[image: image1.wmf]
Education Beyond Our Shores – 

Defining the Way Forward
Workshop Report

Prepared by the International Policy & Development Unit,

Strategic Information and Resourcing Division,

New Zealand Ministry of Education

October 2002

Education Beyond Our Shores –  Defining the Way Forward: Workshop Report

Background

1 The Government’s Export Education Strategy supports the balanced and sustainable development of export education. To date, the main focus has been on onshore activities and core capabilities. However, a need has been identified to ensure the strategy also embraces offshore development. 

2 In 2001, the Ministry of Education conducted a stocktake of offshore education provision by public tertiary providers and found that almost half of providers were offering services offshore in some form, with 63 offshore programmes and approximately 2,200 students. Programmes were primarily delivered in South-East Asia and the Pacific, with the largest number in Malaysia, and with China and North Asia generally increasing in importance.

3 The Ministry recently sponsored Dr Christopher Ziguras of the Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology University to lead a workshop on offshore education in Wellington on 11 September 2002. Dr Ziguras spoke about opportunities and impediments for offshore education.

4 The workshop discussed opportunities and risks associated with working offshore, and gave providers the opportunity to dialogue both with each other and with officials responsible for development and implementation of policies affecting offshore education. One of the overall objectives of the workshop was to identify tactical and strategic steps to support further development. The format included a presentation on the experiences of competitor countries, input from NZ providers and Government agencies, and a facilitated small-group discussion.

Attendees at the workshop

5 The workshop was attended by a wide range of people mainly from the public tertiary sector, including polytechnics, colleges of education and universities. Sector bodies such as the NZ Vice-Chancellors’ Committee (NZVCC), the Association of Polytechnics in NZ (APNZ) and the Association of Colleges of Education in NZ (ACENZ) attended. Government agencies, including the Asia 2000 Foundation, the Department of the Prime Minister & Cabinet (DPMC), the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade, the NZ Qualifications Authority, and Trade NZ were also represented at the workshop. There was one representative from a secondary school (Linwood College in Christchurch) and two from an international education agent company, EdPlusNZ.

6 This report looks at what was discussed at the workshop and recommendations for future action.

Speakers during the day

7 Copies of presentations given at the workshop are available on-line at www.minedu.govt.nz/goto/international, under the “Offshore Education” link.

International Policy & Development Unit, Ministry of Education

8 [image: image2.wmf]Neil Scotts and Emily Fabling outlined the issues and key purpose of the workshop, to share experiences and identify how NZ providers can work together and with Government to succeed in offshore education. Summarised findings of the Ministry’s Offshore Education stocktake (www.minedu.govt/goto/international) were also presented. Some Government perspectives were also offered on offshore education activity, including benefits and risks.

Dr Christopher Ziguras, RMIT University, Melbourne

9 Dr Ziguras spoke about the relationship between economic globalisation and offshore education generally, before discussing what he thought were lessons NZ providers could learn from their Australian counterparts’ experiences. These include the difference between emerging and mature offshore education markets, lessons about competing ‘modes of delivery’ (for example, a totally e-based programme versus face-to-face contact) and financial lessons. 

10 Reviewing the track record of competing modes of delivery in Australia and elsewhere, Dr Ziguras stated that evidence internationally shows that fully on-line delivery is proving unpopular except in small niche programmes, due to the lack of face-to-face contact, an unwillingess on the part of students to pay high fees and significant start-up costs. Branch campuses are faced with problems of scale and expose the provider to considerable financial risk through capital investment offshore. Perhaps the best approach, both in terms of mode of delivery and financial risk, is seen to be “joint delivery” with local, established partners, using on-line delivery in some form (for enrolment and general information for example). This approach still requires an on-going commitment to building quality partnerships, and rigorous internal approvals.

11 Dr Ziguras noted the improving co-operation between small and new providers, and the increasing involvement of exporting governments (through quality assurance, marketing and trade facilitation, for example). He also referred to the Victorian Auditor-General’s June 2002 report on the operations of university subsidiary entities and joint ventures (www.audit.vic.gov.au/psa_jun02/psa0202.htm) which highlighted some of the risks, particularly financial, faced by a number of Victorian tertiary institutions.

‘Experiences Old and New’

University of Waikato

(Dr Lin Min, Special Assistant to Vice-Chancellor)

Waikato’s first offshore programme was a 2+2 programme in Shanghai, commenced in 1997. Between 2000 and 2002, more joint programmes have been initiated with Chinese institutions.

Dr Min advocated a ‘middle way’, with the offshore partner providing ‘hardware’ (capital investment) and Waikato providing ‘software’ (course content, curriculum, teaching staff and QA). Financial investment made by Waikato is in travel and staff.

