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Abstract. Recent changes that have occurred in the Eurog@gher education system are
grounded on the options of continental countrigpressed in the Bologha Declaration, to achievengle
European space in this field by the year 2010.

The purpose of this paper is to develop a bettalerstanding of student mobility in the process of
internationalization of higher education in a So&hropean context.

The rationale of the study is that student mobfigg long been the most important dimension of the
process of internationalization of higher educatiéw the moment there is increasing demand fordrigh
education, as a consequence of demographic tremdi$hee need for new degrees and diploma programs.

The article focuses on two countries from SouthtdtasEurope, Romania and Turkey. Both
countries have a very dynamic higher educationesystin terms of number of students and stuff,
integrating in Bologna process. They also are priggoerceived as sending students countries. Tehe k
findings are linked to obstacles and solutionsteroome this obstacle. It also stresses the negexdihe
two higher education systems to be more involvedtiacting European students.
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1. Introduction

Recent changes that have occurred in Europeanrhéggheation system are grounded on the
options of continental countries, expressed inBhgna Declaration, to achieve a unique European
space in this field by the year 2010.

The purpose of this paper is to develop a bettderstanding of student mobility in the process
of internationalization of higher education in auBoEuropean context.

The rationale for the study is that student mopliias long been the most important dimension
of the process of internationalization of higheueation. At the moment there is increasing demand
for higher education, as a consequence of demograpmnds and the need for new degrees and
diploma programs.
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The article focuses on two countries from Southt&asEurope, Romania and Turkey. Both
countries have a very dynamic higher educationegysin terms of number of students and stuff,
integrating in Bologna process. They also are miignperceived as sending students countries.

Mobility goes in many cases together with migrationd for each of them there is not a widely
spread and accepted definition. Mobility is theldthof academic freedom and of the irreplaceable
exchange of ideas in research, as well as in teg@mnd study. The literature on mobility classifies
phenomenon into different types, some of whichoggosition pairs [Daxner, 2007]. First of all, theés
the differentiation into “forced” and “voluntary roiity”. Voluntary mobilityis referred to young
students, mainly in their first career to degredovseek diversity in their study curriculum and
eventually return to their home country, eithefwvatdegree earned abroad, or ready to take oroere. h
Forced mobilityis motivated by poor study condition, politicapression, by bleak labour market. The
forced or involuntary mobility is also associateiflhwefugee status, gender related, ethnic, relgio
language base rain-drain. From this list, it isaclat the interface between mobility and migrai®
blurred. What is certain is the fact that in thghieir education, they are both part of a large syste
brain circulation.

International student mobility involves studentavi@g their country of residence for a period
of higher education abroad, or to pursue a relatgtity such as a foreign work placement or study
tour.

International student mobility is definedsany form of international mobility that takes place
within a student's programme of study in higheroadion The length of absence ranges from a short
trip to a full-duration programme of study suchaadegree. In addition to study at a foreign higher
education institution, mobility can also involvgeriod in a workplace or other non-higher education
environments. Ideally, the period of mobility skbibe long enough to have an impact on the
student’s appreciation of a foreign culture, anghibuld have some defined role within a student’s
learning experience. For many students, this iredutie opportunity to apply skills in a foreign wor
context. However, definitional boundaries are radyeto draw, particularly with regard to short $rip
abroad, and especially when these do not have alicily educational purpose. In Erasmus
programme the period of mobility is between 3 maard 12 month.

It is important to mention the recommendation tatitational, national and international
organizations involved in higher education arouma world that definition and data should be more
compatible. Eurostat’s work on statistics shouldsbpported by common definitions and criteria and
more up-to-date input by different countries.

2. International students mobility: the Europeanmodel

The beginning of century XXI marked a spectaculsceat in the number of international
students at world-wide level. In 2004, at leastr@illion students of tertiary level studied outsitieir
country of origin, compared with 1.75 million thdit it in 1999, which represents an increase of 41%

In 2004, 132 million students were registered argnehin the world in superior education;
value that is very over 68 million that did it ir®9l. More than half of the students of tertiary
education of the world are in two regions, Eastésm and the Pacific and North America and
Western Europe; and each one of these regionssepisemore of a quarter of the world-wide total of
students in this level.

! International student mobility”, Report by the S&sex Centre for Migration Research, University a§s&x, and the
Centre for Applied Population Research, Universitypandee, Commissioned by HEFCE, SHEFC, HEFCW, DEL,
DfES, UK Socrates Erasmus Council, HEURO, BUTEX and ritislBCouncil.



