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Introduction  

SESSION AIMS: TO PROVIDE AN OVERVIEW OF: 

– PROVIDE AN OVERVIEW OF THE QUALITY OF THE 

INTERNATIONAL STUDENT EXPERIENCE   

– COMPARISON BETWEEN UK AND AUSTRALIA ON 

INTERNATIONALISATION 

–  BENCHMARKING TRENDS AND DEFINITIONS 

– INTERNATIONALISATION BENCHMARKING PROJECT  

– FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION  
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Quality of the international student experience 

• Measuring and quantifying the student experience using benchmark 

data has featured in HE literature (Krause & Coates, 2008).  

• The quality of the international student experience: key indicator that 

is measured, examined and compared  

• Economic indicator rather than as a quality indicator.  

• quantitative indicators as progression, retention and graduation rates 

(Burdett & Crossman, 2012), international student numbers and 

student load.  

• National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE), University 

Experience Survey (UES) and International Student Barometer (ISB)   

• Focusing on quantitative indicators alone is limited in the evaluation of 

the student learning experience (Gvaramadze, 2011) 
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Quality of the international student experience 

 

• The focus on quantitative indicators in the quality of the 

international student experience does not take into 

consideration the processes to support 

internationalisation.  

• Internationalisation can be defined as ‘the process of 

integrating an international, intercultural or global 

dimension into the purpose, functions or delivery of 

post-secondary education’ (Knight, 2003, p.2).  

• Investigated from a quantitative, outcomes approach 

as well as from an investigation into an institution’s 

quality processes which support internationalisation.  
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Comparison UK and Australia on internationalisation 

Elements  UK  Australia  

National 

drivers and 

initiatives  

Internationalise the learner 

experience to generate 

additional income 

Improve employability potential  

Improve position in university 

league tables 

ERASMUS 

Prime Minister’s Initiative for 

International Education: PM1  

and PM2 

 

Employability agenda 

Uncapping and de-regulation  

Global citizenship agenda 

Colombo Plan  

University Mobility in Asia and 

Pacific (UMAP) 

Recruitment of international 

students as a national 

economic indicator (New 

Colombo Plan)  
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Comparison UK and Australia on internationalisation 

Elements  UK  Australia  

Academic 

standards, 

quality and 

reference points 

Higher Education Academy (HEA) - 

Internationalising Higher Education: A 

Framework for Action.  

The Quality Assurance Agency for 

Higher Education (QAA): International 

students studying in the UK: Guidance 

for UK higher education providers 

International Student Barometer (ISB)  

National Survey of Student 

Engagement (NSSE) 

International student 

numbers/international student load 

Progression, retention and graduation 

rates 

Australian Universities Quality Agency 

(AUQA) Cycle 2 audit 

Proposed Higher Education Standards 

Framework (HESF) 

International Student Barometer (ISB)  

University Experience Survey (UES)  

International student 

numbers/international student load  

Progression, retention and graduation 

rates 
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Comparison UK and Australia on internationalisation 

Elements  UK  Australia  

Regulatory 

policies  

UK Borders and Visa Controls 

QAA Codes  

Higher Education Standards 

Framework   

Commonwealth Register of 

Institutions and courses for Overseas 

Students (CRICOS) and the 

Education Services for Overseas 

Students (ESOS) Act (2000)  

Institutions are routinely audited for 

compliance against the ESOS Act 

and National Code 
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International benchmarking trends 

• US early 1990s: defining benchmarks and benchmarking 

surveys (Epper, 1999) 

• UK early to mid 1990s: introduction of benchmarking  

• NZ Cycle 1 and 2 audits 1995-98/2000-2001: referred to 

benchmarking in passing 

• Australia 2000: Benchmarking: A manual for Australian 

Universities (Mackinnon, Walker & Davis, 2000) 

• Europe 2000 onwards: setting performance targets-move from 

numerical data to a focus on university processes (Swahn, 2004)  

• NZ Cycle 3 audits 2003-2008 and thereafter: paid explicit 

attention to benchmarking strategies in NZ universities  
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International benchmarking trends cont. 

