty in getting non-linguists to want to go abroad in the first place.  Realistic objectives were called for together with the need to distinguish between the minimal kit (insurance, sign Erasmus contract, responsibility for preparation lies with student) and the advanced version (including cultural preparation);

Intercultural awareness would have only relative importance for a non-language specialist who would not aspire to have intercultural expertise.  For these individuals intercultural development should be part of personal rather than academic development.

It was nevertheless stressed that UK HEIs should aspire to produce ‘advanced’ models.  If objectives were not previously agreed with students it could give rise to legal problems.

There were core educational objectives in personal development which would apply to all students. Both types would need to develop flexibility towards the other culture and a readiness to accept the unfamiliar.

Intercultural competence could be seen both as a learning outcome and an essential requirement for a successful Period of Residence Abroad.

It was suggested that while preparation in ethnographic methods in the year leading up to the Period of Residence Abroad was important, this preparation might be too time-consuming. Ethnographic training might be an ideal but if there were no preparation, the students would experience problems.

Promoters of a Period of Residence Abroad should not feel that unless students were totally prepared they should not go abroad. It would be counter-productive to raise hurdles to go abroad, as employment benefits would be lost.

While there was a "duty of care" to the students they should not be spoon fed.

It was suggested that the RAM projects were promoting a model of preparation activities which was not realistic. The reality of promoting an ethnographic or intercultural preparation module would be to place unmanageable demands on the curriculum and reduce other options, which would not be attractive to students or acceptable to curriculum designers in the HEIs. 

It might be possible to build such preparation work into the pre-existing 2nd year programme which could incorporate the intercultural learning into language learning activities. 

Another model would be one of Independent Learning, which would not be compulsory - but this could not be assessed or accredited.

The benefit of aspiring to the suggested model of best practice would be to enhance the employability of the students and avoid legal liability on the part of the institutions. While institutions could demonstrate having taken "reasonable care" in aspects of planning and support, fears of legal liability might be an overreaction. However, Residence Abroad was an area which attracted attention because students were seen as being at higher risk, and parents tended to be more concerned.

Possible discrepancies in Health and Safety regulations, for example between partner institutions in the UK and abroad would also need to be addressed.

III
 Support and monitoring

Mark Bannister

An increased self-awareness and self-confidence, developed as a result of confronting and overcoming challenges of various sorts, is an essential element of the period abroad. None the less, problems arise. A support system is essential and the students must be aware of what it is and how it operates on their behalf. In fact, the level of support has been much improved in recent years following the creation of ERASMUS/SOCRATES exchange schemes and the great increase in work-placements with the provision of a supervisor in the firm who will be responsible for the student’s general well-being. 

Normal practice in the majority of HEIs includes visits by staff and contact by letter, telephone, fax and email. At the very least, the address, telephone and fax numbers and email address of a tutor or departmental office are provided, with an invitation to report any problems or raise any queries about the period abroad.  Some departments issue a newsletter from time to time as a means of maintaining contact.
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The rapid and universal development of the Internet provides an excellent opportunity to tackle the perennial problem of students abroad feeling cut off from their home institution. So far, however, only a handful of departments are exploiting the possibilities by, for instance, setting up a web-page specifically for the students abroad to remind them of deadlines, inform them of tutors' visits or changes at the home institution and offering details of, say, accommodation available after their return.

The spread of Internet cafés across Europe offers students the facility of picking up e-mail via an ISP's website for the price of a cup of coffee. If every student is required to register for e-mail with one of the free international providers and to leave details of their e-mail address, it is possible for the home department to set up appropriate e-mail groups (one for those at a particular university, one for all those in a given country and so on) in order to have instant communication with any group of students. 

The practice of sending one or more members of the department on a tour of centres where students are grouped rose to a peak in the late 1980s and early 1990s, but has now been declining again for some years. 49% of course-teams visit all their students abroad, 33% some of them and 18% none. Financial constraints and inadequate staffing are cited as by far the most important reasons for not visiting; 15% think that visits are unnecessary. It is rare now for students spending a year abroad to be visited more than once and the single visit is most likely to be in the first semester, which, though understandable, means that the opportunity to carry out a part of the assessment (an oral test, a written report, the submission of a diary, the assessment of data gathered for a project or dissertation) at the end of the period abroad is missed.

A recent development is the increasing tendency for parents to intervene on behalf of their offspring and to assert their own expectations of what constitutes reasonable support, in some cases going straight to higher authority within the university. As a result, departments are covering themselves by requiring their students to sign for receipt of the advisory documentation or to register their attendance at preparatory sessions prior to departure, so that it is clear that advice on key aspects of residence abroad was given even if not acted upon. Such precautions are in fact advisable in the light of the legal liabilities of universities. On the positive side, making explicit the respective responsibilities of the student and the home institution can lead towards the development of a proper learning agreement and make the assessment of the experience of residence abroad a fully integrated element of the course.

Discussion Points
Parental involvement:

· The university’s contract was with the student and, under the provisions of the Data Protection Act, no information about the student should be given to third parties, including parents.

· No discussion about the student should take place with parents, especially  without the student’s permission.

· One institution asked their students to sign a letter declaring that they did not want their parents to become involved and it worked!

Resources:

The reduced level of resources made it increasingly difficult to maintain a proper support and monitoring system.
IV
Government support and funding issues

Andrew Walls, DFEE
The importance and funding of residence abroad 
Andy Walls, Head, International Students Team, Department for Education and Employment
Introduction 

I am grateful to the Residence Abroad Matters group for the chance to discuss the importance and funding of residence abroad, and to reflect on the opportunities to improve the level of European higher education exchanges.  

I would like to focus this afternoon in particular on three things.

· how barriers to student mobility within the European Union are falling 

· the importance of encouraging more UK students to take up the opportunities available to them in Europe and beyond. 

· practical ways of achieving this.  

There are great and ever-increasing opportunities for students across Europe to benefit from a more European form of higher education.  The Government is committed to promoting student mobility.  We place a very high value on European and other international exchanges in improving cultural ties and enhancing the learning experience for home and overseas students.  Students are making a considerable investment in their future - in terms of time and funds - and rightly expect a return on that investment.  By taking part in higher education exchanges, the evidence suggest that these students are actively increasing their value in the global labour market.  

There is much to be gained.  So we must ensure that students take part in ever-increasing numbers.  And European higher education is evolving fast.

The significance of the Sorbonne and Bologna Declarations
This evolution gained a formal structure through the Declaration signed at La Sorbonne, Paris in May 1998, promoting a new Europe of Knowledge and a common framework for European higher education.  This Declaration was initially signed by four countries - France, the UK, Germany and Italy.  

This has since been followed up by the Declaration signed in Bologna in June this year - promoting a European higher education area.  Twenty-nine countries have signed up to its aims. These two declarations, and the consequent work being taken by all signatory countries, are going a long way to ensuring a more European dimension to higher education.  Together, we are taking significant steps towards ensuring effective mobility of students and academic staff throughout Europe.

The declaration will ensure that this new European framework is established by all partners.  In practical terms this means:

· promoting readily comparable degrees

· adopting a common undergraduate and graduate degree system

· establishing a credit-based higher education system

· promoting freedom of movement for students and staff

· promoting co-operation in quality assurance, and 

· promoting co-operation in curricular development, mobility schemes and integrated programmes of study.

This common framework will promote European higher education and encourage student mobility throughout Europe.  A framework within a “two cycle” - undergraduate and post-graduate - degree system.  A system which we are all very familiar with.  Other countries have further to travel, and appear to moving towards a higher education system like the UK’s.  But the coming together of European higher education means we have to look closely at how the pieces of the jigsaw fit together - particularly on the portability, quality and value of degrees.