The present situation of student mobility in tagti@ducation shows an interesting trend in the
European countries as well. The degree of mobility in tertiary ediioa is the lowest in Estonia
(0.7%), Poland (0.4%) and Lithuania (0.5%). OveréB.2% of the foreign students in the EU-27
originate from countries outside Europe. The highiates (> to 80%) are to be found in Cyprus,
Lithuania, Latvia, and Slovenia, as well as Fraand Portugal (Eurostat, Mobility of Students in
Europe). Low population rates obviously reflect lovilow or one way-outgoing students in these
countries.

In 2002, 2.7% of European students pursued studigside their country of origin. Six
countries are above the EU average: Estonia (5.@%yia (2.8%), Lithuania (3.6%), Slovakia
(6.9%), Malta (13.3%) and Cyprus (56.3%). Convearselobility is low in Poland (1.2%). On the
whole, 78% of these students chose another Eurapmartry and this percentage is above 50% in all
the countries, except Estonia (50%) and Latvia (#3Piungary and the Czech Republic send
significantly more students abroad than they rexgiurostat, Mobility of Students in Europe,
WWWw.eurostat.eu).

Less than 3% of students from the great majoritytbier European countries were studying
abroad in 2004. The least mobile were Spanishsirf@ind UK students, 1.2% of whom or less went
abroad. On the other hand, Bulgarian, Greek, IN&i{ese and Slovak students were more mobile, with
between 7-10% of them studying in another Europeantry.

3. Current state of Higher Education in Romania an Turkey

One of the important factors to bear in mind inlgriag higher education and international
student mobility of the two countries studied herdhat they have both to face the challenges of
developing countries, in a process of reforming lnitling modern economies. This disadvantage is
evident in the quality of higher education systehey have in place, in the ability and the capaofty
their institution to attract foreign students andtie number of their institutions.

The reforms of higher education in these two coestare quite young, compared to Western
Europe or United States. For example, in 1981 whith basic Law of Higher Education (Law no.
2547) the Turkish higher education system was uetstred to adjust to the new social and political
situation of the country. Under the present systénTurkish higher education, the main superior
institutions are the universities. However there tavo institutes of technology run by the StatethBo
public and foundation(non-profit private) universities have been colfe and supervised and the
programs have been regularly accredited by the €lboihHigher Education.

In Romania, the reform in the field of higher edimais even younger and it began right after
1989. The Constitution of Romania, adopted in 1991he foundation of the entire legislation in the
field of education. The specific legislation, regfing higher education in Romania is represented by
the Law on Education (Law 84/199%}t this moment, the structure of tertiary educationRomania
is divided into:day education, evening education, part-time edooatiearning at distangewhich is
facing a rapid development during recent years.

In Turkey, the higher education institutions offeur-to-five year Bachelor's degrees and two-
year Associate’s degree programmes leading to Masa@d/or Doctor's degrees. (In Faculties of
Medicine, Veterinary Medicine, and Dentistry, the@cBelor's degree is six years in length and
graduate studies are formed medical speciality training programmes equivalentat Doctorate
degree.)

2 Apart from the State, only non-profit foundatioasm ®perate universities, the term ‘foundation unéities’ applies
widely both in legislative and official contexts.



v" Number of students

In Romania as well as in Turkey, the number of stiisl evolved spectacularly during the last
years.

In Turkey, in the 2006-2007 academic year therelaBeuniversities (85 public, 30 foundation);
2,453,664 enrolled students; and 89,329 academitistTurkish higher education. The number of
girl students is 1,044539 while the number of bisy4,409125. Again in the same academic year,
373,375 students graduated from higher educatistitliions while 636,527 enrolled newly. As for
the academic staff 35,087 are women and 54,24thareof all academic staff.

In Romania, after 1990 the number of students grewe than 3.5 times; the weight of day
tertiary education raised between 1994-1995 to 8¥Pie evening education registered an important
decrease of 18%. Concerning part-time educatiorcoilapsed and was replaced by learning at
distance form, whose weight increased (by 7.11%).

Figure 1. Romania. Students in tertiary educatit®90/1991-2005/2006
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Starting its development at the beginning of thes,®rivate education in Romania serves
23% (2003-2004) of total number of students. Highgte education has mostly been orientated to

less uneconomical areas and much successful &ngtuand at the labor market.
The indicator ofgraduates’ ratio in Romania is comparable with other European ctmst
submitted to analysis and very close to the dewsl@ountries such as Japan and the United States.