• Australia Cycle 1 and Cycle 2 audits: 

Australian Quality Assurance Agency 

(AUQA). Cycle 2 recommendation: What 

explicit benchmarking has there been to 

compare standards?  

• 2010 onwards: benchmarking associated 

with league tables (Burquel & van Vught, 

2010)   

• Australia 2014: proposed Higher Education 

Standards Framework: notion of external 

reference points: national/international 

comparators 

• TEQSA Guidance Notes: Academic Quality 

Assurance and Benchmarking 
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Benchmarking definitions 

 Benchmark: surveying to denote a mark on a survey peg but recently 

acquired a more general meaning as a reference or criterion against 

which something can be measured (Jackson, 2011) 
 

 Benchmarking ‘first and foremost, [is] a learning process structured so 

as to enable those engaging in the process to compare their 

services/activities/products in order to identify their comparative 

strengths and weaknesses as a basis for self improvement and/or self 

regulation’ (Jackson & Lund, 2000).  

 Benchmarking: is defined as a quality process used to evaluate 

performance by comparing institutional to sector good practice (HEA 

Benchmarking Project, 2013) 

 Benchmarking is a collaborative process 
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Benchmarking definitions 

TEQSA Guidance Notes: Academic Quality 

Assurance 

Benchmarking 

Using a structured, collaborative, learning process for comparing practices, 

processes or performance outcomes in order to identify comparative strengths 

and weaknesses as a basis for improvement is important to the maintenance of 

academic quality. While statistical comparisons are an important part of 

academic quality assurance, benchmarking involves more than the simple 

generation of statistical data from a variety of sources, or a ‘tick a box’ 

exercise. The scope, frequency and methods for benchmarking and the 

selection of appropriate organisations with which to benchmark will depend on 

the purpose. Outcomes should be recorded and reported in order to inform 

decision-making and improvements.  

Things to consider:  

• Are benchmarking processes monitored to ensure they are effective in 

maintaining  

academic quality? 

• Are assessment processes systematically moderated and regularly 

evaluated for  

effectiveness? 

http://www.teqsa.gov.au/sites/default/files/GNAcademicQualityAssurance.pdf 

 

The proposed 

Higher 

Education 

Standards 

Framework 

is underpinned 

by peer review 

of national and 

international 

comparators  

http://www.teqsa.gov.au/sites/default/files/GNAcademicQualityAssurance.pdf


12 

Cross-sector Benchmarking Project 

– Sector benchmarking occurs when benchmarking partners in the same sector make 

comparison either as whole of organisation or as an aspect of an organisation (Stella & 

Woodhouse, 2007). 

– The benchmarking project on internationalisation occurred between February to July, 

2014 with the universities of the West of Scotland and Tasmania, thereby making the 

benchmarking process cross-sectoral.  

– Agreed to benchmark the following key areas in internationalisation; 1) international 

student experience; 2) external relationships and collaborations; and 3) domestic 

students’ internationalisation experience 
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Contextual 

elements 

UWS UTAS 

Overview-size, 

location, student 

numbers, 

number of 

faculties/schools 

• Innovative modern 

university dating back to 

1897 

• 16,000 students, 1400 

international students 

• 4 campuses 

• 3 faculties: Faculty of 

Business & Creative 

Industries; Faculty of 

Education, Health & Social 

Sciences; Faculty of 

Science & Technology  

• 8 schools 

• Founded 1st January, 1890 

• 30, 511 students (18,340 EFTSL), 5247 international on-shore 

fee paying international students  

• 8 main campuses (3 Tasmania, 2 in Sydney, 3 off-shore 

(Shanghai and Hangzhou in China and one in Hong Kong)  

