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The present article discusses the drawbacks in strategic planning of
higher education internationalization on the meso level (universities) in Ar-
menia and possible impact of internationalization strategy development on
the macro level (national). It seeks to identify the major issues and outlines
some recommendations for further planning and performance improve-
ments in higher education internationalization. Thereby, it draws upon the
findings of survey and study conducted within the framework of Erasmus +
HARMONY project on the level of internationalization, research and inno-
vation of higher education in Armenia.
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Introduction

In the era of globalization, internationalization of higher education has been construct-
ed as an almost inevitable trend and has become a common pursuit of many nations in their
higher education (HE) policies (Hong, 2018). Strategic thinking about internationalization
is a relatively new phenomenon both on the national and institutional levels. The lack of
clarity may lead to deficient policies that are not equipped to deliver the intended outcomes.
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For instance, in spite of the rhetoric support for internationalization from institutional and
national leaders, many of the articulated objectives of internationalization have not been
operationalized for implementation (Craciun, 2018).

Accordingly, a study conducted in the scope of Erasmus + “Development of approach-
es to harmonization of a comprehensive internationalization strategies in higher education,
research and innovation at EU and Partner Countries” (HARMONY) project was aimed at
clarifying the current development level of internationalization of higher education of Ar-
menia and strategic planning in particular. The current state and challenges have been ana-
lyzed in five major domains, including the (i) Internationalization of management of tertiary
institutions, (ii) International Mobility, (iii) Internationalization of teaching and academic
programs, (iv) International Impact and Visibility, (v) Internationalization of Research and
Education projects.

On Methods

Within the scope of the HARMONY project and with the support of the RA Ministry of
Education and Science a questionnaire has been designed (Appendix 1) and sent to all pub-
lic and private universities in Armenia, except for 5 specialized universities (National De-
fence Research University, Military Aviation University, Military University After Vazgen
Sargsyan, Educational Complex of the Police of RA, Crises Management State Academy of
the Emergency Situations of the Republic of Armenia). The questionnaire has been com-
pleted by 25 universities out of the total of 60 universities in Armenia (22 state and interna-
tional, 31 private, 5 international branch campuses of state universities and 2 international
branch campuses of private universities, as of October 3, 2017) and the distribution of re-
spondents is as follows: 3 international universities, 15 state universities, 7 private universi-
ties. The data provided by the universities was for the 2015-2016 academic year. The data
have been analyzed, and the report has been prepared by the HARMONY project partici-
pants and scholars (authors of this very article) from Eurasia International University (Ar-
menia) and Aston University (United Kingdom). Consequently, the quantitative study has
been complemented by qualitative follow-up study and document analysis of universities
has been carried out to uncover content and methodological issues, therefore.

Results
Internationalization of Management

To begin with, for assessing the internationalization of management and strategic plan-
ning of the universities, the respondents have been asked to specify whether the university
has concrete strategic plan of internationalization or not and in case of availability has been
asked to attach the plan. Out of 25 respondents, 19 universities reported that they have in-
ternationalization strategy available (see Chart 1) and only 12 universities attached an inter-
nationalization strategy. In most cases the attached strategic plan of internationalization was
incorporated in the University Strategic Master Plan in a separate section (HARMONY
project, 2017).
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The strategic plans then were benchmarked with the content and structure of the Euro-
pean universities involved in the HARMONY project and although 76% of universities
claimed having an internationalization strategy, the document analyses revealed number of
issues content wise and most of the attached strategies had significant issues, lacking even
the basic structure of strategic plans.

The presented documents were also lacking the analysis of strengths and weaknesses of
the institution, opportunities and threats, risks and assumptions, timeframe, resource plan-
ning etc. The presented strategic plans were short of concrete key performance indicators
(process, outcome and/or impact indicators) and measurable targets, which might enable
effective monitoring and quality assurance and serve as a base for future improvements.
Several universities mentioned indicators of internationalization, but the indicators provid-
ed were vague and generic, not measurable and not time bounded, therefore.

By the same token, most of the submitted strategies on internationalization were limit-
ed to information and general statements on international student recruitment and mobility
opportunities: the strategies were lacking concrete statements on internationalization of
management, curricula, teaching and learning, research, innovation etc.