Bologna’s aim of increased co-operation between European higher education institutions is vital.  There is much good work already in existence on exchanges of information, students and staff and in working to establish jointly accredited degree courses.  One example of this is the n+1 programme, now in its second year, which offers students in engineering from the UK and Ireland the opportunity to add a French dimension to their career.  This offers students a mix of academic training and practical experience, through an industrial placement, and requiring minimum proficiency in French.  Courses are jointly planned and lead to joint or twin awards.  

You will, I’m sure, know of many other good examples of this co-ordinated, joint provision between higher education institutions in the UK and Europe.

The role of the Socrates-Erasmus and other programmes in encouraging mobility
There are already several building blocks in place to encourage mobility and mutual recognition of awards.  Of course, the Socrates-Erasmus programme has since 1987 been the vehicle to encourage and promote student and staff mobility.

The Government is committed to act to improve the participation of UK students in the Socrates-Erasmus programme.  The European Commission relaunched the programme on Friday 17 March in Lisbon.  We then relaunched the Socrates programme in the UK on Monday 20th at Aston Villa FC.  The keynote speakers were Baroness Blackstone and European Commissioner Viviane Reding, demonstrating the Government’s and the European Commission’s commitment to increasing the UK’s involvement in Socrates.  The Central Bureau, with the UK Socrates-Erasmus Council are running a series of promotional information seminars across the UK over the coming months - the next one is in Leeds on 18 May.  These aim to provide information to potential applicants in education - including students, heads of institutions, academics and industry - about the direct benefits to them of Socrates.

The UK also benefits from other European Commission programmes, such as Leonardo and Lingua.  Through the Leonardo vocational training project, the UK has led over 370 partnerships between countries.  Around 3,000 young people from the UK take part each year in work and training placements.  The new Leonardo programme will help our young people improve their vocational skills through training and apprenticeships; benefit from improved vocational training and lifelong learning; and improve their competitiveness and entrepreneurship through close co-operation and exchange of good practice.  This improves their chances of employability and broadens their cultural horizons.

Student imbalances in higher education

Through developing these programmes, we aim to reduce the imbalance that has built up between the numbers of UK students taking up Erasmus exchanges and the numbers of EU students coming to the UK.  The exchanges are meant to be reciprocal.  But the imbalance is quite striking - there are two European students entering the UK for every one UK student leaving.  And students leaving the UK dipped below 10,000 last year, compared to 21,000 coming to the UK.

We must continue actively to encourage UK students to take advantage of the opportunity presented by Erasmus and other programmes to develop their academic qualifications, build their social skills and increase their employability.  Ultimately, it helps them enhance their earning potential.  For young people at the start of a new Millennium, now is the easiest time to travel and live overseas.

France is by far the most popular destination for UK Erasmus students - a third of our students choose to study there.  The most popular subjects are languages, business administration and law.  And mobility between the UK and France is far more balanced than it is with any other European countries.  Even so, last year there were still around 2000 (50% more) French students coming to the UK under the programme than UK students coming here.

In all, the UK exports about as many students through the Erasmus programme as one would expect for a country the size of the UK.  The imbalance is mainly the result of the UK being the largest importer of European students in Europe.  So we are, in part, victims of our institutions’ own successes and the appeal to overseas students of learning in English. 

The appeal of UK universities to overseas students

UK universities have for a long time had an international focus, attracting students from the European Union - where fees are of course the same as for UK students - and the rest of the world.  

The UK offers courses which are more compact and shorter in length than in many other European countries.  This allows students to enter the world of work earlier.  And we are currently consulting on two year Foundation degrees.  This is coupled with a high level of pastoral care and a high quality of education.

As the range of subjects and types of study on offer become more varied, it is vital to ensure we maintain that high quality.  Universities and Colleges rightly play the main role in ensuring the highest possible standards of awards and academic quality.  This is backed up through external quality assurance, to ensure that quality is taken seriously and to provide an independent assessment.  The Quality Assurance Agency’s reports provide a wealth of information on good practice and areas for improvement, and are looked at closely at home and overseas. 

It is clearly valuable for countries to exchange information and ideas on how to raise and maintain quality.  The Education Council of the European Union has recommended co-operation in this area, and is helping EU countries and their quality assurance authorities to come together to share experiences through a network of EU quality agencies.  Of course there is no suggestion of uniformity being imposed on national traditions in higher education.  But we can learn from each other.  

I was struck recently be a comment from a Dutch academic about how their quality assurance works.  It is, I understand, standard practice in Holland to involve an assessor from a neighbouring country - Germany, Belgium, France - on the inspection team.  This gives an international quality check to their work, which of course gives it greater credibility to the wider world.

Studying in the UK of course means studying in English.  This is becoming an increasing advantage with the growth of the Internet and information and communication technology based learning.  It is of course also a disadvantage to our students who may see a decreasing need to learn a foreign language.  This deprives them of the benefit of learning from other cultures, makes it harder for them to study abroad and ultimately could reduce their options in the global economy.

But increasingly throughout Europe, courses are being delivered in the major Community languages - English, French, German, Spanish.  This makes it easier for UK students, and particularly non-linguists, to study abroad.  By doing so, they will benefit from learning from the culture of the country they are studying in and from their fellow students.  And they will also develop stronger language skills along the way.  It is also becoming easier for students to study anywhere in the world, knowing that their award will be accepted world-wide.

The explosion of Information and Communication Technology-based courses also challenges assumptions about student mobility.  Will students of tomorrow gain international awards through their PC in the comfort of their living room, library or internet cafe?  

Ways to overcome the obstacles to mobility
I spoke earlier of the importance of the Socrates-Erasmus programme and how its relaunch gives us the opportunity to emphasise to students the advantages that studying in mainland Europe has to offer.  The increasing amount of co-operation between European higher education institutions is also breaking down the barriers to mobility.  And Governments and agencies like the UK Socrates-Erasmus Council have an important role in promoting mobility.

Appropriately targeted publicity is of course essential.  But the barriers to mobility are many and there is no single solution.  To encourage mobility from the UK under Socrates-Erasmus, UK students who study abroad for a year have, since September 1998, not been required to pay any tuition fees at all - either to the UK or the other European institution - for that year.  We compensate Universities and colleges for this through the HEFCE funding mechanism.  

During their study period, students continue to be eligible to receive any student grant or loan they are normally entitled to.  In some cases, they also get an additional supplement if the period of study is a necessary part of their course.  They may also be eligible for an Erasmus student grant - this comes from the European Commission and contributes towards the extra costs arising from studying abroad.  These grants are paid via the student’s home institution, which in turn receives an allocation from the UK Socrates-Erasmus Council.

We are also considering whether we could change our student support arrangements to encourage more UK students to take advantage of this opportunity.

The European Credit Transfer System offers one way forward in ensuring comparability of degree modules.  Piloting work on the Diploma Supplement, including work by the University of Westminster, will help lead to an easier system of degree recognition.  The European-wide NARIC and ENIC networks also have a vital role to play.  

My Department also issues a free booklet - the European Choice - to tell potential students about the positive benefits to them of participating in Erasmus Exchanges.  The Year 2000 version has just been published, available from our publications centre, or online at 

http://www.dfee.gov.uk/echoice/index.htm

We sent out over 40,000 hard copies of last year’s booklet.  The UK Socrates-Erasmus Council also produce Unlock your potential with an Erasmus experience and use it in their promotional work in encouraging UK participation.