Dr Min warned that partners must be selected carefully and partnership structures must be scrupulously developed. Operationally, even issues such as who will attend the ‘opening ceremony’ are also important and emphasise the need for operational capacity.
Manukau Institute of Technology

(Capt. Tim Wilson, NZ Maritime School)

The NZ Maritime School’s offshore experience resulted in NZ$1 million revenue for teaching, and NZ$0.5 million in consultancy work in 2001.

Capt. Wilson posed the question of offshore education providers, are we:

· Mercenaries, Missionaries or Misfits?

Capt. Wilson argued that a need to cross-subsidise NZ students’ programmes from entrepreneurial income had forced a “mercenary” approach. However, the School has developed a genuine empathy and appreciation for the challenges facing developing countries and now has a strategy predicated on institutional strengthening and projects with clearly defined long-term benefits – a “missionary” approach. Lastly, maritime departments internationally tend not to 

Auckland University of Technology

(Dr David Brook, Deputy Vice-Chancellor)

AUT began offshore activities in 1986 (as the former AIT). However, over time, AUT has dis-engaged from offshore activity. AUT has no students studying offshore in AUT’s own certificate or degree programmes in 2002.


fit easily into TEIs, which makes them “misfits”.

Some challenges faced by the School are:

· Accreditations;

· Logistics, including flights and flight schedules;

· Course material and equipment costs;

· Lecturer employment agreements & support; and

· Local corruption and politics.


Dr Brook referred to the 3 R’s of offshore education (‘reputation, reputation, reputation’). The reasons AUT has exited from offshore education provision are based on reputation and ‘loss of control’.


Lincoln University

(Dr Lily Belabun. Manager, Offshore Programmes)

Lincoln operates 5 offshore programmes at 4 venues, each arrangement being venue-specific.  Lincoln has

Victoria University of Wellington

(David Scott, Director, Partner Programmes)

David covered three of Victoria University’s programmes:

· Development through Education

(Greater Mekong Sub-Region Tertiary Education Consortium);

· Partnership by Tender

(Joint training of teachers of English for secondary schools in Malaysia);

· Twinning revisited – same model, new location

(New partner programmes in China).


been involved in offshore activity since 1995.

The rationale for the programmes include local market demand, cost effectiveness, relevant local conditions, cross-cultural exposure, enriching curriculum and intellectual horizons and local market profile. 

To deliver quality, Lincoln operates contractual agreements, consider local and NZ requirements and matches on-campus delivery. Local input is through moderation, delivery is in English and through part-time and block delivery.



Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade (Trade Negotiations Division)

12 Clare Kelly (MFAT) noted the role of governments in trade in education, as exporters themselves (through public sector education institutions), as regulators of the operating environments, and as parties to international agreements establishing both standards for education and rules for trade in education. Multilateral trade agreements such as the World Trade Organisation (WTO), regional agreements such as the Asia Free Trade Agreement (AFTA), bilateral agreements such as ANZCERTA, and other trade groups such as APEC and the OECD all facilitate the provision of education services both on and offshore. Ms Kelly referred to a number of examples of barriers for NZ education exporters and discussed the expected benefits of current trade negotiations.

Quality assurance of joint ventures – (1) NZQA

13 Brett Williams referred to NZQA’s additional requirements for NZ providers offering approved NZ qualifications overseas as either stand-alone or joint ventures (www.nzqa.govt.nz/services/oseasnotification.html). Applications should include evidence that the overseas operations:

· are covered by the provider’s quality management system;

· will be consistent with the standards of the provider’s NZ operations;

· comply with legal requirements in the particular country; and

· are acceptable to the relevant educational authorities in the particular country.

14 In the case of joint venture arrangements, specific information must be provided about:

· the standing of the overseas provider and evidence that the provider meets relevant quality standards in their own country;

· any qualification approval and accreditation processes applying to the overseas provider in relation to the particular qualification under consideration; and

· the formal agreement between the NZ provider and the overseas provider.

15 Mr Williams noted that the additional requirements were very similar to the NZ Vice-Chancellors’ Committee (NZVCC) requirements for universities, and reflect the substance of formal agreements between overseas quality assurance and certification bodies and those in NZ. 

Quality assurance of joint ventures – (2) NZVCC’s CUAP’s new guidelines

16 Dr David Brook noted NZVCC’s Committee of University Academic Programmes’ (CUAP) new guidelines for memoranda of understanding (MOU) with overseas providers (available from NZVCC on (04) 381-8500). The new guidelines apply when: 

· there is a formal agreement between institutions to provide courses taught by an overseas institution (including web-delivered courses) towards a NZ programme, and 

· when the overseas contribution constitutes the core of a programme, a major or sub-major, or is more than 0.5 EFTS weighting within the programme. 