Chart 1. Availability of Internationalization Strategic Plan (HARMO-
NY project, 2017)

Does your HET have a strategic plan of internationalization?
Please, attach

mYes = No

The respondents were later asked to evaluate the availability of internal procedures and
regulations on managing internationalization activity. To the question “Does your HEI have
a regulatory framework for management of international activity?”” 16 universities respond-
ed positively (Chart 2), but the majority failed to provide concrete examples. Some univer-
sities have mentioned the availability of learning agreements, three party mobility plans as
regulatory frameworks. In general, there is a lack of well-coordinated set of formal policies,
procedures and guidelines for the management of international activities institution wide.
The universities are lacking concrete regulations, procedures and guidelines on managing
international projects, incoming and outgoing mobility and other programs, benchmarking,
research, innovation, dissemination etc (HARMONY project, 2017).
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Chart 2. Availability (of) regulatory framework (HARMONY project,
2017)

Does your HEI have a regulatory framework for
managemment of international activity? Please, give abrief
description of the ongoing work in this direction.

M Yes No

Outgoing and incoming student mobility

As illustrated in chart 3 below, there is a considerable increase in both incoming and
outgoing student mobility! and the numbers of mobile students have been comparatively
stable since 2014. Based on the data of the National Statistical Service of RA the majority
of international students in Armenia in recent years come from the Russian Federation
(1165 students in 2015), Georgia (840), India (748) and Iran (393).

Chart 3. Student Mobility in Armenia
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In the framework of the study, 5 universities (out of 25) reported above 10 percent of
international students (including full degree students and exchange students) in the total
student number. These universities reported mostly that recruit international students have

1 Source. UIS.State, rethrived from http://data.uis.unesco.org/Index.aspx?queryid=172, 05.10.2017
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been from Russian Federation, Georgia, India and Iran. The rest of 7 universities reported
between 1 - 4 % international student involvement per year and in case of the 13 universi-
ties, the indicator was 0. This leads to an inference, that the opportunities in the global and
international educational market are leveraged only by 5 universities in Armenia.

Considerable differences and imbalances are observed among universities, as well as
between the number of incoming and outgoing students. There are several universities (in-
cluding Yerevan State University, Yerevan State Medical University and Russian Armenian
University), which appear to be top sending when factoring absolute numbers. The reality
changes when the ratio of total number of students to foreign students is considered: while in
case of Yerevan State Medical University (YSMU) and Russian Armenian University (RAU)
the percentage of foreign students in the overall student number is above 20 percent (22 %
and 25 % respectively), the percentage of Yerevan State University is quite low: only 2% of
students are reported to be international (2015-2016 academic year). It is worth mentioning,
that the international students of Russian Armenian University are predominantly Armenians
with the citizenship of other countries (mostly Russia and Georgia), which is a good example
of pulling and recruiting students from diaspora. At YSMU the top sending country is India,
while in the case of RAU it is Russia. In both universities however, the level of outgoing mo-
bility is quite low and is comparable with other universities in the country.

The economic impact of international students on Armenian economy is significant:
with our approximate calculations international students contributed more than 27 million
USD to Armenian economy in 2015/2016 academic year: calculations are based on the con-
tribution from tuition fees, rent expense, leaving expenses (including food, gas and electric-
ity, internet, mobile phone, bus fares, clothing etc.) totaling to more than 8500 USD per
year/per international student and the number of degree seeking international students
studying in Armenian tertiary institutions (3207' students) in 2015/2016 academic year.

This calculation is useful for estimating the “opportunity cost” of not enjoying the ben-
efits associated with the alternative to engage in international student recruitment more ag-
gressively and internationalization of RA higher education in general.

Internationalization of teaching and academic programs

While twinning, franchise programs, double, joint and combined degree programs have
skyrocketed in the last five years in number of countries and were used as a major tool to
attract international students and internationalize the curriculum, Armenian higher educa-
tion institutions remained inactive and the efforts are quite fragmented. Based on the study
out of 25 respondent universities only 6 universities had reported more than 3 joint/double/
multiple degree programs, 7 universities reported one-degree program and 12 HEIs had no
collaborative initiatives or programs. The further analysis of the web sites of universities
revealed, that public information about the mentioned programs is either absent or very
scarce, which highlights the shortcomings in marketing efforts of the universities. The stu-
dent number involved in these programs are also very low. The small number of joint/dou-
ble/multiple degrees is partially explained by existing national limitations and law on High-
er and postgraduate education, which is soon to be amended and is on the agenda of the

1 Source: www.armstat.am
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post-revolutionary Ministry of Education and Science.

