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The past few decades have witnessed an increase in global mobility and an
unprecedented number of exchange programs offered by various institutions and
governments to enable students to receive education in foreign countries. The
increase in the enrolment rates of international and exchange students has led many
countries to reform their educational systems at curricular and practical levels to meet
the needs of international students. European Council (2001), for instance, has
developed a common framework of reference to enable students across Europe to
travel for education with the hope of creating a common European identity. However,
institutional reports and research findings show that in spite of the increasing
opportunities and attempts to improve information and funding services to
accommodate the needs of international students, the effectiveness of cross cultural
education can be questioned. Among these predicaments, identity issues have been
frequently reported (e.g., Andrade, 2006; Ho, 2009; Kuhn, 2012; Kim, 2014). In this
respect, the present study aims to provide a review of recent studies and reports by
focusing specifically on identity problems encountered by exchange students. The
discussions presented and their implications are meant to contribute to improving the
educational contexts for exchange students.
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Son vyillarda, kiresel hareketlilik ve 6grencilere yonelik farkli kurumlarin sundugu
yurtdisi egitim programlarinin sayisinda 6nemli derecede bir artis yasanmistir.
Uluslararasi egitim ve degisim programlarina talepteki bu artis, birgok tlkenin, yabanci
uyruklu 6grencilerin ihtiyaglarina cevap verebilmek icin egitim sistemlerinde mufredat
ve egitim programlarini da iceren kapsamli diizenlemelere gitmesine neden olmustur.
Ornegin, Avrupa Komisyonu (2001), ortak bir Avrupa kimligine sahip olabilmelerini ve
ogrencilerin Avrupa ulkelerinde egitim almalarini kolaylastirmak tzere Avrupa Ortak
Olgiit Cergevesini sunmustur. Ancak, artan olanaklara ve uluslararasi 6grencilerin bilgi
edinimi ve maddi olanaklar konularindaki ihtiyaglarini karsilama girisimlerindeki
artiglara ragmen, arastirma sonuglari ve kurumsal raporlar 6grenci degisim
programlarinin etkinligini sorgulayan bulgular icermektedir. Arastirma sonuglarinda
sikga ortaya konulan problemlerden biri, degisim 0Ogrencilerinin yasadigi kimlik
sorunlaridir (Andrade, 2006; Ho, 2009; Kuhn, 2012; Kim, 2014). Bu baglamda, bu
¢alisma degisim programlarinda egitim alan 6grencilerin kimlik ile ilgili yasadig
problemleri ortaya koymak lizere alan yazindaki bulgulari incelemeyi amaglamaktadir.
Bu bulgular 6zetlenerek, ¢alismalarin ortaya koydugu kimlik problemleri tartisilmis ve
sunulan o6nerilerle degisim programlarindan faydalanan o6grencilerin kosullarinin
gelistirilmesine katki saglanacagi disinilmugtir.
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Introduction

The last century has witnessed a fast and a fundamental shift from the traditional inside-borders
social, political and economic systems toward a global frame that is formed of beyond-borders powers
and that functions inter-dependent of its international components. The new global formation of
systems has required layers of societies such as economic, social, political, or cultural structures to be
re-shaped accommodating for cross-borders activities and mobility. Along with the adaptation of
structural and legislative regulations complying with cross-border systems, nations have also urged for
creating cross-border cultures and identities. In this respect, intercultural understanding has emerged as
a vital tool that can guide and enhance smooth transitions. As one of the most efficient ways to promote
intercultural understanding, people mobility is viewed as a tool that enables individuals to gain first-
hand experience and interaction with other nations, leading subsequently to understanding of diversity
and global scale issues. Peterson et al. (1999) refer to the critical role of intercultural learning in creating
a common global humanity. They state that ‘intercultural learning could be a beacon, illuminating a
world of cultural differences and a common global humanity, building blocks for a just and peaceful
world’ (p.76).

Education in general has been the most powerful tool in shaping social (mainly national) identities of
young generations in almost every nation. Nations’ histories show that political or military figures in the
history stressed the importance of education in schools not only for transferring knowledge but also for
creating national identities. Napoleon’s famous quote (in Reisner, 1922) indicates the role played by
national education: ‘If the child is not taught from infancy that he ought to be a republican or a
monarchist, a Catholic or a free-thinker, the state will not constitute a nation; it will rest on uncertain
and shifting foundations; and it will be constantly exposed to disorder and change’ (p.35). The history of
nations shows similar quotes indicating the importance given to education in the formation of national
identities (see e.g. for France: Weber, 1976; for Germany: Fichte, 1968; for Italy: Alesina& Fuchs-
Schundeln, 2005). Yet, although education is still an efficient way in shaping individuals’ identities, the
structural frames of the social identity that nations opt for today have changed dramatically. Today, the
ultimate goals of nations should not be to have the young generations possess strong national identities,
but in contrast, to have a generation with broader social identity that conveys understanding and
tolerance of global cultures, openness and flexibility for adaptation in various social contexts, and
eventually economic and political contributions to global systems beyond borders.

21st century requires nations to function internationally in political, economic, and thus cultural
scales. Acting globally also brings the necessity for people’s mobility. Although travelling across borders
was done for mostly trade or business reasons at the beginning of the century, today, travelling for
educational purposes is one of the most frequent reasons for people’s mobility. The rate of students’
mobility for education increased from 2 million in 2000 to over 4 million in 2012. International students
comprised 1.8 % of all tertiary enrolments globally (UNESCO, 2014). According to the statistics provided
by UNESCO (2014), the majority of educational mobility is toward five countries comprising over half of
the international students. These countries are USA hosting 18 %, UK hosting 11 %, France 7 %, Australia
6 %, and Germany with 5 % of the total international student enrolment.

The increased number of international students brings along numerous benefits to the countries
they study and live in. They establish business connections (NAFSA, 2003), develop international and
foreign policy interests and become political allies (Schneider, 2000), or contribute to the country’s
economy by staying in the country after completing education and providing their skills in filling vacant
positions (Colebatch, 2005). In addition to cultural, professional, and political benefits; international
students also provide economic benefits to the foreign country they live in. For example, the revenue
gained from international students in USA in 2013 was $ 22.7 billion, over € 5 billion in UK, and over € 10
billion across Europe. Considering these economic contributions of international students, it is not
surprising that countries have been promoting various programs to attract increased numbers of
international students. Many of them have simplified their visa application processes, launched
standardised educational programs and degree criteria, increased funding for distance and international
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education programs and widened their marketing schemes to reach out higher number of international
students (Andrade, 2006; Coley, 1999; Lee and Wesche, 2000; Marshall, 2005).