These measures will take a little while to convert into actual students crossing the channel.  We need to ensure that any barriers to mobility are identified and removed.  The most obvious barrier is the relatively low numbers of UK students who are fluent in other European languages.  I spoke earlier about the greater availability throughout Europe of courses taught in English.   We are also changing the school curricula to ensure that as many students as possible benefit from language learning.  For example, by widening the range of subjects to be studied at A level, we will help ensure that students aren’t required to specialise too early at the expense of learning a language.

We are also changing the National Curriculum which our schools use, to encourage school children to consider themselves as citizens of Europe and of the world.  Under the new curriculum, young people will learn about the world as a global community and the role of the European Union.  They will learn about the UK’s relations with Europe and about global interdependence.  

The best way of learning is through contact with other countries.  This is happening in many of our schools.  Pupils at a secondary school in Hampshire, have developed their own internet website to talk to pupils in Germany and other European countries about issues that matter to them - including European identity, racism and xenophobia.  And a secondary school in Sheffield has developed an international ethos - drawing on the strengths of its multi-ethnic, multi-cultural population.  Pupils take part in exchanges with other European countries, learn other languages, run a number of international events and work with local primary schools to promote European understanding.

Developments bringing the framework of European higher education will also be helpful.  The mismatch between course length and structure is a disincentive to UK students, particularly with our culture of shorter degree courses.  Developments such as joint diplomas and modular courses which contain language learning as part of a quite different degree have an important role to play.  Increased use of higher education credits make degrees more portable and students more mobile.  The diploma supplement will help with employers to recognise the value of awards in the European labour market.

Conclusion 

I am grateful for the opportunity to give an overview on changes here and in the rest of Europe which are designed to encourage student mobility. 

Today’s discussions will be useful to us all in considering further how we can break down the barriers to student mobility throughout the European Union, and to build on the exchanges that already exist.  I hope that UK students continue to take the opportunity to study in the rest of Europe in increasing numbers.  And I believe that these exchanges offer something which is really worth having.

Discussion Points
Would the DfEE consider waiving fees for non-Socrates/Erasmus students?

Joan Hoggan from the Central Bureau expressed disappointment about the emphasis on Erasmus and thought that the decline of assistantships was due to the fee waiver for Erasmus students. Fee waiver for students going only 6 months was also called for.

Were Modern Languages degrees likely to be shortened to 3 years, and what effect would this have on quality?

What effect would the availability of a degree in English at an institution in Germany have?

The numbers of foreign students studying in the UK was increasing but the numbers of UK students undertaking a Period of Residence Abroad was decreasing. Was there any research being undertaken into the underlying causes of this trend, e.g. attitudinal causes?

There might be too much emphasis on Socrates/Erasmus initiatives. It was also necessary to consider students undertaking a Period of Residence Abroad in Japan, Korea, etc.

V
Curriculum integration

Robert Crawshaw

The RAM projects’ outcomes provided a menu of activities which was susceptible to adaptation by individual institutions wishing to fulfill QAA criteria of explicitness in aims and learning outcomes.  As already suggested in previous presentations, key elements included:

-
Student handbooks

-
Linguistic and cultural preparation

-
Use of personal logs/diaries

-
De-briefing activities in period following students’ return.

The core curriculum would be affected before, during and after the period of residence abroad and the RAM projects catered for all three phases.  The different activities could be integrated in a variety of ways.  One option was a full module but there was a range of others which drew on the diverse materials produced by the RAM projects.  At the other end of the scale from the module would be an open-access approach which might have only limited integration into the curriculum.  Materials from the projects which lent themselves to self-access (such as The Interculture Project’s student data base – SARA) should not be overlooked but also needed to be built into a curriculum.  Curriculum design could itself be informed by the projects’ materials, virtually all of which were available on the web.

What was clear was that the materials, although partly designed for autonomous access, should not be allowed to stand on their own.  There was a need for coherence in the way in which they were used and a proper curricular framework within which their best elements should be incorporated.  Various models of good practice were described in the outputs of different projects and should be combined by individual institutions according to their particular priorities.

Discussion Points
The presentation had focused on institutions as providers.  It was suggested that if students choose to undertake a Period of Residence Abroad, they themselves should set the aims and objectives.  However, as providers, the HEIs were under pressure to determine that levels of support and assessment were measurable in quality terms.

The diversity of experience and activities of students on Residence Abroad created problems of accreditation. The solution of the LARA project was to attempt to shift the focus from outcomes to the process of learning e.g. through Learning Agreements which could form templates for future Quality Assessments. The project was about to introduce a module on Learning from international experience which would focus on personal development and transferable skills, and would also provide monitoring tools. It would be necessary to include before, during and after components which would act as assessment benchmarks.

Personal diaries were considered to be powerful learning tools but it was felt that it would place great demand on resources to stipulate that entries be submitted every week (whether written in English or the target language) and that they should be assessed. ‘Stepped’ monitoring would prevent students from only writing them up at the end of the Period of Residence Abroad. There were advantages and disadvantages to all models. One significant advantage of some form of diary was that it could be complemented by other forms of assessment.

VI
Assessment and Accreditation

Mark Bannister

Traditionally, the period abroad used not to be assessed in a majority of HEIs because it was not seen as an integral part of the course. Though the situation has changed radically, there are still those who think that rigorous assessment is too problematical to be treated in the same way as for the rest of the course. Although the majority of HEIs now claim to assess at least a part of the student's activity while abroad, it emerges that much of the assessment is left to the host workplace or university, in the latter case presumably relying on the internal assessment systems of the host. The principal alternative is the assessment of work undertaken specifically for the home institution, usually a dissertation/project or separate written assignments, and normally assessed after the student's return from abroad. The general pattern has therefore not changed significantly for many years, though the number of courses now requiring students to keep a journal, log or diary is substantial.

It is not surprising that there is a general preference for tried and tested forms of assessment. The difficulty of standardising the assessment of the range of activities undertaken by a given cohort of students naturally tends to lead the home department to rely on the assessment of written work set by itself and, in a great number of cases, to operate a pass/fail system only. Yet, since over 86% of departments consider the principal purposes of residence abroad to be improved proficiency in the target language, improved insight into the society, institutions and way of life of the country, increased personal maturity and independence and increased employment skills or personal transferable skills, it has to be asked why these major strands of learning are rarely subjected to any rigorous form of assessment equivalent to that carried out in the rest of the course.

It is difficult to see that any valid case exists for not assessing the period of residence abroad. If it is an essential element in the student's progress and involves activities that develop her or his knowledge and intellectual and transferable skills, it must be assessed to the same extent as the other essential elements. If linguistic proficiency and intercultural awareness are the key areas in which the students are expected to make progress while abroad and it has been made clear to them with appropriate training how they can take their own learning forward, appropriate methods of assessment need to be devised to measure the progress they have made.

There is evidently a need for some radical rethinking in this area and a development of new practice as significant as the one that has taken place regarding preparation for the period abroad. The curricular innovations proposed by LARA offer a way forward, not only as regards assessment but also accreditation, which has taken on a particular significance with the widespread introduction of credit-rated modular systems. Few HEIs, however, have engaged with the contention that, in a four-year course in which the activities undertaken abroad arise out of and feed back into the academic and educational progression represented by the course as a whole, it would be reasonable to expect the period abroad to attract the same amount of credit as any other equal proportion of the student's effort.  