Compared toBulgaria the indicator shows that Romania is one small $tejpind. Taking
GermanyandAustria — twoof the biggest powers in Europe — one can noliae Romania is beyond
their level. This means that Romanian studentsrdeeested in developing their skills, and abittie
towards perfection or towards the highest levedaiication possible.



Figure 2 - Graduation ratio in tertiary educatioselected countries, 2003/2004

Graduation ratio in tertiary education, selected countries, 2003/2004
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One particular situation noticed in Turkey is thig ap existing between the demand and
places in the higher education institutions. Demd&ord higher education far exceeds the places
available. Every year more than 1.5 million cantidaapply for OSS, whereas the number of those
who are placed in a higher education program ishmass (OSYM, 2005). For example, in the
academic year 2004-2005, nearly 1,700,000 candidatefor the exam and about one third of them
were placed in a higher education program.

The figure below illustrates the ratio of applicatiand placement. The gap between application
and placement has increased by years since 19&dihly.

Another major issue in access to higher educasowocational education. Programs on the
improvement and enlargement of vocational educatiod straightforward transition (admission
without exam) to higher vocational education atméned in 2001.

Figure 3 - Turkey. Number of applicants and enbi¢udents
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v" Academic staff

In Romania, the indicator concerning the numberthe teaching staff involved in higher
education has grown rapidly, mostly during 1995@00y 34%, reaching 31543 persons in 2005-
2006. Almost three quarters (71.9%) of the edoaalistaff are females, the tertiary level is théy/o
one where men are more numerous than women. Aatime time, the gender gap is diminishing. The
gender structure of teaching personnel evolvedtapelarly: in 1990 men teachers were 72% of all
personnel and in 2006 the percentage was 57%.i3ihg importance of women is also noticed from
the fact that out of 49 Romanian universities, 3aumanaged by female rectors during 2004-2005.
However, there are no significant gender differencencerning the professional qualification of the
teaching staff.

In Turkey, parallel to the expansion in the numifamniversities and students, there has been an
increase in the number of academic staff sincel889s. Presently the number of academic staff is
89,329 of which 35,087 is women and 54,242 is men.

v’ Students/teaching staff ratio

The ratio of the number of students to the numibg@rafessors is extremely important because
it is a starting point for efficient policies in @chtion and it also influences the quality of the
educational process.

The link between these two elements is strongheddpnt on the salaries of the academic staff;
this may explain the fact that some countries spmode per student than others even when the
student/teacher ratio is the same.

The students/teachers ratio can vary up to threefepending on the country. In some countries
(Slovakia, Finland, Sweden and Iceland) there @meaverage, 10 students per teacher; this figaes ri
to more than 25 in Greece and Slovenia. In generglenditure per student is lower in countries in
which the number of students per teacher is amotigsthighest and vice-versa. Other European
countries (Bulgaria, Lithuania and Slovakia) cheatiffer from this tendency with low student/teache
ratios (less than 15 students per teacher), yét seime of the lowest levels of teaching expenditure
Europe in 2004. On the other hand, in the Unitetgdom, in which teaching expenditure was amongst
the highest in Europe, the student/teacher rat®higher at 18:1.

In Romania the ratio is 21:1 and the personnel esge are not that big. In the interval 1994-
2004 the number of students/teacher gradually &se@, from 12 to 21; this was a predictable
situation because the staff teaching in the saieevid grew at a smaller pace than the students.

In Turkey, although there seems to be a parallel expansidghemumbers of students and
academic staff, the average student/staff ratigeiserally high: 31/1 in Bachelor’'s programmes and
56/1 in Associate’s programmes. In two-year Asgeigprogrammes (especially in certain fields) the
ratio is considerably higher, being as much as B&i/mathematics and sciences; and 140/1 in the
applied social science¥ OK Report2004).

4. International student mobility within Bologna process in Romania and Turkey

In Europe internationalization is presently driygimarily by the Bologna Process, directed to
realization of European Higher Education Area by (®0It implies a substantial reform of higher
education beyond the 27 countries of the Europeniorl) As a signatory state of the Bologna
Declaration, Turkey has taken some special measaresprove mobility of students and academic



staff. The measures are described as follows iBtiegna Reporpublished on the YOK webpage in
2005:

— Establishment of administrative offices within umisities dealing specifically with the
ERASMUS Program.