In order to create cross-culturally competent young generations, nations should provide support in
various contexts for students such as encouraging interaction between international and local students
(Zhao et al., 2005), providing sufficient information services and appropriate education programs to
ensure that students are satisfied with their experiences and return home with the desired attitudes and
feelings (Carr et al., 1999). However, institutional reports and research findings show that in spite of the
increasing opportunities and demands, the effectiveness of multicultural and cross cultural education is
still questioned. Although there have been attempts to improve information and funding services and to
modify educational approaches and practices to accommodate the needs of international students in
the global scale, students still experience a large number of difficulties in their cross cultural education
experiences. Among these predicaments, linguistic and identity issues have been reported as two of the
most frequent ones (e.g., Andrade, 2006; Ho, 2009; Kuhn, 2012; Kim, 2014). Language barrier, usually
lack of English proficiency, causes obstacles in international students’ academic activities (Ramburuth,
2001, Ramsay et al., 1999, Trice, 2003). International students experience difficulties in following
professors’ lectures, in writing assignments, and in oral participation to the lessons (Jacob &Greggo,
2001; Lee, 1997; Lewthwaite, 1996; Ramburuth, 2001; Trice, 2003). These language related obstacles
create lack of confidence, increased anxiety for academic success, failure to access available help and
withdrawal from social activities with local students (Mendelsohn, 2002; Robertson et al., 2000;
Sarkodie-Mensah, 1998; Tompson&Tompson, 1996). Studies also report that professors who have
international students in their classes do not completely recognize the different learning styles,
personalities and identities that these students possess (Robertson et al., 2000). As another frequently
reported difficulty of international students, identity related issues still await solutions. To promote
intercultural understanding among international students, students’ multiple identities such as gender,
race and ethnicity, country of origin, age, or linguistic background need to be acknowledged. Not being
able to adjust their teaching styles and to attend to the special needs of these students, professors are
usually reported to be indifferent by international students.

Overall, the studies indicate the need for bilateral adjustments by both professors and international
students to increase the productivity of cross-border education experiences. In these adjustment
processes, international students’ personal and social identities should be considered as important
factors in order to ensure successful adaptation. Cross-cultural education can promote a global common
social identity; however, there is a need to further analyze identity issues in cross-cultural education.

Aim of the Study

The present study aims to provide a review on the current situation of exchange students in Europe and
on the problems encountered during their experiences in the host countries while focusing specifically
on the identity issues faced by Turkish exchange students.

Method

The study reports the findings gathered by following document analysis technique (Neuendorf,
2002). The results of recent studies and reports were reviewed by focusing specifically on identity
problems encountered by Turkish exchange students. The discussions presented on the light of the
review are meant to contribute to improving the educational contexts for exchange students.

Common European Identity

Creating a common European identity has been one of the main aims of European Union. One of the
reasons for this goal is to increase EU’s legitimacy. EU is indirectly legitimated by its member states
where it has legislative power. However, this indirect legitimacy is found to be insufficient by many
scholars (Decker, 2011; Habermas, 2001; Mather, 2006). The integration of Europe would not be
possible only by economic transactions or legislation. Such an attempt would require bottom-up
integration via social interactions of persons and create a common European identity. However, a great
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amount of research has established that social contacts for limited time and context (i.e., touristic visits,
business trips) do not provide fruitful opportunities for integration (Feldstein, 1967; Puchala, 1981).
Although such social contacts create networks of social transactions and may enhance cultural
awareness and tolerance, they do not necessarily lead to formation of a common identity. For instance,
Feldstein (1967) noted that vast labor migrations across Europe in 1960s failed to create favorable
conditions to create a European identity in many cases. Even though immigrations introduced a new
culture, a new language, and a work atmosphere in the hosting country, the majority of immigrants led
a closed life within their minority groups and avoided, even resisted, full social integration. Thus, a
collective European identity should go beyond limited social or economic transactions since the concept
of ‘identity’ is not a static or concrete phenomenon. Rather, identity is a multi-layered, multi-
dimensional and continuously evolving component of a social being.

As the largest exchange program in Europe, European Action Scheme for the Mobility of University
Students (Erasmus) program was initiated to promote Europe’s common identity. Over two million
students have visited and studied in a foreign country with this program. The program was initiated in
1987 by European Union (EU) to enable students experience studying abroad while learning European
countries’ cultures. It was launched as a university student exchange program that organized and
funded students to study in universities across Europe while European Court of Justice made diploma
recognition and compatible student tuition fees possible within European countries (Sigalas, 2009). By
1995, Erasmus program was merged with other educational cross-border programs under Socrates
(European Press Releases, 2006). Erasmus is part of the ‘Lifelong Learning Program’ (LLP) and promotes
cross-cultural education for around three million students and teachers across 27 European Member
countries along with Turkey, Norway, Iceland, and Liechtenstein (European Press Releases, 2006). LLP
has been serving the mobility programs such as Comenius for schools, Erasmus for higher education,
Leonardo da Vinci for vocational education and training, Gruntvig for adult education since 2007
(European Commission, 2007). Today, the activities of LLP continue under the new Erasmus Plus
program for the years 2014-2020. The countries eligible to participate in this program are 27 EU
countries plus EEA/EFTA Countries, Croatia, Turkey and Macedonia. Despite the structural changes at
the institutional level, the official objectives of the program explained in the Council Decision of 1987
are still considered to be the framework:

The objectives of the Erasmus program are as follows: (i) to achieve significant increase in the
number of students... spending an integrated period of study in another Member state, in order that the
Community may draw upon an adequate pool of manpower with first-hand experience of economic and
social aspects of other Member States ... ; (iv) to strengthen the interaction between citizens in different
Member States with a view to consolidating the concept of a People’s Europe; (v) to ensure the
developments of a pool of graduates with direct experience of intra-Community cooperation, thereby
creating the basis upon which intensified cooperation in the economic and social sectors can develop at
the Community level (European Press Releases, 2006).

The ultimate goal in promoting Erasmus is to increase personal contact among young adults on the
way to create a supranational European identity. The Commission expected to create the European
identity from below by enabling cross-border personal, social and educational contact among university
students. Nevertheless, studies conducted with Erasmus exchange students report significant social and
academic problems that may hinder cross cultural communication and understanding.

Identity issues encountered by exchange students

In its broader sense, social identity is defined by Tajfel (1978) as ‘the part of an individual’s self-
concept which derives from its knowledge of his membership of a social group (or groups) together with
the value and emotional significance to that membership’ (p.63). In order to understand identity
formation and transformation, the complex facets of identity should be analyzed. Among the various
theoretical distinctions made in social psychology to decipher identity, the foremost distinction is stated
between personal and social identities. Tajfel (1981) defines personal identity as the combination of all
psychological traits and dispositions that create personal uniqueness. Deriving from intrapsychic
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stimulants such as loving or mating, personal identities go through a formation process starting within
families and are shaped by the linguistic, cultural, social and political-historical features of their specific
contexts (Hurtado & Silva, 2008). As a result of the impacts of these features, an individual develops
‘me-ness’, which is both unique because of the intrapsychic stimulants specific to the individual and
common because of comprising universal processes of human beings.