The transfer of emphasis during the period abroad onto the student’s independent learning in the areas of linguistic competence and intercultural understanding, linked to a rigorous learning programme, opens up the possibility of a more focused assessment and accreditation system. The learning contract, including a three-stage self-appraisal of key skills, has much to offer here as a means of assessing and accrediting the work actually carried out by the individual student and the level of attainment achieved.

Discussion Points

Resources:

· Some thought that, although it was desirable to set quality standards, the resource burden of a convincing model of accreditation would be too great.

· The comparability between studentships and work placements was questioned.

European Credit Transfer System:

· ECTS was considered a good basis but had many problems which were not admitted at higher levels. The formal Erasmus contract stipulated students would obtain 60 ECTS points but, in reality, the guidelines were not being followed and there was no room for additional work at German/French universities. There were compatibility problems where it was felt that foreign systems did not subscribe to the ECTS system and had no commitment to international standards. 

· There was a discrepancy between the numbers expected of incoming and outgoing Erasmus students.

· ECTS was described as a “mess” in connection with Germany.

· The disparity between studentships and work placements was also mentioned.

VII
 Staff training and development

Jim Coleman
It was generally acknowledged that staff development was needed if significant improvements in the teaching and learning related to the period of residence abroad were to be embedded in institutional practice.  A number of initiatives were in the pipeline or were already in operation:

-
Attention was drawn to the upcoming RAM workshops to be held in May at the Universities of Aston, Sheffield Hallam and London and to the July 2000 conference at Nottingham University ‘Teaching Modern languages in the 21st Century’;

-
Institutional visits were planned for the remainder of the academic year and during the following year if transferability funding were made available;

-
An on-line MA in Learning and Teaching in Higher Education had been introduced by The University of Portsmouth under the auspices of the Rapport Project.  It was ILT accredited.  The 10 credit unit Supporting Residence Abroad  lasted one semester and was entirely distance delivered.  All places for the current year had already been filled;

· In the following year, the co-ordination of staff development in general, including that relating to residence abroad, would be taken in hand by the newly established Subject Centre for Languages, Linguistics and Area Studies:

http://www.lang.ltsn.ac.uk

Residence Abroad Matters 

Regional Workshops:

Student Residence Abroad 

- What Next?

Aston Business School, Birmingham (8th May 2000)

Sheffield Hallam University, Sheffield (15th May 2000)

The Institute of Education, London (17th May 2000)

Introduction

The three regional workshops consisted first of presentations by representatives of the three RAM projects on the work of each and their relevance to the three main themes of Preparation, Support and Guidance and Curriculum Integration.  Following the presentations, there were extensive ‘hands-on’ sessions which gave delegates the opportunity to experiment with the materials developed by each project.  

Although the audiences were different from that of the first London workshop, essentially the same issues were covered in the presentations and discussions – but in a different sequence.  As far as the content of the three RAM projects is concerned, full information is provided by the web sites of each and by the RAM web-site itself:

RAM website:   

http://ram.fdtl.ac.uk

ICP website:  

http://www.lancs.ac.uk/users/interculture

LARA website: 

http://lara.fdtl.ac.uk/lara/index.htm

RAPPORT website:  
http://www.hum.port.ac.uk/slas/rapport

Of greater interest in this report are the topics for discussion and opinions offered by delegates.  These are grouped by theme and cover the issues raised in all three of the workshops.

I
Quality Issues

Concern was expressed (Sheffield Hallam) that FDTL was defining quality criteria for the next Assessment exercise and was prescribing a blueprint for good practice.  It was emphasised that this was not the case and that the decisions as to how the materials might best be used rested with individual institutions who should themselves determine what was appropriate for their own contexts.

Personal objectives were too important to be discarded just because increases in personal maturity, self-confidence etc. may not be measurable or quantifiable (Aston).

Danger of everything being quantifiable and measured.  Cultural insight for instance was not quantifiable and highly personal (Sheffield Hallam).

HEFCE/QAA would be looking for things to complain about and students might make light-hearted comments which might be taken very seriously by the assessors (Sheffield Hallam).

Perception that QAA was promoting identical experiences for all students rather than making allowances for individuality (Sheffield Hallam).

Good practice could not be imposed on institutions.  The quality of the materials would have to speak for itself (Sheffield Hallam).

RAM projects were not surrogates or instruments of HEFCE.  They were offering their products and resources as outcomes of their work and the choice of how to make the best use of them remained with academic communities themselves.  Good practice could not be imposed.  No one individual could prescribe quality material.  The process was being de-institutionalised and the aim was to embed practice in universities having consideration for local conditions. (Sheffield Hallam/London).

The focus should not be on QAA but on student experience (Sheffield Hallam).

RA was central, and impacted both before and after the actual PRA, but each student, and all their experiences, were different. (Sheffield Hallam)

The idea that students should have identical experiences was criticised.  There was pressure to make international placements and UK placements equivalent experiences.  This was not possible, and neither was it possible to quantify the experience.  Some students only recognised the impact of RA up to 10 years later. (Sheffield Hallam)

The resource implications of trying to introduce the recommendations of the projects were raised as an issue for concern: how institutions would resource setting tasks, marking and monitoring them, and how this would be prioritised in the activity of a department or institution. (Sheffield Hallam)

SOCRATES/ERASMUS arrangements were originally not intended for linguists.  Non-languages related disciplines should not be overlooked in these issues. (Sheffield Hallam)

All Modern Language departments received funding at the level of 0.5 FTE for any student abroad - how could these departments report to HEFCE on the allocation of these funds? (Sheffield Hallam)

The level of support given to students was not driven by the level of funding units received but institutions’ own experience of what students needed.  It would be a slur on the institutions' professionalism to infer that they might not be undertaking this correctly.  Huddersfield tried to satisfy student needs and validate their experience.  The 0.5 FTE was used in work undertaken before and after the PRA. e.g. an oral exam which took place immediately after the students returned. (Sheffield Hallam)

As regards the allocation of funding units, there were problems with validation and institutional visits as well.  The income came to the institution but not recessarily to the school / department.  The issue was to get the funding units released so that they could have the discretion over how to use them.  The danger was that they would be irretrievably lost in institutional administration systems. (Sheffield Hallam)

Non-specialist language students were disadvantaged compared with modern language students in the areas of preparation for, and integration of, the RA experience. (Sheffield Hallam)

There were more incoming and fewer outgoing exchange students.  Was there anything that could be used to recruit non-specialist students to languages, and to persuade them to undertake RA? (Sheffield Hallam)

Employability was a big issue.  RA experience and enhanced language ability could be stressed as an advantageous factor in seeking employment. (Sheffield Hallam)

Contact with different subject associations was important to inform students.  It was worthwhile to distribute this amongst opinion-formers in the trade.  Statistics could be useful in persuading institutions to allow students to undertake assistantships.  There could be some negative response to the view that an attempt was being made to impose a general pattern.  There were many misconceptions current, e.g. the speaker had been unaware that two thirds of students on work placements organised it themselves. (Sheffield Hallam)

The purpose of the workshops was to convey real information about RA issues.  However the current workshop series would only have been attended by about 150 people.  Not enough academics were aware that work needed to be done through the Subject Centre.  It might take time for this to converge with UCLM and subject associations.  Financial support was needed to accomplish this. (Sheffield Hallam)

The approaches suggested by the projects were seen as resource-heavy.  However the projects could only make suggestions - how it was done was up to individual institutions.  (London)

Some students enrol at universities abroad and then go and find work placements for themselves to ease their financial situation.  While this might be a response by individual students to a difficult financial situation, institutions should be looking to resolve this issue as a matter of principle.  While debates about Socrates issues went to the highest level, who could lobby on behalf of non-Socrates students or institutions? (London)