• Faculties: Arts, Education, Law, Science, Engineering and 

Technology, and the Tasmanian School of Business and 

Economics 

• 3 specialist institutes: Australian Maritime College, Institute for 

Marine and Antarctic Studies; and the Menzies Research 

Institute   

Key targets  • 2020 increase to 20% of 

students based in Scotland 

and by 2020 have 3000 

students in TNE 

arrangements 

• Increasing partnerships and agreements with high ranked 

universities, government agencies and increase state and 

private sector support for UTAS attracting overseas students 

• Internationalising the curriculum  

• International student recruitment of both onshore and offshore 

full fee paying overseas students 

Comparison between UWS and UTAS 
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Contextual 

elements 

UWS UTAS 

Organisational 

structure  

• PVC (Internationalisation); 

Director of international 

Centre; Heads of 

International Recruitment 

and International 

Partnership; regional heads 

• DVC (Students & Education; Global Engagement Unit; PVC 

Global Engagement; Associate Deans International in each 

faculty; Director, International Strategy; Associate Director, 

Future Students; Global Engagement General Manager  

Committees • International Committee 

• Collaboration Forum and 

Due Diligence Group have 

responsibility but it is report 

through International 

Committee 

• International Steering Committee 

• International Consultative Committee  

• Global Engagement Committee 

• TNE Programs Sub-Committee 

Key regions  SE Asia, Europe, China, Africa 

& Middle East 

Asia, Latin America, China, Indonesia, Malaysia & Singapore 

Comparison between UWS and UTAS 
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Methodology  

• Australasian Council on Open, Distance and E-Learning (ACODE) 2007  

• Scoping statement, performance indicators, good practice statements and 

performance measures 

• Self review and peer review process  

• Benchmarking template informed by literature (AVCC, 2005; Knight, 2004; 

Qiang, 2003)  

• Validation exercise between both universities  

• Ethics approval  (Ref No: H0013053) 

• Comparison of the International Student Barometer (ISB) 

• Self review reports – comprehensive semi-structured interviews with staff 

working in internationalisation (UTAS n=23, UWS n=18) 

• Peer review workshop at Paisley Campus, Scotland/ Skype [June 30th, 

2014] 
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Key performance indicators 

in internationalisation  

Performance measures 

International student 

experience  

• Application processes  

• Recruitment agents 

• Visa application process 

• Language testing and pre-entry language  

programmes  

• Pre-arrival support  

• Living experience  

• Support services  

• Learning experience 

External relationships and 

collaborations  

• Government relationships  

• Collaborative initiatives  

Domestic students’ 

internationalisation experience 

• University exchange initiatives  

• Study abroad initiatives  

• International student internships/work 

placements  

• Resources, scholarships and grants 

Benchmarking Terminology 



Performance Indicator 1: International Student 

Experience 

Good Practice Statement  

The international student experience includes a range of 

university processes and initiatives which cover entry; pre-

arrival information and support, arrival, living experience and 

learning experience.  

Performance Measures:  

1. Application processes for international student 

recruitment  

2. Recruitment agents  

3. Visa application process 

4. Language testing and pre-entry language programmes 

5. Pre-arrival support  

6. Living experience  

7. Support services  

8. Learning experience  

17 

Structured 

Questions  

 
Application processes 

for international 

student recruitment  

 
1. What is the application 

process for international 

students?  

2. How can international 

students apply to their 

current course?  

3. How long is the wait 

between applying and 

receiving their offer from 

the university? 