According to the objectives, Erasmus has been promoted not only for educational purposes but also
to enhance European countries’ integration and to create a common European identity among younger
generations. However, many scholars have warned against oversimplifying the concept of identity and
overlooking to various factors influencing identity formation (Green, 2007; Marks, 1999). The reports by
various institutions and research findings have emphasized the complexity of identity formation process
and indicated that the challenges faced by exchange students can hinder such a transformation. The
majority of the studies conducted on the impacts of cross-cultural education in Europe on the exchange
students’ identities have highlighted the challenges faced during this experience. For example,
researchers have found that students go through identity confusion during their visits in the hosting
country mainly since they have difficulty in adapting to social life (Kim, 2001; Ward, 2004). The difficulty
for social adaptation and integration can result from financial problems (Yucesin-Tas, 2013); lack of
foreign language knowledge (Groux&Porcher, 2000); lack of collective self-esteem (Brown, 2008;
Giddens, 1991); or negative reaction or discrimination by the hosting social environment (Brown, 2009;
Stephan & Stephan, 2001). Researchers have also stressed the link between geopolitical tensions in
macro/global level and the micro context (Althen, 1994; Brown, 2009; Giddins, 1991; Ward, 2004).
Contemporary socio-political developments in the global scale affect attitudes of societies in micro
contexts. For instance, the recent rise in fundamentalist terrorist attacks (e.g. September 11 in USA) has
given rise to ‘islamophobia’ in the western world. As a result of this tendency, as European Commission
Against Racism and Intolerance (2010) reports, there has been an incline in negative reactions toward
exchange students especially from Islamic countries. Brown (2009) also notes an increase in attacks
against Muslim exchange students in the UK. Similarly, a tendency of decline in the number of
international students has been reported for USA due to the prejudice and the discrimination against
international students from Muslim countries of origin (Lee & Rice, 2007).

In the context of Turkish exchange students, the majority of the studies conducted have focused on
academic or language issues (e.g., Aba, 2013; Bakioglu&Certel, 2010; Duru&Poyrazli, 2007; Isik, 2011,
Kaypak&Ortactepe, 2014, etc.). Limited in number, the studies conducted with Turkish Erasmus
students to find out the program’s cultural or personal impacts have mostly reported issues related to
cultural adaptation (e.g., Penbek, Yurdakul, &Cerit 2012) or challenges regarding attitudes and identity
(e.g. Basaran, 2010; Cisdik, 2014; Ersoy&Giinel, 2011; Sahin, 2008). Decreasing motivation due to the
lack of contact with the hosting community (Cisdik, 2014), teachers’ attitudes toward exchange students
(Basaran, 2010) and cultural bias toward exchange students (Endes, 2015; Yildirim&llin, 2013) have been
found to lead Turkish Erasmus students to become more instrumentally motivated rather than
becoming more willing to learn about European cultures. Yildirim and Ilin (2013), for example, have
concluded in their study with Turkish Erasmus students that “the students’ “psychological well-being”
seems to be threatened by the negative impact of a continuous struggle against the bias toward their
home culture” (p. 119). Endes (2015) explored Erasmus Program experiences of Turkish students
focusing on not only academic but also personal and social issues encountered. As a result of the
findings, she states that although most of the students reported no adaptation problems in their hosting
countries, still a significant number of students (33 %) indicated adaptation problems. For these
students, the discrimination and the negative attitudes toward them made their adaptation difficult.
According to the responds of the students, religious issues affected the perception of the staff and they
felt either ignored or not respected. As Endes puts it, “...some academic staff and teachers treat
Erasmus students with cultural prejudice, discriminate during lessons, [and] exhibit negative behavior”
(p. 1413). Another study focusing on Turkish exchange students’ intercultural engagement in Europe,
conducted by Kagitcibasi, Kisbu-Sakarya, and Aydogdu (2017), indicates that European students’ initial
evaluation of the visitor students from Turkey was mostly negative. While the reason for this attitude
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was not investigated in the study, the authors advise that orientation programs to support and to inform
students in both countries are crucial to increase the opportunity for a successful positive cultural
interaction and to decrease the possibility of cultural conflicts.

In order for exchange students across Europe to create a common European identity, they need to
be open to intergroup communication. When they see themselves as ‘national ambassadors’ against
attacks to their home country, their openness to interaction and tolerance will decrease while their
patriotic feelings will be induced (Ward, 2004). Brown and Aktas (2012) state that ‘identity only assumes
importance when it is challenged: no thoughts are given to identity when “belonging” comes naturally,
when it does not need to be fought for, earned, claimed and defended’ (p.5). Branscombe and Wann
(1994) indicate that a strong cultural identity creates resistance when challenged and the individual or
the group under perceived attack withdraws from any intergroup communication that would potentially
lead to cross cultural understanding. Therefore, it is vital to acknowledge the identity issues among
exchange students and to assist them in overcoming challenges and in developing a more open mind
set.

Discussion & Conclusion

European Commission Education and Training Division (2008) notes that the number of students
who travel for education across Europe has increased significantly. The increase in demand, especially
for higher education, has brought significant benefits to the hosting countries (Andrade, 2006) as well as
additional problems (Fligstein, 2008; Risse, 2010). This increase may indicate that Erasmus exchange
program has achieved its goal quantitatively. However, qualitative goals such as encouraging cultural
awareness, being able to navigate professionally and personally across cultures, developing a European
‘we-ness’ has yet to be fully achieved. In case of Turkish students involved in exchange programs, the
problems include language barrier, difficulties in academic adaptation, challenges in social and cultural
adaptation as well as identity issues triggered mostly by negative attitudes or prejudiced behaviours in
the hosting countries (Cetinkaya-Yildiz, Cakir&Kondakci, 2011; Isik, 2011; Endes, 2015).

In order to develop a common European identity, the young generation needs to have positive
feelings about other cultural groups and a willingness to create cross-cultural relationships. Although
cross-cultural education in a foreign country can provide the context for such an awareness, it would be
too optimistic to expect that other contextual intervening factors will not hinder this process. Therefore,
initiations of orientation programs like PLOTEUS (Portal on Learning Opportunities throughout the
European Space) need to be increased. Programs to assist and guide exchange students at personal and
social levels need to be considered as main components of the international education programs rather
than focusing solely on educational and professional experiences.