Jim Coleman responded that the DfEE should be lobbied, that UCML was lobbying on this issue and it was also raised in the Nuffield report. Moore lobbying was needed.  It was illogical that there should be a disparity with regard to the payment of fees, but for the DfEE it was a trivial detail because the numbers of students involved were comparatively small. (London)

If HEFCE did not follow the outcomes of the three RAM projects in assessing the quality of RA at other institutions, what would they use?  For HEFCE to ignore the recommendations of the RAM projects would not be sensible.  The HE Institutions should move as a community towards a shared definition of good practice. (London)

It was reported that an MEP had asked one institution about the imbalance of incoming and outgoing exchange students and why it was so. (London)

It was reported that some students were allocated to specific language classes for foreigners. Levels of language classes to which students were allocated differed - was there anything that could be done about the discrepancies? Equally there was probably the same discrepancy of language provision for foreign students coming to the UK.  The appropriate level would be arranged by bilateral agreements which mostly exist between institutions who know the courses. (London)

It was commented that it was difficult to attract partners if an institution did not offer much in the way of English language provision for foreigners. (London)

One institution reported that they kept weaker language students back to improve their skills.  This course was seen as a supplementary language course by the host institution. (London)

II
Preparation

Consideration of a university-wide RA preparation unit as an outcome of this workshop. (Sheffield Hallam)

Extensive use made of incoming exchange students to help prepare out-going students. (Sheffield Hallam)

Bringing exchange and home students together had the potential benefit that out-going students would have a personal contact on arrival, which would be very valuable.  One problem was "getting in" to host society very quickly, especially universities.  Personal contacts might help to give students a social environment when they arrived. (Sheffield Hallam)

Even when advised to begin doing this much earlier, outgoing students only contacted other students a very short time before going abroad.  In an attempt to improve this, one institution had set up a social event with free food and drink to encourage students to make contact. (Sheffield Hallam)

Attempts to organise contact between outgoing and returning students were met with enthusiasm from students at the beginning of the academic year but this soon faded. (Sheffield Hallam)

While on RA, students at one institution made a "home video" of their university environment and this resource was made available to other students on their return. (Sheffield Hallam)

The output of ethnography courses was available in written form in a small library for students to consult. (Sheffield Hallam)

An electronic mailing list had been set up at one institution to share information between students currently abroad and students preparing to go abroad. (Sheffield Hallam)

A tandem learning module was in place for SOCRATES students at one institution, which improved language and intercultural skills. (Sheffield Hallam)

Finding the right time to begin preparation work was reported as difficult.  One institution reported holding a meeting in first week of Year 2, and then in Semester 2.  

One institution reported sending a letter at end of summer term of first year.  It was felt that students should be briefed early on because it   would affect their finances. 

One institution reported running an International Day for 2nd year students, with associated workshops run by EFL students, in October.  

One institution reported beginning preparation work in 1st year so that Socrates contracts could be prepared. (London)

It was clearly necessary to prepare students very well to expect that their experience would be different abroad. (London)

III
Support and Guidance

Very important to establish personal contact with the administrator from the partner institutions abroad which would help to resolve administrative problems that arose. (Aston)

Videoconferencing was perceived as a potential threat to institutional visits, as in the light of budgetary constraints the "virtual visit" might be proposed as a replacement.  This would be an unsatisfactory compromise with logistical and technical problems and because of the loss of an invaluable benefit in the personal contact between staff of the partner institutions.

This was not the idea behind developing videoconferencing links.  The system had mainly been developed to explore additional ways of communication and support systems for students abroad, e.g. communication between students, local link people and staff at the home institution; or between staff at different institutions.  Face-to-face contact e.g. between returning and outgoing students was very valuable. 

Virtual visits could be complementary but could never replace institutional visits because the benefits of contact with academics from partner institutions was irreplaceable. 

It was possible to put students in touch by phone or email, as long as they had access to the appropriate technology.  There was a danger that this option would be used to support moves to cut all visits on grounds of lack of funds.

Visits were felt to be uncomfortable, consisting of quick meetings at railway station cafes.  It was proposed instead that ERASMUS funds could be used to collect all students together for a weekend at one centre per area, to share and reflect on their experience.  This would be very intensive and very productive, and would take place between semesters, and could also be used to talk students through preparation for their final year options. (Sheffield Hallam)

All the projects were looking to individualise students.  Learner autonomy could enable students to set their own objectives. 
This would be possible, with learning agreements and support from tutors. 

It was difficult to fix learning agreements.  It was also felt that students should be able to exercise their individual choice in determining which courses to take while abroad.  There was possibly a need for streamlining the process but their policy was to give credit for RA but no mark; and not to prescribe the course for students. 

With regard to German universities, it was not possible to know in advance what courses would be running so it was not possible to set the programme in advance.  This institution's approach was to brief students on how to make their own choices.  Students had a certain amount of time in which to change and finalise the learning agreement once they had arrived abroad. (Sheffield Hallam)

The issue was raised of how to set objectives for students who are assistants and on work placements.  It was suggested that the objectives would be set in collaboration with the student by means of a learning agreement.  This would then be assessed on the student's return. (London)

While it was desirable to send students away to learn independence, they were now very consumer-oriented ("paying customers") and wanted written instructions on all aspects of what they were supposed to do, as in the UK.  Consumable products vs. autonomy & independence. (Sheffield Hallam)

RA was compulsory and valuable.  Institutions had a responsibility as educators to inform students and to offer them some form of preparation/support framework, especially if they were paying fees.

 (Sheffield Hallam)

Priorities for RA should be that students should 

· be responsible for their own learning processes;

· develop linguistic and intercultural skills;

· experience personal development

The third priority was very hard to assess but very important, especially for cv purposes. (Sheffield Hallam)

Students of one institution were given a task during the PRA, to write a diary of significant political and economic events, in the hope that this would focus their minds and be helpful for area studies work in the final year.  They were also encouraged to write reflectively about themselves.(Sheffield Hallam)

There was a need for future use of the project resources to be monitored. (Sheffield Hallam)

The issue was raised of students moving from study placements to work placements.  One institution reported pressure from visiting open day students to offer work placements. (London)

IV
Curriculum Integration

Curriculum integration meant integrating preparation and post-RA activities into existing language modules. Problem of inadequate funding(Aston)

Argument proposed for experiential learning, with little or no integration into the curriculum or the setting of specific objectives.  “Language is a collection of speech habits”.  Integration/too much structured learning would reduce the contrast between the PRA experience and students' other learning. (Aston)

Balance needed between an experiential laissez-faire approach (so as not to overburden the student with work) and a more formally integrated approach (to ensure optimal progress, particularly on the linguistic and academic fronts). (Aston)

Ease of integration depended on the course, e.g. in the International Business course for one institution it was relatively easy, and the PRA was very tightly integrated. (Sheffield Hallam)

One institution expected Independent Learning Units from students, especially in performing arts. (Sheffield Hallam)

All final year course material at one institution drew on the students' placement experiences, in area studies and language skills. (Sheffield Hallam)

Students have a real psychological need to talk about experiences after RA.  It would be valuable to tap into this source of energy and incorporate it into the curriculum. (Sheffield Hallam)

One institution exploited the RA experience by arranging open day events with prospective students and parents, where final year students talked about their RA.  This also fulfilled their need to talk about it. (Sheffield Hallam)

The range and depth of material was impressive, as well as the value in preparation.  Scotland was not yet under as much pressure to integrate the PRA into the curriculum as England and Wales, but there were good reasons to prepare students.  The results of RA could be seen two years and more after the students returned, therefore it was not necessary to test the students immediately. (Sheffield Hallam)

Surprise expressed that students would hope or expect to find a matching course for their home curriculum.  Students were encouraged to expect and appreciate that their course would be different from what they would experience back in the UK.  (London)

A student from one institution who had wanted to study abroad had decided not to go abroad because she felt the courses available would not be relevant to her. (London)

It was suggested that the course curricula were narrow in the UK and that the breadth of the courses abroad was very positive. (London)

V
Assessment and Accreditation.