— Promotion of the ERASMUS Program within universtigsuch as organising information
days for students and academic staff, encouragingests to learn/improve a second
language, encouraging the Faculty to increase themopean-wide activities by signing
ERASMUS agreements, participating in related nelta/oprojects and the proposing of new
projects).

— Usage of ECTS as an additional credit transferesyst

— Increasing the visibility of the Turkish universisiin the ERASMUS Program (via setting up
web-pages for ERASMUS activities, publication of EXCInformation packages and course
catalogues).

— Increasing the number of course offerings in thgligh language.

Similar measures are adopted in Romania, as walb(y12007).

a. Student mobility

In general, both Romania and Turkey are higher &thut “export” countries, sending students
and academic staff abroad rather than “importirggéign students or staff. The number of outgoing
students has been usually increasing, while incgrsindent numbers have been declining over the
years.

The percentage of Romanian students who are sdyiBurope was 2.4% in 2004 and is has
been moving upward during last years, so thatdtdwercome the European average, of 2.2%.

Although the mobility of students was not mainlyoime way, many of Romanian students leave
the country for study in some other country for nexperiences and probably a better access to
information. The most wanted destination countrieithin Europe are: France, Germany, Hungary,
Italy, and it is also important to notice the imamit number of students that go overseas, in United
Stated.

Several American and European universities araditg many of the best Turkish students,
often via scholarships. (This one-way movement afkiBh students cannot be seen as mutual
mobility or internationalisation, however.) Thesealso an availability of a “study abroad” peribaitt
enables students and researchers, registeredhinrme” university, to take part of their programme
abroad. For Turkish students and researchers siy@dyid working abroad, a considerable number of
them are placed in this category. Thus, one mustawtious in figuring out the numbers strictly
referring to mobility.

In OECD countries, foreign enrolment increased 4 detween 1998 and 2000 and the share of
foreign students from the world increased more 8@. Quite the opposite was the case of Turkey, in
which the share of foreign enrolments dramaticdéiglined by 26% in 2004¢lucation at a Glange
2004). In the European countries, less than 108teo$tudent population is mobile. Turkey is amdmg t
twenty top countries sending students to Europestignto Germany and Austri&gtatistics on Student
Mobility within the EUY 2003). Due to labour migration, these two coesttiost second generations of
Turkish migrants enrolled in tertiary education.u$hespecially in Germany, a distinction is made
between resident students with foreign citizensimg non-resident students with foreign citizenship.



Obviously, the majority of Turkish students faltanthe permanent-resident group (20,201 students)
while a minority (3,540 students) are non-residergign citizens. Therefore, it would be prematire
suggest that the number of Turkish students in @eynand other European countries has risen due to
the new European Education Programs launched by‘Bbéogna Process” and other European
agreements.

Incoming and outgoing tertiary education proposidor Turkey vis-a-vis OECD countries are
given in the following tables, with percentagesegivwf all Turkish students enrolled in other cowstr
in 2002.

Table 1

Turkey. Turkish students studying abroad in tertiary education by the country of destination
(OECD countries only)

Countries of destination % of Turkish tertiary Countries of destination % of Turkish tertiary
students students
Australia 0.6 Hungary 0.1
Austria 3.2 Italy 0.2
Belgium 0.9 Japan 0.2
Denmark 0.3 Netherlands 1.9
Finland 0.1 Norway 0.1
France 4.6 Sweden 0.3
Germany 57.3 Switzerland 1.3
Greece 0.1 United Kingdom 3.0
Hungary 0.1 United States 25.5

Source: Education at a Glance, 2004. OECD

According to Table 1, the majority of the Turkiskrtiary students abroad are enrolled in
Germany and in the USA, followed by France, Austara UK. Parallel to this, state and private
scholarships are offered to students going to blee@mentioned countries.

Cyprus is another country worthwhile to speak i@ $ame framework about since the Turkish
Republic of Northern Cyprus was founded in 1973Ha island. Students and faculty are mobile
mutually. In 2000/2001 academic year the numbe€wpbriot students in Turkish higher education
institutions was 2645 (UIS Database, Foreign Sttedéinrolments). The governance system for
Turkish higher education and functions of YOK apfay the universities in Cyprus as well, which
makes the transition straightforward.

At the same time, a significant number of studdrs various EU countries have studied in
the two countries analysed in this paper. For ms#a starting with the academic year 1990/1991,
several Romanian universities have offered compsgtely programs in foreign languages like
English, French and German.