Alternative means to enhance cultural awareness need to be found and the responsibility should be
shared by all parties involved. This would include both the hosting country, i.e. hosting institutions,
instructors, students, local citizens and administrative authorities, and the visitor side, i.e. visitor
institutions, coordinators, exchange students, and administrative authorities. Erasmus Coordination
Offices could be in constant contact with the offices and the academic staff in the hosting countries in
order to both follow the students’ academic progress closely and communicate with the staff on the
students’ personal well-being. However, as Endes (2015) also suggests, in case that such a negotiation
procedure is not welcome by the hosting institution or stuff or in case the negative attitude against
exchange students persists, then the renewal of the exchange program agreement with this institution
should be re-considered in the following academic years. Cultural training previous to students’ visit can
be provided to students, instructors, and administrators from both sides. For outgoing Turkish students,
an intensive orientation program should be developed and implemented. The orientation program need
not only to familiarize students with the academic and institutional procedures of the hosting countries,
but also to equip students with necessary communication skills to enable them voice and enquire about
problems they encounter. When students are aware of their rights and their responsibilities and when
they are capable of negotiating these rights and responsibilities, they could become more interculturally
competent, which is a key tool for mutual understanding (Aba, 2016) and conflict resolution. The
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orientation programs should also include guidance sessions for daily practicalities such as housing or
shopping to further decrease distress of sojourn students (Cetinkaya-Yildiz, Cakir&Kondakci, 2011). To
decrease the financial limitations, today’s advanced technology can be used to deliver such trainings. E-
mails, text messages, online social network sites can be used or online publications or platforms can be
designed to deliver information about both countries’ histories, values, norms, traditions, educational
systems, or any other relevant aspects. Also, organizing face-to-face seminars or symposiums in both
countries involved in an exchange program previous and during students’ visits can be helpful in
exchanging cultural expectations, creating a rapport and trust between cultures. When both exchange
and hosting students are open and flexible to communicate and develop a positive relationship, it will
draw Europe closer to the possibility of creating a generation with a strong European identity and cross-
cultural competences.
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Tiirkge Siirimui

Girig

Gegctigimiz yiuzyil, geleneksel sinirlar igi sosyal, politik ve ekonomik sistemlerden, sinirlar otesi
giclerin dengeledigi ve birbirini etkiledigi kiiresel bir cerceveye hizli ve koklli gecislere sahne olmustur.
Bu yeni kiresel diizen, uluslarin sinirlar 6tesi hareketlilik ve etkinliklere olanak taniyacak sosyal,
ekonomik, politik veya kiltiirel yapilarinda kapsamh degisiklikler yapmasina neden olmustur. Bu
baglamda, uluslarin, sinirlar otesi etkilesime olanak saglayacak yapisal ve yasal degisimlerin yaninda;
sinirlar 6tesi kilturler ve yeni kimlikler yaratilmasini tesvik edecek diuzenlemeler yapmasi gerekmistir. Bu
gereksinim, kultlrler arasi hoggéri ve etkilesimin 6nemini ortaya ¢ikarmig ve bunu saglayacak en gliglu
aracin insanlarin sinirlar otesi hareketlilik oldugu ve bu deneyimlerin getirecegi kiiresel bakis agisi ile
cesitlilige dair olumlu tutumlar yaratilabilecegi 6ne surilmistiir Peterson vd. (1999; p.76) kiresel
toplum yaratmada kiiltiirlerarasi etkilesimin 6nemini vurgularken “kiltlrlerarasi etkilesim, kaltlrel
farkhhiklarin 6nemini ortaya c¢ikaran ve kiiresel insanhgl vurgulayan, kiiresel adalet ve barisi saglama
yolunda atilacak en giiglii adimlardandir” ifadesini kullanmiglardir.

Egitim, sliphesiz her ulusun kendi sosyal kimligini yeni nesillere aktarmasinda en giigli ar¢ olmustur.
Uluslarin tarihleri incelendiginde, énemli politik veya askeri figlirlerin okulun sadece bilgi aktaran
kurumlar degil, ayni zamanda ulusal bir kimlik olusturmadaki 6nemli roliinden bahsettikleri gorilir.
Napolyon’un su Unli s6zd, egitimin ulusal kimligin olusmasindaki rolini gosterir: “Eger bir ¢ocuga
bebekliginden itibaren bir cumhuriyetci veya bir monarsi yanlisi, ya da bir Katolik yahut bir bagimsiz
distinen bir birey olacagi 6gretilmezse, o zaman o toplum bir ulus haline gelemeyecek; belirsiz ve sirekli
degisen temeller Uzerinde durmaya calisacak ve her daim anarsiye ve degisimlere karsi savunmasiz
kalacaktir (bkz. Reisner, 1922, s. 35). Farkl uluslardan tnli kisilerin egitimin ulusal kimlik olusturmadaki
onemine dair bu tir sozlerine tarih boyunca rastlanmistir (Bkz. Fransa igin: Weber, 1976; Almanya igin:
Fichte, 1968; italya icin: Alesina & Fuchs-Schundeln, 2005). Her ne kadar egitim ve onu saglayan
kurumlar ulusal veya sosyal kimlik olusturmada 6nemli bir yere sahipse de, ginimuziin degisen ve ¢cok
katmanh toplumlarinda uluslarin amagcladigi sosyal kimlik kavrami da 6nemli degisimler géstermistir.
Gunumuz toplumlari, geng nesillerin kati bir ulus kimligi kazanmasi yerine; kiiresel kilttrlerin bilincinde
ve bunlara hosgoru ile yaklasan; farkhliklara agik ve uyumlu daha genis bir sosyal kimlik edinmelerini ve
sonugta kiiresellesen diinyada daha etkin sinirlar otesi politik ve ekonomik katkilar saglamalarini
amaclamaktadirlar.

21. ylzyil, uluslarin politik, ekonomik ve kultirel alanlarda uluslararasi islevler gergeklestirmelerini
gerektirmektedir. Ekonomik, politik ve kiiltiirel anlamlarda kiresellik ancak kiiresel hareketlilik ile
gerceklestirilebilir. YUzyilin basinda sinirlar arasi seyahatlerin ¢ogunlugu ticaret veya is gibi nedenlerle
yapilmis olsa da, bugln egitim amacgh seyahatler ¢ok yiksek seviyelerdedir. 2012 verilerine gore,
o6grencilerin uluslarasi hareketliligi 2000 yilindaki 2 milyondan, 4 milyona arttigini ve egitim kurumlarina
kayith uluslararasi 6grencilerin toplam 06grenci sayisinin % 1.8’ine denk geldigini gdstermektedir.
(UNESCO, 2014). UNESCO’nun (2014) raporuna gore, diinyada en ¢ok uluslararasi 6grenciye sahip bes
lilke toplam uluslararasi 6grenci sayisinin yarisina egitim vermektedir. Bu tlkeler ve uluslararasi 6grenci
seviyeleri sdyledir: % 18 ile Amerika, %11 ile ingiltere, % 7 ile Fransa, % 6 ile Avustralya ve % 5 ile
Almanya’dir.