Preparation & debriefing needs would differ from student to student. It was not possible to prepare students for everything. Some things have to be learned on the job - students would always say they didn't know technical terminology etc. (Sheffield Hallam)

Students should not be going abroad if there is no formal accreditation involved.  (Aston)

This was the case for ERASMUS/ SOCRATES arrangements, but not necessarily for other exchanges. (Aston)

Problem with translating grades from Spain, Cuba and Mexico, where students were commonly awarded 100% by over-accommodating host institution staff.  Non-workable nature of ECTS, and need to find pragmatic solutions to the problems it causes.  Problem with achieving 60 credits in some cases. (Aston)

Buckinghamshire, having recently undergone an ECTS audit, reported that the auditors had appeared not to be concerned about the precise application of ECTS, and had accepted the adaptations to the system that had been made locally.  It seemed that they expected to see the system implemented in a pragmatic and rational way, rather than to the letter. (Aston)

Learning Contracts could not always be drawn up in detail in advance.  Recommendations were to produce these with agreed broad outline, finalised version to be agreed by a specified date (e.g. end Oct/end Nov). (Aston)

Concern was expressed at the belief that everything can be quantified and measured.  Cultural insight, especially, was not quantifiable and was very personal.  (Sheffield Hallam)

Criticism was expressed of HEFCE's perceived desire to quantify everything - "If it moves, give it a mark."  It was not always in the students' interest to try to assess everything.  It was impossible to put all the students' different experiences into the same bureaucratic box. (Sheffield Hallam)

At one institution, as much preparation as possible was undertaken by means of 2nd year modules in language and linguistics, which were assessed. (Sheffield Hallam)

Post PRA final year activities, such as presentations, were assessed and this was fed back into linguistics. The assessment of essays written while the student was abroad had been abandoned because too often the essays had not been written by the students themselves.  These were used only as part of the profile needed to proceed to final year. There was a portfolio of tasks accomplished during RA which was used as assessment. (Sheffield Hallam)

A standardised HEFCE module across RA would be too restricting. (Sheffield Hallam)

The presupposition that integration was necessary, was questioned. . (Sheffield Hallam)
RA was a central part of student experience.  It was integrated into the curriculum quite easily, using ECTS credits.  Students chose courses and institutions which fitted their own courses, they were required to write a reflective diary and a diary of political and economic events, and other reports.  They would receive 2 visits, 2 employers' reports and a debriefing oral at the end, all of which would count 25% of their marks. (Sheffield Hallam)

One institution used learning agreements and saw no problem with transfer of marks.  1 semester = 30 ECTS credits. The marks were transferred directly and this caused no problems.  However there was no system to mark linguistic ability accurately. (Sheffield Hallam)

It was not always so simple to transfer marks if more than one foreign institution was involved.  One institution reported that students abroad in Spain struggled to attain "F" marks while others in Mexico were awarded 100% for everything. (Sheffield Hallam)

ECTS was supposed to ensure comparability of courses.  Staff at this institution had confidence in their own ability to interpret and moderate marks being awarded, but it was not easy to show this. (Sheffield Hallam)

It was pointed out that transferring raw ECTS credits/marks directly was possible if all students attended the same foreign institution - but problems arose when students attended different institutions and compared their marks on their return. (Sheffield Hallam)

It was noted that administrators at one institution wanted a separate mark-transferral scheme for each country. (Sheffield Hallam)

Students inevitably compared their experiences abroad and complained of unfairness and yet their individual experiences in the UK were not identical.  It was not realistic to demand total comparability.  Marking standards were also very different in the UK within courses. (Sheffield Hallam)

At one institution, RA was integrated at their institution both into 2nd  and final years.  Preparation in Y2 was integrated into language work.  In the final year there would be an oral presentation about RA. (Sheffield Hallam)

There was always a problem with assessment:  Students obtain their full allocation of CATS points from years 1 and 2 so there was no need for RA assessment.  Students could gain additional qualifications but in terms of CATS points, assessment would be very hard to integrate. (Sheffield Hallam)

One institution reported no difficulty in converting marks obtained by students on exchange.  But very small numbers of students went abroad so the problem for them in terms of preparation was that there was no expertise in their department and they had to rely completely on the knowledge and advice of returning students. (Sheffield Hallam)

The amount of material produced by the projects was overwhelming.  An overall RAM index was suggested, to be available on the RAM website. (Sheffield Hallam)

As there was much more diversity of choice now for RA, the student diary could act as a form of assessment that was uniform but allowed for individuality. (London)

A balance was needed between academic outcome and employability skills.  (London)

It was reported that a conversion scale existed on the RAPPORT website but that it did not resolve all the issues related to mark conversion.  A system of "interpretation" was needed. (London)

One business school had done a lot of work on this and it had taken a long time to get the scales sorted. (London)

The requirement for students to gain 60 credits was a blurred area. (London)

The new ECS system would be even worse, especially as it was intended to be applicable worldwide. (London)

It was felt that those issues needed a communal approach. (London)

One institution was considering introducing a reflective journal which would not be quantitatively assessed but there would have to be some way of taking it into account.  One way of undertaking this was to get the students to send it back at regular intervals.  (Sheffield Hallam)

It was difficult to get students to submit diaries. (Sheffield Hallam)

One institution did an oral on the students' return, at which they were assessed, because of the potential for plagiarism with work done while students were abroad.  A journal would be seen as formative, with an oral acting as a check. (Sheffield Hallam)

Students would be encouraged to make the journal formative, with a summative essay.  One criterion for marking would be the "fit" between the journal and the essay. (Sheffield Hallam)

APPENDIX:  ATTENDANCE & CONTACT LISTS

Woburn House, London (31st March 2000)

Name
Job title
Institution
Contact details

Maidi Brown


Director, International Relations
Anglia Polytechnic University
a.m.o.brown@anglia.ac.uk

Maria Shepherd
Head of International Office
Buckinghamshire Chilterns University College
@bcuc.ac.uk

Nicole Tosser
Head of Modern Languages
Buckinghamshire Chilterns University College
@bcuc.ac.uk

Mrs M F Noel
Senior Lecturer/ Mgr Language Centre
Canterbury Christ Church College
m.j.noel@cant.ac.uk

Joan Hoggan
Team Leader, Language Assistants
Central Bureau for Interntional Education & Training
Joan.Hoggan@britishcouncil.org

Linda Parker
Head of Information Services
CiLT
linda.parker@cilt.org.uk



Martin Watson


Head of Modern Languages
De Montfort University
mwatson@dmu.ac.uk

Andrew Walls
Head of International Students Team
DfEE
andrew.walls@dfee.gov.uk

Eileen Blackwood
Administrator/Socrates Officer, School of Langs
Heriot-Watt University
E.E.Blackwood@hw.ac.uk

Annette Kratz


Head of International Office
Keele University
a.kratz@keele.ac.uk

Jill Buckenham
Head of European and Int'l Programmes
Kent Institute of Art and Design
jbuckenham@kiad.ac.uk 