The mobility of students (income and outgoing) ibise of many sources of the problem of
brain drain and brain gain. According to OECD datd2004, 9730 foreign students were studying in
Romania, and almost half of them were female (44%is worth to mention that most of these
students were coming from Central ad East Europeamtries, and more than 4200 were coming
from the closest neighbour, Republic of Moldova.eTbutbond mobility rate was 3.2%, which
compared to the inbond mobility rate of 1.5% letda negative net flow ratio of 1.7%. The situation
is common for most of the countries from Central Bastern Europe, which are student providers for
Western countries, rather than student receiversth@ other hand, net flow ratio is positive in
Western Europe, as well as in United States.



Figure 4. Net flow of mobile students (2004). Roiama
Turkey and selected countries
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At the same time, a number of students do comeut&€ely for higher education. As concerns
them, among the OECD countries, the foreign stied€ntkey hosts are mostly from Jordan and the
Russian Federation, followed by Greece (See Tgble 2

Table 2
Turkey. Foreign students studying in Turkish tertiary education
by country of origin (2002)
Countries of origin % of foreign tertiary Countries of origin % of foreign tertiary
students in Turkey students in Turkey

Australia 0.4 Jordan 3.4
Austria 0.1 Paraguay 0.1
Egypt 0.7 Russian Federation 3.3
Germany 0.2 Tunisia 0.1
Greece 2.6 Zimbabwe 0.1
Israel 0.5

Source: Education at a Glance2004, OECD.

As can be seen in the table, the outgoing movemgiurkish students is more towards the
European countries and the USA, while incoming etisl are mainly from Russia and Arabic
countries.

b. Academic staff mobility

The two prominent intensifications in the mobilioyograms cause a slight increase in the
numbers of academic mobility as well. Turkey expand imports faculty in the eastern region: 2074
invited/visiting scholars in Turkey and 879 schslar these countries (Guruz, 2003). There are also
cooperate foundations and universities: one in Klagtan and other in Kyrgyzstan. As for the
research projects, 84 partnership projects hava bigmed since 1998. In Romania, academic staff
mobility is quite law at this moment and there @aoeavailable statistics for it.

c. Study programs



As signatory states in the European programs ofilioblurkish and Romanian universities
welcomed instruments for recognition and mobilBC{T'S, Lisbon Convention, Diploma Supplement,
NARIC/ENIC network), as stated in the Salamanca v@ation, in a positive and flexible way
(Salamanca Convention, 2001).

In 2002, for the administration, promotion, supsia and evaluation of European education
programs, a National Office under the State Planfdmganization was opened acting as National
Agency. A comparison of the past years to 2000s/shbat the interest of Turkish universities, bg th
recognition of ERASMUS, has risen in mobility ofudents and teaching staff, ECTS, intensive
programs, development of curricula.

In Romania The National Office for Student Grantsréad was created in January 1998. It
manages grants through which the Government of R@rsupports Romanian students, in order to
study abroad for relatively short periods of time.

After 1998, over 9,000 students have participatedERASMUS mobilities. During the
academic year 2002/2003 45 universities particpaia ERASMUS activities, involving
approximately 2,400 students.

Table 3

Romania. Dynamics of participants
in the Erasmus Program

Year Number of institutions Number of students
1998-1999 30 1250
1999-2000 32 1497
2000-2001 40 2000
2001-2002 45 2110
2002-2003 45 2400

Source: Ministry of Education and Research, 2006.

Student and teaching staff exchange programs wetebeginning with 1991 within the
TEMPUS program between Romanian universities amngeusities in EU countries.

Higher education institutions in Romania have biegnlved in SOCRATES and LEONARDO
da VINCI programs since 1997. Starting in 1998 Roiaa universities have taken part in projects
developed within the CEEPUS Programme (Central i@an Exchange for University Students
Programme) that promote student mobility for fullademic studies, master's and doctorate
programmes, as well as exchanges between teadhihgrsd researchers.