Artan uluslararasi 6grenci sayisi ev sahibi Ulkelere sayisiz faydalar saglamaktadir. Bu 6grenciler is
aglari olusturma (NAFSA, 2003), uluslararasi ve dis politikalar tretmede ve iyi iliskiler kurmada kopri
olusturmakta (Schneider, 2000), veya egitimlerini tamamladiktan sonra da bu ulkelerde kalip g¢alisarak
ilkenin ekonomisine katkilar sunmaktadirlar (Colebatch, 2005). Bu tiir kiiltiirel, politik ve ekonomik
yararlarin yaninda, egitimleri boyunca da ev sahibi Ulkedeki ihtiyaclarini karsilarken ekonomik olarak
katki saglamaktadirlar. Ornegin, uluslararasi dgrencilerden elde edilen gelir 2013 yilinda Amerika igin
22.7 milyar Dolar, ingiltere icin 5 milyar Pound ve Avrupa genelinde 10 milyar Euro olarak kaydedilmistir.
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Bu gelirler géz o6nunde bulunduruldugunda, Ulkelerin uluslararasi 6grencileri ¢ekmek igin farkh
programlar sunmalari sasirtici degildir. Bircok tlke 6grenciler igin vize uygulamalarinda kolayliklar
taniyan uygulamalara geg¢mis ve egitim harglarinda kayda deger indirimler getirmistir (Andrade, 2006;
Coley, 1999; Lee, 1997; Marshall, 2005).

Yurtdisindaki egitim ve sosyal deneyimlerinden memnun, kaltlrler arasi iletisim becerilerini
gelistirebilmis ve farkli baglamlarda kiltirel gesitlilige sahip ¢ikabilen nesiller yetistirmek oldukga zor ve
karmasik bir siire¢ gerektirmektedir (Carr vd., 1999; Zhao vd., 2005). Ancak, bu konudaki arastirmalar ve
raporlar, artan olanaklara ve gosterilen gabalara ragmen uluslararasi egitim programlarinin etkinliginin
sorgulanmasi gerektigine isaret etmektedir. Her ne kadar uluslararasi 6grencilerin bilgi ve maddi
olanaklarinin arttirilmasina ve ulusal egitim sistemlerinin yabanci uyruklu 6grencilere cevap verebilmek
izere yeniden yapilandiriimasina galisilmis olsa da, bugiin yabanci uyruklu 6grenciler gittikleri tlkelerde
hala birgcok problemle karsi karsiya kalmaktadir. Bu problemlerden en ¢ok vurgulananlar 6grencilerin dil
acisindan yasadiklari problemler ve kimlik sorunlandir (Andrade, 2006; Ho, 2009; Kuhn, 2012; Kim,
2014). Dil bariyeri, ki genelde ingilizce yetkinligindeki eksiklikler, égrencilerin akademik yasamlarinda
sorunlar ve zorluklar yasamasina neden olmaktadir (Ramburuth, 2001, Ramsay vd., 1999, Trice, 2003).
Bu 6grenciler, 6gretmenlerin derslerini takip etmede, édevlerini yazmada ve sinif icinde aktif olarak
derslere katilmada (Jacob&Greggo, 2001; Lee, 1997; Lewthwaite, 1996; Ramburuth, 2001; Trice, 2003)
zorluklar yasamaktadir. Bu tir zorluklar 6grencilerde 6z-gliven eksikligine yol acabilmekte, endise
seviyelerini arttirmakta ve bdylece yerel 6grencilerle etkilesimden geri durarak alabilecekleri yardimdan
vazgecmeye yol acabilmektedir (Mendelsohn, 2002; Robertson vd., 2000; Sarkodie-Mensah, 1998;
Tompson & Tompson, 1996). Calismalar ayni zamanda 6gretmenlerin genelde siniflarinda yabanci
uyruklu 6grencilerin oldugunu fark etmediklerini veya bu 6grencileri de kapsayacak ders uygulamalari
yapmadiklarini géstermektedir (Robertson vd., 2000). Kimlik ile ilgili yasanan sorunlar ise diger siklikla
ifade edilen problem olarak karsimiza ¢itkmaktadir. Kilturlerarasi etkili bir iletisim ve gok kilturll bireyler
yetistirmek hedefleniyorsa, o zaman yabanci uyruklu 6grencilerin sahip oldugu farkli cinsiyet, etnik, yas,
irk, ulus veya dil kimliklerinin taninmasi gerekir. Uluslararasi 6grenciler, gittikleri egitim kurumundaki
o6gretmenlerin genelde 68retim yontem ve tekniklerini 6grencilerin ihtiyaglari dogrultusunda uyarlamaya
karsi duyarsiz kaldigini bildirmektedir.

Yabanci uyruklu 6grencilerin oldugu siniflarda, 6gretmenlerin bu 6grencilere karsi duyarsiz olduklari
durumlarda, yasanacak kimlik sorunlarinin éni agilmaktadir. Bu yiuzden, sinirlar arasi egitim
deneyimlerinin istenilen sonuglari getirmesi bekleniyorsa, 6grencilerin kisisel ve sosyal kimliklerinin de
gboz oOnilnde bulundurulmasi; sadece egitim kurumlarinin degil, ayni zamanda sosyal ve akademik
cevrelerin de bu dogrultuda bilinglendirilmesi gerekmektedir. Kiltlrlerarasi egitim ortak bir kiresel
kimlik saglayabilir, ancak bunun elde edilebilmesi icin 6grencilerin kimlik sorunlarinin yakindan tespit
edilmesi ve bu sorunlara karsilikli ¢oziimler getirilmesi gerekir.

Amag

Bu c¢alisma, Avrupa’daki degisim programina dahil olan uluslararasi 6grencilerin mevcut kosullarini
belirleyebilmek Uzere ilgili alanyazinin detayll taramasini sunmaktadir. Alanyazin taramasinda
ogrencilerin karsilastiklari sorunlari belirlerken, 6zellikle Tiirk 6grencilerin ev sahibi tlkelerde yasadiklari
kimlik sorunlarini ortaya koymak hedeflenmistir.