Concurrently, seventy-two percent of universities (eighteen in twenty-five) have aca-
demic courses/programs in English or in other foreign languages. Many universities have
provided a list of the offered courses and some of them have the information available on
their websites. Noteworthy, that most of the universities were also lacking strategy/policies
to attract foreign professors (with an exception of American University of Armenia) and a
clear system of rewards for teaching in English was also absent. Universities reported reli-
ance on external funds and sources for ensuring inbound and outbound faculty mobility
such as Visegrad Fund, Jean Monnet, Erasmus+, DAAD, Fulbright, Confucius Institute, etc,
which proves the dependence of most of the institutions on international and intergovern-
mental funds and makes the task of internationalization of faculty quite risky. The percent-
age of incoming faculty is mostly limited to 0-1 percent (with only few exceptions), which
is another evidence of clear strategy and efforts unavailability as well as lack of concrete
policies to attract international faculty, henceforth.

International Impact and Visibility

The most common number presented by the universities to promote the university web-
site, was two, and the languages mentioned were Russian and English. The analysis of the
official web sites of universities reveals number of issues though, which may hinder not
only international student recruitment, but also partnership development (HARMONY proj-
ect, 2017). Search, navigation, and design outdated and missing information, the mix of
marketing and academic materials, low standard of written content are among the major is-
sues observed. In many cases, from the materials presented by the respondent universities it
is obvious, that there is certain gap of content and presentation: in many cases the universi-
ties have outstanding programs, which are not correctly presented to wider public, includ-
ing international audiences.

The participation in international fairs and memberships in associations are other visibili-
ty tools not leveraged by most of the HEIs. 6 universities reported (out of 25) participation in
more than 5 international fairs, 12 did not participate in any. National Politechnic University
of Armenia is in a leading position with the number of international associations and networks
followed by the National University of Architecture and Construction of Armenia. 8 universi-
ties reported the existence of a separate division/working group responsible for participation
in the international rankings and 5 of those universities have relatively high ranking and pres-
ence in international ranking systems (YSU, RAU, ASPU, ASUE and AUA)

International research and educational projects

Twelve universities out of 25 reported having no research projects in 2015-2016 aca-
demic year, while at the other end of the scale two universities stand out with the highest
numbers, namely, Yerevan State University (major research university) and American Uni-
versity of Armenia. There is immense imbalance between research and educational projects.
9 universities have neither an international collaborative educational, nor research project.
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Discussion

Based on the study outcomes, it becomes obvious that there is a lack of well-coordinated
and developed internationalization strategies with concrete key performance indicators and mea-
surable performance targets. Adding to this the lack of well-coordinated policies, regulations and
procedures of managing international activities make the further monitoring and quality assur-
ance a difficult task in higher education system. A more goal-oriented universities may serve as
a framework for institutional effectiveness and result in an overall national competitiveness of
higher education in the global marketplace. A similar study entitled “Internationalization in Eu-
ropean higher education: European policies, institutional strategies and EUA support” conducted
among the member institutions of European University Association reveals a positive impact of
the availability of Internationalization strategy on the university performance. 99% of institu-
tions that replied to the survey either had an internationalization strategy in place (56%), intend-
ed to develop one (13%), or have considered internationalization in other strategies (30%). All
but one institution stated that their strategy has had a positive impact on their institutionds inter-
nationalization, particularly with regards to development of partnerships, outgoing student mo-
bility, teaching in English, attraction of international students and development of staff mobility
opportunities (European University Association, 2013).

The internationalization of higher education is widely considered as a strategic priority
for governments around the world because of the economic, political, social, and academic
benefits associated with it (Craciun, 2018). As depicted above, only in 2015, the direct eco-
nomic impact of international students in the Armenian economy has totaled to around 27
million USD. The collaborative efforts of the universities, the Ministry of Education and Sci-
ence and other stakeholders should be targeted to international student recruitment, availabili-
ty of quality programs and services, as well as well -coordinated institutional and national
processes to ensure a smooth settlement and entry to Armenia for international students. Ar-
menia also needs “a visa policy to maximize national security by focusing not only on keep-
ing objectionable individuals out, but also on letting legitimate individuals in” (Johnson,
2004). The visa difficulties (which are mostly explained by security measures) and unclear
processes may turn international students towards other countries.