4. How are these response 

rates monitored?  
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Findings  

Shared Challenges  
• Geographical location limits international student numbers 

• Reliance on government funding for international students  

• Recruitment of agents when competing with other universities in other 

countries  

• Pre-entry English Language programmes not available on all 

campuses and there are few online programmes in place  

• Pre-arrival support across all campuses, including variability in airport 

pick-ups, buses and trains 

• Safety strategy needs to involve more community resources 

• Employment for international students 

• Campus variability in sporting events  

• Increase in student numbers will require additional work/placement 

options  

• Resourcing student exchange/student abroad initiatives  

• Identification of accurate data on international student 

internships/work placements  
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Findings  

Key differences in internationalisation 

 

• Recruitment agents are moving towards making students offers 

(UWS)  

• Visa application processes are different 

•  Formal support for international students through UniStart 

International (UTAS) 

• Community Friends and Networks Programme (CFNP) (UTAS)/ 

community support systems ( International student advisors, 

student counsellors, UWS Buddy system) 
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Findings  

Internationalisation of the student experience  

 

• Fast turnaround in application processes (5 days)  

• Tracking applications through the system (Student Ambassadors- UWS)  

• Building relationships with recruitment agents (visits, agreements, toolkits, 

training and support)  

• Evaluation processes for tracking international student satisfaction with 

agents 

• Compliance processes in place for visa application processes  

• Pre-arrival support  

• Accommodation options  

• Student led activities (events, tours, student clubs, peer support 

programmes) 
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Findings  

Internationalisation of the student experience  

 

• Community support for international students  

• Embedding support in faculties (academic advisors/personal tutors)  

• Evaluation of the international experience  

 

 

External relationships and collaborations 

• Building strategic relationships in internationalisation activities 

• Participation of alumni in driving internationalisation activities 

• Industry activities which offer international students individual experiences   
 

 

 

 

 

 



22 

Findings  

Domestic students’ internationalisation experience  

 

• Evaluation processes in place for university exchange and study abroad 

initiatives  

• Communication process for all students on opportunities for student 

exchange/study abroad  

• Setting targets for domestic student internships and placements  

• Setting up internship programmes which include community initiatives (Parks 

and Wildlife) 
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Results: Areas of good practice  

UTAS UWS 

Peer Assisted Study Sessions 

 

Community Friends and Networks 

Student Ambassadors;  

 

Buddy Project;  

 

Students Taking Action & Representing 

(Socialise/integrate/explore) 

Campus accommodation Campus accommodation 

English language policy and 

strategy 

Visa application process (hotline) 

Intercultural events Scholarships 

Academic advisors embedded in 

Schools 

Personal tutors embedded in Schools 
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Results: Areas for improvement 

 

 

• Market intelligence 

 

• Online application process 

 

• Monitoring of agents 

 

• Pre-arrival online support 

 

• Employment for international students 

 

• Resources to support placements/internships 
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Areas for Sharing and Collaboration 

Institutional context statement • Modelling economic impact of international 

students in local community 

International student 

experience 
• Students as recommenders/finders 

• English Language policy and strategy 

• Pre-entry English Language programmes      

(particularly online) 

• Sharing of specific academic modules 

focused on support for international 

students 

• Peer mentoring 

• Community initiatives with local councils 

Domestic students’ 

internationalisation experience 

• Consider development of study abroad area 

in Arts across UTAS/UWS 
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Lessons learnt on the quality of the international 

student experience   

• Inclusive environment 

• Continuous quality improvement  

• Student engagement  

• Clear, comprehensive and accessible information  

• Shared responsibility  

• Staff development  

• Monitor agents  

• Support for employment  
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Conclusion and discussion  

• Findings from this benchmarking project mirrors feedback the AUQA 

Panel gave universities in the Cycle 2 audit 

 

 

• Importance of having a centralised, cohesive and sustainable 

management of both internationalisation and engagement and quality 

processes (Crossman & Burdett, 2012, 27) 

 

So where to next?   

International benchmarking partners in internationalisation … 
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Conclusion and discussion  

 

TEQSA Briefing Note  

Using a structured, collaborative, learning process for comparing practices, 

processes or performance outcomes in order to identify comparative strengths and 

weaknesses as a basis for improvement is important to the maintenance of 

academic quality. 

 

How are institutions preparing for benchmarking?  

What collaborations will you consider?  

 

Special Interest Group 1: Evaluations and Benchmarking Thursday 20 

November 15.30-1700  (Sara Booth and Madelaine-Marie Judd) 