Yontem

Calismanin amaci dogrultusunda gergeklestirilen alan yazin taramasi, icerik analizi teknigi kullanilarak
yapilmistir (Neuendorf, 2002). Giincel ¢alismalarin ve ilgili raporlarin sonuglari, 6zellikle Tirk 6grencilerin
yasadiklari kimlik sorunlari odaginda incelenerek raporlastiriimistir. Calismada elde edilen sonuglarin
tartisiimasiyla uluslararasi 6grencilerin mevcut egitim ortamlarinin iyilestirilmesi c¢abalarina katkida
bulunmak amaglanmaktadir.
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Avrupa Ortak Kimligi

Ortak bir Avrupa kimligi olusturmak Avrupa Birligi’'nin temel amaclarindan birini olusturmaktadir.
Bunun en 6énemli nedenlerinden biri Avrupa Birligi’nin mesruiyetini giiclendirmektir. Uye (lkeleri
tarafindan dolayl olarak mesrulastirilarak Avrupa Birligi, béylece yasal bir glic kazanmistir. Ancak, birgok
arastirmaci bu dolayli mesrulastirmanin tarafindan yetersiz oldugunu ifade etmektedir (Decker, 2011;
Habermas, 2001; Mather, 2006). Avrupa’nin birlesmesi sadece ekonomik ve yasal gegislerle mimkin
olamazdi. Bu tir bir birlesme, tabandan yukari dogru ve sosyal etkilesimler sonucu ortaya ¢ikacak ortak
bir Avrupa kimligi yaratarak mumkiin olabilirdi. Fakat, arastirmalar tegviklerle gergeklestirilen sosyal
etkilesimlerin zaman ve baglam agisindan sinirli kalacagini (6rnegin turistik geziler veya is seyahatleri) ve
istenilen bitlinlesme igin yeterli olanaklar saglayamayacagini géstermektedir (Feldstein, 1967; Puchala,
1981). Sosyal iletisim, sosyal etkilesimler icin bir ag olusturmakta ve kdltilrlerarasi farkindalik ve
hosgoruyl artirmakta olsa da, ortak bir sosyal kimlik olusturulmasi ile sonuglanmasi beklenemez. Bu
duruma Feldstein (1967), 1960’larda Avrupa’ya gé¢ eden sayisiz is¢ci gocmenlerini 6rnek olarak gosterir.
Bu gocmenlerin ev sahibi Glkede yasayip c¢alismalarina ve her tirli sosyal etkilesimde bulunmalarina
ragmen bir Avrupa kimligi edinmis olmalarindan s6z etmek zordur. Cogu gd¢men, beklenenin tam
aksine, kendi grubu iginde kalarak daha kapali bir aile hayati kurmus ve ev sahibi Ulkenin kiiltiriinden
uzak durarak tam bir bitiinlesmeye direng gosteren bir tutum sergilemistir. Bu durum da bize, ortak bir
sosyal kimlik olusturma sirecinin sadece sosyal veya ekonomik ya da akademik etkilesimler sonucu
kendiliginden ortaya ¢ikamayacagini gostermektedir. Clinkd ‘kimlik’ duragan ya da kati bir kavramdan
ziyade, ¢cok katmanli, cok boyutlu ve stirekli degisen bir yapiya sahiptir.

Universite Ogrencilerinin Hareketliligi icin Avrupa Toplulugu Eylem Plani (Erasmus) programi
Avrupa’daki en kapsamli degisim programidir ve kurulus nedenlerinden biri ortak bir Avrupa kimligi
olusturmaktir. 1987’de Avrupa Birligi tarafindan baslatilan bu programla, iki milyonun Ustliinde 6grenci
Avrupa’da yabanci bir lilkede egitim gorerek Avrupa (lkelerinin kilturlerini yakindan deneyimleme
sansina sahip olmustur. Universite dgrencileri icin bir degisim programi olarak gelistirilen bu program,
Avrupa Birligi tarafindan organize edilip finansal olarak desteklenmektedir. Ayrica, Avrupa Adalet Divani
diploma denkligini saglayan dizenlemeler ile 6grenci harg lcretlerinde iyilestirmelere gidilmesini
saglamistir (Sigalas, 2009). 1995’te, Erasmus programi Sokrates adi altinda diger uluslararasi egitim
programlari ile birlestirilmistir (European Press Releases, 2006). Erasmus ‘Yasam Boyu Ogrenme’
programinin bir parcasi olarak, 27 Avrupa Birligi tye Ulkesi ile Tiirkiye, Norveg, izlanda ve Lihtenstayn gibi
Ulkeler arasinda U¢ milyonun Uzerinde o6grencinin yurtdisinda egitim almasini desteklemektedir
Liechtenstein (European Press Releases, 2006). Yasam Boyu Ogrenme programi kapsaminda, 2007’den
bu yana, okullar icin Comenius, yiksek 6grenim icin Erasmus, yliksekokullar ile staj egitimi programlari
icin Leonardo da Vinci, ve yetiskin egitimi icin Gruntvig programlari ile yurtdisi egitimleri koordine
etmektedir (Avrupa Komisyonu, 2007). Bugiin, Yasam Boyu Ogrenme programi yeni Erasmus Plus 2014-
2020 programi altinda yuritilmektedir. Bu programa dahil olabilen Ulkeler; 27 dye llke, Avrupa
Ekonomik Alani/Avrupa Serbest Ticaret Birligi tye ulkeleri, Turkiye, Hirvatistan ve Makedonya’dir. Bu
programla getirilen yapisal degisiklikler haricinde, programin amaglari ve genel gergevesi 1987 Avrupa
Birligi Komisyonu karari ile aynidir:

Erasmus programinin amaglari sunlardir: (i) diger lye Ulkelerde egitim géren 6grenci sayisinda artis
..0ye Ulkelerde birinci elden edinilen deneyimlerle bu (lkelerin gereksinim duydugu insan gliclni
saglama... ; (iv) Gye ulkeler arasindaki iletisimi giiclendirerek Halklar Avrupasi kavrami olusturmak; (v)
mezunlarin topluluk icinde dogrudan isbirligi deneyimi kazanmasini saglamak ve boylece topluluk
diizeyinde sosyal ve ekonomik sektorlerin yogun isbirliginde bulunabilmeleri igcin gerekli zemini
olusturmaktir (European Press Releases, 2006).

Erasmus programinin nihai hedefi, geng nesillerin birbirleriyle sosyal etkilesimlerini arttirmaya destek
olarak uluslar Ustli bir Avrupa kimligi olusturmayi saglamaktir. Avrupa birligi Komisyonu, tabandan
baslayarak sinirlar arasi sosyal, kisisel ve akademik iletisime olanak saglayarak Avrupa kimligini asilamayi
hedeflemis; ancak, Erasmus degisim programindan faydalanan o&grencilerle yapilan c¢alismalar bu
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Ogrencilerin ciddi sosyal ve akademik sorunlar yasadigini ortaya koymaktadir. Bu tir sorunlarin nihai
amag olan ortak kimlik olusturma siirecini olumsuz etkileyebilecegini séylemek mimkindur.