17 Dr Brook emphasised that the MOU must be between institutions, not between individual departments or staff members.

Risk management – Tertiary Advisory Monitoring Unit, Ministry of Education

18 Debbie Francis and Chris Ford noted the Tertiary Advisory Monitoring Unit’s (TAMU) interest in both the financial and academic viability of tertiary education institutions (TEIs), and in the robustness of their strategic and business frameworks. Ms Francis commented separately on the risks relating to both e-/distance-based offshore education, and campus-based offshore education. These related to:

· strategic risks (eg. is the venture part of an integrated overall distance education or international education strategy?); 

· financial risks (eg. does a robust multi-year business case underpin the venture? are financial and non-financial risks monitored, reported and acted upon?); 

· operational risks (eg. has quality due diligence been undertaken on partners? is management distracted from core/parent entity, especially with CEO absences?);

· academic risks (eg. are local and NZ accreditation issues properly addressed? are retention and achievement targets/strategies in place?); and

· marketing issues (eg. what are the real costs on a per student basis? is the programme potentially clonable?).
Key trends in offshore education

19 A number of major themes emerged during the course of the day, both through the workshop presentations and the small group discussions.

· Offshore education constitutes an increasingly significant proportion of the international education industry, and offshore enrolments are growing faster than onshore international student enrolments in comparable education-exporting countries (eg. Australia).

· The rapid expansion of offshore education provision by our competitor countries has involved financial and reputational risks. As a result, some governments are exercising more scrutiny over offshore programs, primarily in terms of quality assurance and financial auditing processes.

· Compared with some competitor countries, NZ providers have adopted a generally sound but cautious approach to offshore development and made modest commitments. 

· NZ providers have an opportunity to ‘leapfrog’ their international rivals in offshore education by avoiding the costly trial-and-error approach of earlier entrants to offshore markets, and instead emulate international best-practice from the outset.
Discussion at the workshop

20 While it was acknowledged that NZ providers are in competition with each other in the offshore education market, there was agreement that a more co-operative and collaborative approach to offshore education provision would minimise the risks, especially for small providers and new entrants. All participants at the workshop considered that providers, as well as established networks such as Polytechnics International NZ (PINZ), ACENZ, and the Tertiary Accord of NZ (TANZ), could be encouraged to share expertise regarding market intelligence, sound management processes and efficient procedures for offshore provision. Providers may also benefit from entering into consortia or alliances (like existing collaborations: Scottish Knowledge and the Northern Alliance in the UK, for example).

21 Providers recommended that offshore education policy be developed for the short-, medium- and long-term within the context of export education as a whole. Providers saw Government’s role as directed at ‘macro-policy not micro-management’. In terms of Government involvement in offshore education activity, on the one hand, providers were concerned that, in their view, there seemed to be no one owner within Government of export education and offshore education in particular. On the other hand, providers recognised that offshore education, and indeed export education, has many facets covered by a wide range of stakeholders both within and outside of Government. Participants at the workshop felt that there is a need for better integration of the Government approach to offshore education through the Ministry of Education, NZQA and Trade NZ in particular, and the new Tertiary Education Commission in the future. Providers saw a need for more clarity around risk ownership in Government and better definition of the different risk-management responsibilities of NZQA, the Ministry’s Tertiary Advisory Monitoring Unit, and the new Tertiary Education Commission.

22 Providers considered that, where applicable, accreditation and quality assurance policies and practices should be revised so that they apply to both onshore and offshore provision to achieve better parallels and consistency between domestic and international processes. They considered that Government could facilitate co-operation and collaboration by promoting “best practice” approaches (through guidelines, checklists and templates) and suggested, for example, that a government agency could assist by developing standard templates for agreements between NZ providers and offshore partners. 

23 There was widespread support from all participants at the workshop for the establishment of an Offshore Education Network of providers and Government. This could operate like the International Education Marketing Network (NZIEMN) or the India Export Education Network, allowing regular discussion between government, industry and researchers, as achieved at the workshop.

Conclusion

24 There had never been a meeting of government and providers to share ideas and experiences of offshore education previous to this workshop. There was broad agreement that the dialogue in the workshop was exceptionally valuable and all participants wanted the dialogue to continue.

25 The proposal that an Offshore Education Network be established will be pursued with Education NZ and Trade NZ by the Ministry of Education. The network’s proposed purpose is to contribute to on-going co-operation, collaboration and dialogue within the industry, between industry and Government, and between government agencies.

26 Other key recommendations from the workshop included a call for a more co-operative and collaborative approach by providers. This could be facilitated through the establishment of a network. It was noted that such a move is also in harmony with moves toward a more co-operative approach in domestic tertiary education policy. Government agencies are also working toward better integration of their operational and strategic activities around export education (including offshore education), through regular meetings and on-going communication.
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Risks


Financial exposure


Human resources issues


Shifting focus away from educating New Zealanders


Jurisdictional issues





Benefits


Expansion ($$$ reward)


Relationship-building (non-$$$ reward)


NZ’s strategic positioning


Diversification of mode of supply








� Thanks goes to Dr Chris Ziguras, Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology University, for his assistance with an early draft of this report.
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