Rita Pannen


Year Abroad Administrator
King's College London
rita.pannen@kcl.ac.uk

Christine Saunders
Deputy School Administrator
King's College London
christine.saunders@kcl.ac.uk

David Wolfe


Associate Director, Quality Assessment Unit
Loughborough University
d.l.wolfe@lboro.ac.uk

Miranda Whyte
Admin. Assistant, Academic Registry
Loughborough University
m.t.whyte@lboro.ac.uk

Sonya Stephens
Director of Year Abroad / Senior Lecturer in French
Royal Holloway University of London
r.stephens@rhbnc.ac.uk

Joy Davies
Coordinator for Languages, Faculty of Busi ness
Swansea Institute of Higher Education
joy.davies@sihe.ac.uk

Stephen Hart


Senior Lecturer, Spanish
University College London
stephen.hart@ucl.ac.uk

Monika Lind
Lecturer (German)/YA Coordinator
University of Brighton
m.lind@bton.ac.uk

Chris Pountain


Year Abroad Officer
University of Cambridge
cjp16@cam.ac.uk

Peter James
Principal Lecturer (Assessment)
University of Central Lancashire
p.h.james@uclan.ac.uk

John Shaw
Head of Languages
University of Central Lancashire
j.j.shaw@uclan.ac.uk

C D Lloyd


Chair, Modern Languages
University of Durham
c.d.lloyd@durham.ac.uk

Erica Young
Administrator, School of Modern European Langs
University of Durham
e.d.young@durham.ac.uk

Sheila Chan
Assistant Registrar, Areas Office
University of Essex
schan@essex.ac.uk

Mark Davie


Senior Lecturer in Italian
University of Exeter
r.m.davie@ex.ac.uk

Brian Powell
Head of Hispanic Studies/YA Coordination
University of Hull
b.j.powell@selc.hull.ac.uk

John Partridge
Lecturer in German
University of Kent at Canterbury
jgp@ukc.ac.uk

Penny Pratt
European Officer
University of Kent at Canterbury
p.a.pratt@ukc.ac.uk

C. Rolfe


Head of Modern Languages
University of Leicester
cdr2@leicester.ac.uk

Marina Spunta
Socrates Co-ordinator University of Luton
University of Leicester
ms96@le.ac.uk

Chantal Lewis-Villien
Senior Lecturer, Year Abroad Co-ordinator
University of Leicester
chantal.lewis-villien@luton.ac.uk

Nicole McBride
Director of under-graduate courses
University of North London
n.mcbride@unl.ac.uk

Bill Cole
Head, International Business
University of Plymouth
bill.cole@pbs.plym.ac.uk

Ian Kemble
Head, School of Languages and Area Studies
University of Portsmouth
ian.kemble@port.ac.uk

John P Wieczorek
Director IWLP, Socrates Co-ordinator, German Lecturer
University of Reading
j.p.wieczorek@reading.ac.uk

Annie Lewis
Senior Lecturer / Placement tutor / co-ordinator
University of the West of England
annie.lewis@uwe.ac.uk

Ron Neild
Subject Co-ordinator for Spanish
University of Wolverhampton
le1953@wlv.ac.uk

Honora Naughton
Principal Lecturer, Dept of Modern Languages
University of Surrey Roehampton
h.naughton@roehampton.ac.uk






Project Staff




Jessica Abrahams


The Interculture Project
Lancaster University
j.abrahams@lancaster.ac.uk

Robert Crawshaw


The Interculture Project
Lancaster University
r.crawshaw@lancaster.ac.uk

Karin Tusting


The Interculture Project
Lancaster University
k.tusting@lancaster.ac.uk






Mark Bannister


LARA
Oxford Brookes University
mark@sol.brookes.ac.uk



Naomi Barbour


LARA
Oxford Brookes University
naomi@sol.brookes.ac.uk

Elise Benjamin


LARA
Oxford Brookes University
elise@sol.brookes.ac.uk






Jim Coleman


RAPPORT
Portsmouth University
jim.coleman@port.ac.uk

Artie Vossel-Newman


RAPPORT
Portsmouth University
artie.vossel-newman@port.ac.uk

Nathan Hudson


RAPPORT
Portsmouth University
nathan.hudson@port.ac.uk

Aston Business School, Birmingham (8th May 2000)

Name
Job title
Institution
Contact details

Liz Baines
Placements Officer
Aston University


e.j.baines@aston.ac.uk

Maria Shepherd
Head of International Office
Buckinghamshire Chilterns University College
mshep01@bcuc.ac.uk

Sue Beigel
Snr Lecturer, French

Year Abroad Co-ordinator
Chester College of HE

s.beigel@chester.ac.uk

Anna Page
Administrator; Placement Co-ordinator
De Montfort University
apage@dmu.ac.uk

Helen Drake


Lecturer, French & 

European Studies
Loughborough University

h.p.drake@lboro.ac.uk

Clare Manning


European Officer


Sheffield-Hallam University


c.manning@shu.ac.uk

Catherine Liddicott


Div. of Languages & International Business
University of Central England in Birmingham
catherine.liddicott@uce.ac.uk

Hazel Thompson


Placements/Socrates Officer
University of Derby


h.thompson@derby.ac.uk

Angela Lal


Year Abroad Administrator
Leicester University


al68@leicester.ac.uk

Marina Spunta


Socrates Officer
Leicester University


ms96@le.ac.uk

HG McIntyre


Year Abroad / Erasmus / Socrates Coordinator
Strathclyde University


h.g.mcintyre@strath.ac.uk 

Ron Nield


Subject Coordinator for Spanish
Wolverhampton University


le1953@wlv.ac.uk

Project staff






Jessica Abrahams


The Interculture Project


Lancaster University


j.abrahams@lancaster.ac.uk

Sylvie Toll


The Interculture Project
University of Central Lancashire
s.toll@uclan.ac.uk

Karin Tusting


The Interculture Project
Lancaster University
k.tusting@lancaster.ac.uk

Naomi Barbour


LARA


Oxford Brookes University


naomi@sol.brookes.ac.uk

Elise Benjamin


LARA
Oxford Brookes University
elise@sol.brookes.ac.uk

Shirley Jordan


LARA
Oxford Brookes University
shirley@sol.brookes.ac.uk

Wolfgang Greller


RAPPORT
Southampton University
wg@lang.soton.ac.uk

Nathan Hudson


RAPPORT
Portsmouth University
nathan.hudson@port.ac.uk

Sheffield Hallam University, Sheffield (15th May 2000) 

Name


Job title


Institution


Contact details



Jean-Claude Arragon

Year Abroad Tutor

Huddersfield University

j.c.arragon@hud.ac.uk

Verena
Jung


Lektorin German

Leeds University

gllvj@leeds.ac.uk

Richard Sellers


Study Abroad Officer

Leeds University

r.p.sellers@leeds.ac.uk

Sheelagh Johnson


Senior Lecturer, Modern Languages
University  of Lincolnshire & Humberside
sjohnson@humber.ac.uk


Frank Brunssen


Lecturer, German


University of Liverpool


brunssen@liv.ac.uk

Karel Thomas


Departmental Administrator, Department of European Studies
Loughborough University


k.thomas@lboro.ac.uk


Prof  Martin Durrell


German Dept


University of Manchester


martin.durrell@man.ac.uk

Moyra Hampson


Coordinator for European Development
Manchester Metropolitan University
m.hampson@mmu.ac.uk