Degisim Programindan Faydalanan Ogrencilerin Yasadigi Kimlik Sorunlari

Sosyal kimlik, Tajfel’in (1978, s.63) ortaya koydugu en genis tanimiyla: “sosyal bir grubun (veya
gruplarin) bir Gyesi oldugunun, bu tyeligin degerinin ve duygusal 6neminin farkinda olan bireyin benlik
kavraminin bir pargasi”. Kimlik yapilanmasini ve degisimini anlayabilmek icin, kimligin karmasik
katmanlarinin incelenmesi gerekir. Sosyal psikoloji alaninda yapilan teorik tartismalar, sayisiz
tanimlamalar ve incelemeler bize bireysel kimlik ve sosyal kimligin bu katmanlar arasinda oldugunu
gostermektedir. Tajfel’e (1981) gore bireysel kimlik, tim psikolojik Ozelliklerin bireysel bir essizlik
olusturmak iizere bir araya gelmesiyle olusmaktadir. ilk basta icgiidiilerden beslenerek ortaya cikan
bireysel kimlik, aile ile baslayan daha sonra bireyin yasadigi toplumun sosyal, politik, tarihsel, kiiltirel ve
dilsel etmenleriyle sekillenen bir yapilanma sirecine girer (Hurtado & Silva, 2008). Bu etmenlerin
etkilesimi sonucunda birey bir ‘benlik kavrami’ olusturur. Bu icgiidileri nedeniyle bireye 6zgii ama ayni
zamanda insana dair evrensel siiregleri de igine alan bir kavram olarak karsimiza ¢ikar.

Erasmus programi sadece o6grencilerin farkh (lkelerde egitim almasi amacini tagimamaktadir.
Programin amaglari iginde Avrupa lkelerinin entegrasyonunu desteklemek ve yeni nesillerde ortak bir
Avrupa kimligi olusmasina katkida bulunmak da vardir. Ancak, arastirmacilar, kimlik kavraminin basite
indirgenmemesi gerektigini ve kimlik olusum sirecinin birgok farkli etmenlerin etkili oldugu katmanli bir
yapilanma olarak ele almamiz gerektigi konusunda bizi uyarmaktadirlar (Green, 2007; Marks, 1999).
Degisim programlarindaki 6grenciler lzerine yapilan calismalarin bulgulari ile bu konuda sunulmus
raporlarin sonuglari, yeni bir kimlik olusum sirecinin karmasikhgindan bahsederken; degisim
programindan faydalanan 6grencilerin yasadiklari sorunlarin bu siireci olumsuz etkileyecegi konusunda
uyarilar getirmektedir. Bu sorunlardan biri, ev sahibi Ulkedeki sosyal ortama uyum gosteremeyen
Ogrencilerin gittikleri Glkede yasadiklari kimlik karmasasidir (Kim, 2001; Ward, 2004). Sosyal uyum veya
bitinlesmenin nedenleri; yasanan ekonomik zorluklar (Yiicesin-Tas, 2013); yabanci dil eksikligi (Groux &
Porcher, 2000); 6z given eksikligi (Brown, 2008; Giddens, 1991); veya ev sahibi Ulkenin sosyal
ortamindaki tepki ya da ayrimcilik (Brown, 2009; Stephan & Stephan, 2001) olabilir. Arastirmacilar bu
noktada, makro/evrensel boyutta yasanan jeopolitik gerilimlerin mikro diizeyde kiclk cevrelerde
yaratacagl olumsuz etkilerin gbz 6niinde bulundurulmasi gerektigini vurgulamaktadir (Althen, 1994;
Brown, 2009; Giddins, 1991; Ward, 2004). Glinlimizde yasanan devletlerarasi sosyal-politik sorunlarin
mikro diizeyde de etkileri bilinmektedir. Ornegin, 11 Eyliil'de Amerika’da yasanan terdr saldirisi, bati
Ulkeleri arasinda ‘islamafobi’yi tirmandirmis ve bunun sonuglarindan biri olarak Irkgilik ve
Hosgorisizlige Karsi Avrupa Komisyonu 2010 raporunun kaydettigine gére, Misliman tlkelerden gelen
degisim programi dgrencilerine karsi olumsuz tutumlarda artis gézlenmistir. Brown (2009), ingiltere’de
Musliman (lkelerden gelen degisim programi 6grencilerine karsi saldirilarin arttigini ifade etmistir.
Benzer sekilde, Amerika’da Musliiman Ulkelerden gelen 6grencilere karsi dnyargilar ve ayrimciliktan
dolayi, uluslararasi 6grenci sayisinda diisme egilimi kaydedilmektedir (Lee & Rice, 2007).

Tirk ogrencilerin Erasmus programi ile gergeklestirdikleri yurtdisi egitim deneyimlerini konu alan
calismalar, ¢cogunlukla 6grencilerin karsilastiklari akademik veya dil ile ilgili problemlere odaklanmistir
(Aba, 2013; Bakioglu & Certel, 2010; Duru & Poyrazli, 2007; Isik, 2011, Kaypak & Ortactepe, 2014). Sayisi
sinirl olmakla beraber, Erasmus programinin Tirk 6grenciler Uzerindeki kilturel veya kisisel etkilerine
odaklanan galismalar ¢ogunlukla kiltiirel uyum (Penbek, Yurdakul, & Cerit 2012) veya tutum ya da kimlik
ile ilgili sorunlar yasadigini ortaya koymaktadir (Basaran, 2010; Cisdik, 2014; Ersoy & Glnel, 2011; Sahin,
2008). Ev sahibi tlke mensuplarinin sosyal iletisimde isteksiz olmasi (Cisdik, 2014), 6gretmenlerin
degisim programi 6grencilerine karsi tutumlari (Basaran, 2010) ve bu 6grencilere karsi kiltirel 6nyargih
tutumlar (Endes, 2015; Yildirnm & ilin, 2013) bu sorunlar arasindadir. Tiirk dgrencilerin degisim
programlari araciligi ile yabanci llkelerde egitim almaya Avrupa kiltirin{ daha yakindan tanimak yerine
daha cok bu programlara karsi aragsal motivasyona sahip olmalarina neden olmaktadir. Yildirim ve ilin’e
(2013, s. 119) gore, Turk 6grencilerin gittikleri tlkelerde karsilastiklari kiltiirel onyargilarla strekli
micadele etmek zorunda kaldiklarini ve bundan dolayi 6grencilerin ‘psikolojik sagligi’nin tehdit altinda
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kalabildigini ifade etmektedir. Endes (2015), Erasmus programina katilan Tiirk 6grencilerin karsilastiklari
hem akademik hem de kisisel ve sosyal sorunlari arastirmistir. Calismanin sonuglarina gore, katilimci
Ogrencilerin yaridan fazlasi gittikleri Glkelerde uyum sorunu yasamadigini ifade ederken, az sayilmayacak
bir grup ise (33 %) bu tiir uyum sorunlari yasadigini bildirmistir. Ogrencilerin ifadelerine gére, gittikleri
Ulkelerde maruz kaldiklari olumsuz tutum ve ayrimcilik uyum siireglerini olumsuz yénde etkilemistir.
Ogrenciler, ev sahibi iilkede dini bakis acilarinin bazi ¢alisanlarin tutumlarini olumsuz yénde etkiledigini
ve bunun sonucunda kendilerini 6nemsiz ya da saygl gosterilmeyen Kkisiler olarak hissettiklerini
bildirmislerdir. Endes’in (2015) ifadesiyle, “...bazi akademik personel ve 6gretmenler ders sirasinda
Erasmus o6grencilerine kiltlirel onyargl ile yaklagsmakta, olumsuz davranislar gosterebilmektedir”
(s.1413). Avrupa’da Erasmus programiyla bulunan Tirk o&grencilerin kiltlrel bitlnlesme Uzerine
odaklanan bir diger galisma sonuglarina gore, Avrupa’li 6grencilerin Tirkiye’den gelen uluslararasi
ogrencilere karsi ilk degerlendirmelerinin genelde olumsuz oldugu bildiriimektedir (Kagitcibasi, Kisbu-
Sakarya, &Aydogdu, 2017). Calismada bu olumsuz degerlendirmenin nedenleri arastiriilmamis olsa da,
yazarlar her iki tlke 6grencilerinin bilgilendiriimesi ve desteklenmesi icin oryantasyon programlarinin
geregine dikkat cekerek bu programlarin olumlu kiltirel iletisim olanaklarini arttiracagini ve kaltir
¢atismalarindan kaynakli sorunlari engelleyecegini vurgulamaktadir.