The internationalization of universities may be enabled in case of national strategy align-
ment: during the current study, there has been found no national strategy of internationaliza-
tion and the acting law did not enable and promote the internationalization at an institutional
level. Luckily, the post-revolutionary government stresses not only the importance of interna-
tionalization (revising the current law and designing an internationalization strategy), but also
autonomy of universities. This might create a sound bases for moving quicker and transform-
ing the current practices. Internationalization efforts of the universities should be recognized
by the government; tying the performance to funding might multiple the effect, but the ab-
sence may not be a reason for stagnation. Given the demographic decline and issues in the
internal market, the universities should search for new revenue growth looking at internation-
al students to make up for funding shortfalls. The university should become more entrepre-
neurial. “The concept of the entrepreneurial university becomes the umbrella idea under
which we speak of the self-steering, self-reliant, progressive university. It stresses that the
university is engaged in the pursuit of opportunities beyond means that are currently avail-
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able” (Clark, 2001). The major opportunity in this case is to internationalize educational pro-
grams, administrative staff, student cohort and faculty, as well as research.

Conferring the study outcomes, it is worth to mention that not all universities have enough
capacities to internationalize the educational programs, curriculum and teaching targeted at
international visibility and an increase in international student number. On the other hand, it is
also obvious that there are best practices which could be replicated, and this requires a good
coordination between government and a ground collaboration between universities.

Conclusion

Drawing together the threads that have woven throughout the study, it can be posited that
strategy development is the process whereby a higher education institution (HEI) specifies
clearly its future plans, direction and decision making, based on the analysis of its strength,
weakness, opportunities and threats (SWOT) in the operating environment. Therefore, the im-
plementation of internationalization among HEIs should be driven by a thorough analysis of
the past, current and anticipated future performance or goals of the HEI in various areas.
Thereafter, specific plan of actions leading to successful implementation and achievement of
the internationalization objectives need to be put in place (Pascal Cromm, 2015).

The definition of, importance of, and motivating arguments behind higher education in-
ternationalization demonstrate that internationalization is now perceived as one of the main
parts of university life, and one which brings enormous benefits, provided that the strategy is
properly set and executed. Consequently, these topics require more attention and managerial
approaches must be clearly defined. The increased international competition amongst higher
education institutions caused by rapid globalization now requires universities to evaluate, alter
or devise new and innovative strategies which will enable them to boost their international
activities. There is a need to gain a competitive advantage in attracting more local and interna-
tional students, involving staff in international exchange programs, conducting joint research,
establishing collaborative degree and exchange programs, etc. (Alpenidze, 2015)

As universities and the external environment changes, the policies and procedures must
be adapted and/or developed to meet the new challenges. Well-written policies and proce-
dures increase university accountability and transparency and become fundamental to qual-
ity assurance and quality improvement programs, as well as increase productivity.

Increased autonomy, accountability and transparency and the international outlook of
universities should go hand in hand with internal and external quality assurance mecha-
nisms. The means do not justify the ends, thus the universities should be cautious especially
when engaging in international student recruitment: rigid internal quality assurance mecha-
nisms should be put in place to monitor the quality of studies, management, faculty, re-
search and information, as well as processes enabling internationalization.

The motivations for internationalization include commercial advantage, knowledge and
language acquisition, enhancing the curriculum with international content, and many others
(Altbach & Knight, 2007). The national regulatory framework should be in place to enable
and promote international initiatives, cross-border collaborative arrangements, English
taught programs and courses etc. and clear monitoring mechanisms of international pro-
grams and initiatives should be in place both on the institutional and national levels.
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Appendix 1. Questionnaire to evaluate the internationalization of HEIs:
breakdown and questions (HARMONY project, 2017)

+1.1. Number of enrolled full-time (all levels)
+ 1.2 Number of academic staff
+ 1.3. Number of staff in international office

General Information and
internationalization of
management

+ 1.4 Do you have strategic internationalization plan?
+ 1.5. Do you have legal frameworks to manage international
activity?

+2.1. Number of students (all levels) sent abroad
+2.2. Top 5 host coumtries for students
+2.3. Number of international students (all levels, both

International Mobility degree-seeking and exchange)
+2.4 Top 5 coumtries of origin of nternational students

+2.5. Do you assist your staff and students i participation m
mobility programs?

+3.1. Number of international teaching staff ( both
temporary and permanent)

+3.2. Number of staff (all categories) sent abroad

+3.3. Number of imternational jomt/double/multiple degrees

programs (All levels)
Internationalization of +3.4. Do you offer programs in English or other foreign
0 . lan, es?
teaching and academic e
5 +3.5. Do you offer financial incentives for staff to learn
programs foreignlanguages and to carry out teaching activities in
foreignlanguages?

+3.6. Do you have strategy and special funding to support
international staff recrioment?

+3.7. Do you have study programs where mobility windows
are incorporated mto the curriculun?