Socrates program with its training and promotiopatkets is also coming into the Turkish
University’'s agenda. Sixty three promoters wereoaed by the Turkish National Agency to
promote Socrates and Leonardo Programs in all tsifies. They were given a training seminar in
May 2003. Additionally a campaign was planned véithlocal meetings and 7 regional conferences.
The program Leonardo da Vinci also enables unitiessto build up and strengthen cooperation with
the industry. Turkish Universities are still in theund of recognition and adaptation of the program

5. Challenges and opportunities

The social dimension of the Bologna Process iscassary condition for the attractiveness and
competitiveness of the European Higher EducatiomaArThis implies making quality higher
education equally accessible to all, and stressw¢tael for appropriate conditions for students s th



they can complete heir studies without obstacliete@ to their social and economic background. The
social dimensiohincludes measures taken by governments to hetfests, especially from socially
disadvantaged groups, in financial and economi@a@spand to provide them with guidance and
counselling services with a view to widening accégdsnumerous meetings and seminars it has been
concluded that among the obstacles to mobilityasselated twisas and social security protection
for students and staff engaged in mobility, rectigniof study and work periods and lack of finahcia
incentivesare some of the most commonly observed problensaBsside this, language and cultural
aspects are regarded by many specialists as aargtudent mobility.

In Romania, for instance, one of the most importamsequences of joining European Union
on January the 1st is the liberalization of actesal EU countries, based now on identity cardisTh
present situation is a huge progress comparedetgdhrs before, when obtaining a visa was often a
big challenge for Romanian students. There areElsopean countries in which case a visa in needed
(Russia, Ukraine), and countries from North Amerigéhich are often targets for mobility of
Romanian students (US, Canada). In such casespfiiEation requirements for getting a visa or a
residence permit can be very detailed and timewaomg) as well as expensive.

Issues related to insufficiefinancial supportare common Turkey and Romania, but in many
other counties as well. However, the effect of ewhte financing had a diverse effect from country
to country. Two financial support mechanisms faeinational mobility may be distinguished in
Europe, namely financial support earmarked spedificfor mobility and ‘mainstream’ national
financial support that is portable. Romania awdidancial support specifically for mobility but
without any portability of national support.

The finance obstacle can be removed by an incrggsamticipation in Tempus, Erasmus,
Erasmus Mundus, Leonardo Programmes and bi-latepadements between countries and higher
education institutions.

In all countriedanguageis a barrier to student mobility. Turkey enjoyeatrec and linguistic
ties with five states - Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, ékibtan, Kyrgyzstan, and Turkmenistan — which
seemed to provide a solid foundation for its plgyam influential part in shaping their economic
development, political direction, and external tielas. Romanian students, as shown before, are
studying both in Anglophone and non-Anglophone toes and they do not seem to have a linguistic
problem. According to the study conducted by Openiy Foundatioh it seems that one third of
the students believe that most of their colleaguesld have no problem understanding a course in
another language, and another third believes thlitofi their colleagues would be able to deal with
such a situation. The study also noticed that theses in English (contemporary lingua franca) are
absolutely rare outside the faculties with teachmthis language. So it is necessary to introduoes
language courses to assist inward mobility, togetbith increasing provision in English and other
widely used European languages.

Though the above issues constitute the bulk ofestucthobility obstacles, we should not forget
the cultural and attitudinal factorstanding against mobility, as well as the lacknéérmation and
various administrative barriers, which can alsalhmck mobility. We should notice that the religiou
factor appears to be relevant for changing pattersgident flows from Islamic countries.

® Key issues for the European Higher Education Areoeial Dimension and Mobility Report from the Bologna
Process Working Group on Social Dimension and Data ohily of Staff and Students in Participating Ctiigs,
Ministry of Education and Research, Sweden, 2007.

* Comsa, Tufis, C., Voicu, B. (200Rpmanian Academic System, Students and teacherigopDSF,www.osf.ro



6. Concluding remarks

The Bologna process has a great impact on highecagidn policy and on the course and
program structure at many education institutionise Tnobility factor will considerably affect the
future of higher education and its benefits musth®oneglected.

In spite of the absence of a comprehensive datactioh on the social dimension of higher
education, the data provided by national and iat@nal institutions can nevertheless deliver Jallia
information. In fact, we conclude that, in Romaras, well as in Turkey, student mobility is facing a
dimension not met before and is increasing dutiegldst years. If we take into consideration tiflow
and outflow of international students, there iganegative flow.

The key findings are linked to obstacles and sofuto overcome this obstacle. They also stress
out the necessity of the two higher education systéo be more involved in attracting European
students. In order to promote mutually mobilisingdents and academics, promotion of language
skills, international curriculum development, pbility of loans and grants for foreign students and
researchers, exchange programs, joint branchemtefnational education programs should be
envisaged. Students and teaching personnel sheuldftained from the present obstacles, i.e. visas,
work permits.
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