Jacqueline Storey


Admin Assistant
University of Newcastle
j.h.storey@ncl.ac.uk

Dr Nigel Harkness


School of Modern Languages
Queens’ University Belfast


n.harkness@qub.ac.uk


Valerie Holmes


Administrator, Centre for Advanced Study Overseas
College of Ripon and York
v.holmes@ucrysj.ac.uk

Dr John Bowden


School Socrates/Erasmus  coordinator
Sheffield Hallam University


j.c.bowden@shu.ac.uk

Blanca Butcher


Senior Lecturer Spanish


Sheffield Hallam University


b.m.butcher@shu.ac.uk


Helene Chambers


Exchange & Work Placement Manager, School of Leisure and Food Management
Sheffield Hallam University
a.h.chambers@shu.ac.uk

Susan Foster


International Administrator


Sheffield Hallam University


s.j.foster@shu.ac.uk


Dr John Holding


Principal Lecturer Engineering, ENG
Sheffield Hallam University
j.m.holding@shu.ac.uk

Christina Lopez-Moreno


Lecturer in Spanish


Sheffield Hallam University


c.l.moreno@shu.ac.uk


Catherine Morel


Senior Lecturer in French & International marketing
Sheffield Hallam University


c.morel@shu.ac.uk


Maria Scheule


Senior Lecturer, German


Sheffield Hallam University


m.scheule@shu.ac.uk



Colette White


Senior Lecturer French
Sheffield Hallam University
c.a.white@shu.ac.uk

Janet Williams


Senior Lecturer Social Work, HSC 
Sheffield Hallam University


j.e.williams@shu.ac.uk

Dr Alistair Duncan


Head of French Department


Stirling University


a.b.duncan@stir.ac.uk


John McCulloch


Lecturer Spanish, 


Strathclyde University


john.mcculloch@strath.ac.uk

Project Staff






Jessica Abrahams


The Interculture Project


Lancaster University


j.abrahams@lancaster.ac.uk


Robert Crawshaw


The Interculture Project


Lancaster University
r.crawshaw@lancaster.ac.uk

Timothy Lewis


The Interculture Project


Sheffield University


t.w.lewis@sheffield.ac.uk


Dr Ursula Stickler


The Interculture Project
Sheffield University
u.f.stickler@sheffield.ac.uk

Karin Tusting


The Interculture Project


Lancaster University


k.tusting@lancaster.ac.uk

Naomi Barbour


LARA


Oxford Brookes University


naomi@sol.brookes.ac.uk


Elise Benjamin


LARA


Oxford Brookes University


elise@sol.brookes.ac.uk


Celia Roberts


LARA
Kings College, London
celiaroberts@lineone.net

Artie Vossel-Newman


RAPPORT


Portsmouth University


artie.vossel-newman@port.ac.uk


The Institute of Education, London (17th May 2000)
Name
Job title
Institution
Contact details

Marie-Madeleine Kenning

University of East Anglia


m.kenning@uea.ac.uk


Nieves Diaz-Cueva


Head of Spanish


Birmingham University
diazcuen@hhs.bham.ac.uk

Linda Parker


Head of Information Services
CILT


Linda.Parker@cilt.org.uk


Simone Navon

Year Abroad Secretary and Information Officer.
Cambridge University

sn215@hermes.cam.ac.uk

Martina Wilson

Socrates Administrator
University of East London

m.wilson@uel.ac.uk


Wolfgang Fauser

Senior Teaching Fellow 

University of Essex

fausw@essex.ac.uk


Sheila Chan

Assistant Registrar
University of Essex
schan@essex.ac.uk

Gabrielle Vernon

Socrates-Erasmus 

Co-ordinator
University of Glamorgan

gvernon@glam.ac.uk



Lynne Hammond

Course Leader, Fashion Technology
Kent Institute of Art and Design
lhammond@kiad.ac.uk



Jill Buckenham

Head of European and International Programmes 
Kent Institute of Art and Design
jbuckenham@kiad.ac.uk

Noelle Brick

Year Abroad coordinator -  French, Spanish, German
Kingston University

n.brick@kingston.ac.uk


Ed Moffatt

Head of Spanish


Lancaster University

e.moffatt@lancaster.ac.uk

Monique Jones

Senior Lecturer, Placement Abroad Tutor
University of North London

m.jones@unl.ac.uk


Ruth Bourne

n/a - has now left UNL


University of North London 



Dr Heike Bartel

Lecturer in German,  Year Abroad  Co-ordinator
University of Nottingham

heike.bartel@nottingham.ac.uk

Bridget Saywell

International Officer


University of Nottingham

bridget.saywell@nottingham.ac.uk

Sabine Woods

Language Assistant

Queen's University, Belfast
ytj88@dial.pipex.com

Nicholas Brown

Senior Lecturer, Russian

SSEES

n.brown@ssees.ac.uk


Annie Rouxeville


University of Sheffield

a.rouxeville@sheffield.ac.uk

Hilary Jones

European Officer/Credit Evaluation Co-ordinator
University of Surrey, Roehampton
hilary.jones@roehampton.ac.uk

Dr Helmut Schmitz

Lecturer, Dept of German

University of Warwick

h.schmitz@warwick.ac.uk


Francoise Tidball

Snr lecturer, French; Placements tutor, France.
UWE

francoise.tidball@uwe.ac.uk

Bernadette Plunkett

Year Away co-ordinator, French section
University of York
bp4@york.ac.uk

Project Staff




Robert Crawshaw


The Interculture Project


Lancaster University


r.crawshaw@lancaster.ac.uk

Sylvie Toll
The Interculture Project
University of Central Lancashire
s.toll@uclan.ac.uk


Karin Tusting


The Interculture Project


Lancaster University


k.tusting@lancaster.ac.uk

Naomi Barbour


LARA


Oxford Brookes University


naomi@sol.brookes.ac.uk


Elise Benjamin


LARA


Oxford Brookes University


elise@sol.brookes.ac.uk


Anne Ife


LARA
Anglia Polytechnic University
A.E.Ife@anglia.ac.ukMike

Jim Coleman


RAPPORT


Portsmouth University


jim.coleman@port.ac.uk


Mike Freeman


RAPPORT


Portsmouth University
michael.freeman@port.ac.uk
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letter
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e-mail

newsletter

fax

visit

0.854

0.774

0.733

0.241

0.583
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0.146

0.226

0.267

0.759

0.417

0.314



D2 - keeping in touch

		When the student is abroad, support by staff in your institution is by (please tick all that apply)

				YES		NO

		letter		85.40%		14.60%

		telephone		77.40%		22.60%

		e-mail		73.30%		26.70%

		newsletter		24.10%		75.90%

		fax		58.30%		41.70%

		visit		68.60%		31.40%





D2 - keeping in touch

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0



letter

telephone

e-mail

newsletter

fax

visit



D5.2 - constraints etc

		If you do not visit students or visit only some, what are the reasons?

		Financial constraints

		NO		51.90%

		YES		48.10%

		Inadequate staffing

		YES		23.50%

		NO		76.50%

		Considered unnecessary

		YES		20.40%

		NO		79.60%

		Other reason

		YES		4.40%

		NO		95.60%





D5.2 - constraints etc

		0

		0



Financial constraints



D6 - Visited how often

		0

		0



Inadequate staffing



		0

		0



Considered unnecessary



		0

		0



Other reason



		For students who spend a whole year abroad.

		Are students visited:

				Yes		No

		Once		51.90%		48.10%

		More than Once		24.10%		75.90%

		If visited more than once, how often?

		2 times		92.30%

		3 times		7.70%





		0

		0





		0		0

		0		0



Once

More than Once