+4.1. Do you have web-sitein English

+4.2 Number of mternatonal fairs (educaton, research,
R&D, etc.) where institutionhas been presented

International ImpﬂCt and +4.3. Number of international partnerships

VlSlblllty +4.4 Number of membershipsin international associations

and networks

+4.5. Do you have internal imit / working group to deal with
international rankings?

+5.1. Number of international research projects
Research and Education +5.2. Number of international educational projects

proj ects +5.3. Do you assist your staff i participation in international
programs and projects
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CERUvHUMLErR

Znnuonid puuwpynud B dwjuwunmwunid dbign (hwdwjuupwuwjuu)
dwupnuwnid pupdapwagnuu Yppnipjut thowqgquyuugduwu nuguuywupuuu
yuuwynpdwu  ptpnipgniuutipn b dwypn dwupnuyh  (wggquht)
vhowqquyuugdwu nuquujupnipyuu dywldwu htwpwynp wgnbignipniun:
Wu pwgwhwjumnmd § hhduwwu fuunhpubpp b vwhdwund pwpdpwugniyu
Unpenipjuu  dhowqquyuugdwu gnpopupwgnid wyugu wyjuwuwynpdwu b
wpnniuwy tnnipyuu Yapupbpyw wnwewpynipniuutpp: {nnjwonp hhdugwos
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E Erasmus+ HARMONY épwigph ppowuwlutipnid wiuglugywséd hwpgnidutinh
L htnwgnunipiniuutiph wpryniuputiph Ypw'Swyuunwunid - pupdpugniyu
Upenipyuu  dhowqquyuugdwt, hbnmwgnunipyjuut U unpupwpnipjuu
dwupnuyny:

Chduwpwnebp. pwpdpwugnyu Yppnipiniu, dhowqqujuwgnid, htnwgn-
wmnipinil, unpuwpwpnipiniuubin, gnpwhqughw, nwquuwywpnipniu, punu-
pwlwuntipniyu, pupugwlwng, upguynpnid:

Oranec ApyTIOHSIH,

IIpopexmop no cmpameauueckomy pazeumuio MexicOyHapodHo20 yHugepcumema
Eepasusi, kaHOudam 3KOHOMUYECKUX HayK

Apesuk Oransan

Hauanvruk Ilenmpa obecneuenust kauecmea MedxcoyHapoOHO20 yHUsepcumema
Eepasus, acnupanmka MYE

CTPATET'MYECKOE MbBIIIEHUE B UHTEPHALMOHAJIU3ALIUA
BbICHIUX YYEBHbIX 3ABEAEHUNW APMEHUU: HEAOCTATKH U
INEPCIIEKTHUBDI

B craree paccmarpuBaroTCsi HEAOCTATKM B CTPATETMYECKOM IUIAHWPOBAHUH
MHTEPHAIMOHAIN3AIMHN BBICIIET0 00pa30BaHMs HA ME30yPOBHE (YHUBEPCUTETHI) B ApDMEHUH
U BO3MOXKHOE BIIMSIHUE pa3pabOTKU CTpaTeruy MHTEPHAMOHAJIM3ALUM HAa MaKpOYpOBHE
(HanoHasbHOM). B HeM ompeneneHbl OCHOBHbBIE TPOOJIEMbI M H3JIOXKEHBI PEKOMEHIAINH
JUIsl OymyIero IUIaHWPOBAHUS M TOBBIMIEHHUA 3((PEKTUBHOCTH B HMHTECPHAMOHAIM3ALUN
BbICIIEro oOOpas3oBaHusl. IIpu 93TOM crTarbs ommpaercs Ha PE3yNbTaThl oIpoca H
HCCIIeIOBaHUs, IpoBeleHHble B pamkax mpoekra Erasmust HARMONY Ha ypoBHe
MHTEPHAIMOHAIN3AIINH, UCCISJOBAHUI 1 HMHHOBALIUI BbICIIEr0 00pa30BaHus B APMEHHH.

KaroueBble ciioBa: Bbicuiee 00pa3oBaHHE, MHTEPHAMOHAIW3ALUs, HCCIEIOBAHUE,
MHHOBALIUH, TII00ATN3aNKs, CTPATErns, MOJIUTHKA, IPOLeypa, PEryIupOBaHue.

Znnwsp ubipyuywgyty L gpuiunudwy’ 2019p thtopjuph 12- hu
ZnnJwst punniudty B nywgpnipyuy’ 2019 dwpnh 9- hu
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