Avrupa’daki degisim programlari kapsamindaki yabanci uyruklu 6grencilerin ortak bir Avrupa kimligi
olusturabilmeleri icin gruplar arasi iletisim olanaklarinin agik olmasi gerekmektedir. Eger bu 6grenciler,
gittikleri Glkelerde uluslarina ya da kiltlrlerine karsi saldirilara maruz kalirlarsa, sonug genellikle
kendilerini ulkelerinin ‘dogal temsilcisi’ olarak gérmelerine ve hosgori ve iletisim kurmaya daha az
yatkin olmalarina yol agabilmektedir (Ward, 2004). Brown ve Aktas (2012), bir kimligin bir saldiri gérmesi
durumunda 6nem kazanacagini ancak “aitlik dusuncesinin” dogal olarak ortaya ¢ikmasi durumunda
kimlik ile ilgili bir savunmaya veya korumaya gerek kalmayacagi icin kimlik Uzerine ¢ok fazla
distnilmeyecegini 6ne stirmektedir (s.5). Branscombe ve Wann (1994), saldirlya ugramasi durumunda
kalturel kimligin glicli bir direng olusturacagini ve birey ile diger grup arasindaki etkilesimi olumsuz
etkileyerek olasi bir hosgorii ve yakinlasmanin zarar gorecegini vurgulamaktadir. Bu ylzden, degisim
programlari ile baska ulkelerde egitim almak i¢in bulunan 6grencilerin kimlik konusunda yasadiklari
sorunlarin énemle ele alinmasi ve bu konuda ortaya ¢ikabilecek problemlere énlemler gelistirilmesi
gerekmektedir.

Tartisma ve Sonug

2008 Avrupa Komisyonu Egitim ve Ogretim Dairesi raporuna gére Avrupa’da egitim amagli
seyahatlerde hala artis vardir. Degisim programlarina talepteki bu artis ev sahibi Glkelere birgok
yararlarin (Andrade, 2006) yaninda belli sorunlari da (Fligstein, 2008; Risse, 2010) beraberinde
getirmektedir. Sayisal olarak kaydedilen bu artis, Erasmus degisim programinin nicelik agisindan
hedeflerine yaklastigini gosterse de; kilturel farkindaligin artmasi, kisisel ve mesleki anlamda serbest
seyahat imkanlari, Avrupa’da ‘biz’ kavraminin benimsenmesi gibi niteliksel amaglara heniiz ulagildig
bildirilememektedir. Degisim programlarindan yararlanan Tirk &grenciler ele alindiginda, bildirilen
problemler arasinda yabanci dil yetersizligi, akademik uyumda zorluk, sosyal ve kiltirel uyumda
zorluklar ile ev sahibi Ulkedeki genel olarak olumsuz tutum ve davranislardan kaynaklanan kimlik
sorunlari yer almaktadir (Cetinkaya-Yildiz, Cakir & Kondakci, 2011; Endes, 2015; Isik, 2011).

Bu gibi nitel hedeflerin gerceklestirilmesi, genc nesillerin kiltirlerarasi etkilesime istekli olmalari ve
diger kiltirler hakkinda olumlu tutumlara sahip olmalariyla gercgeklestirilebilir. Yabanci bir Ulkede
yasama deneyimi bu tir tutumlarin gelismesi icin gerekli ¢evreyi fiziksel olarak saglarken, sosyal veya
politik ¢evreden kaynaklanan olumsuz etmenler bu tutumlarin olumsuz yénde gelismesine neden
olabilir. Bu ylzden, PLOTEUS (Avrupa’da Egitim Firsatlari Portal) gibi programlarin 6rnek alinarak
arttirlmasi ve degisim 6grencilerinin akademik zorluklarinin yaninda, kisisel ve sosyal sorunlariyla da
yakindan ilgilenilmesi gerekmektedir. Akademik, sosyal ve bireysel agilardan olumlu bir deneyime sahip
nesiller hedeflenen hosgorili ve kiltirlerarasi iletisimde etkin bireyler olabileceklerdir.

Kaltdrlerarasi farkindaligin arttirilmasi igin tlim taraflarin ortak ¢oziimler Uretmesi son derece
onemlidir. Bu ¢6zim ortakhginin sadece ev sahibi Ulkeleri degil, her iki Glkenin egitim kurumlarini,
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idarecilerini, 6grencilerini, degisim programi yoneticilerini ve koordinatoérlerini, 6gretmenleri, yerel
vatandaslarini ve idari otoritelerini de igine almasi gerekir. Bu baglamda, Erasmus Koordinasyon
Ofislerinin, 6grencilerin hem akademik surecini yakindan takip etmek hem de onlarin kisisel ve manevi
durumlarindan haberdar olabilmek igin ev sahibi Ulkelerdeki ofisler ve akademik personel ile strekli
iletisim icinde olmasi gerekmektedir. Ancak, Endes’in de (2015) ifade ettigi gibi, boyle bir iletisim talebi
ev sahibi Ulkedeki yetkililerce kabul edilmedigi veya iletisime ragmen Ogrencilere karsi olumsuz
tutumlarin devam ettigi durumlarda, bu kurum ile daha sonraki yillarda yapilacak uluslararasi degisim
antlasmalarinin yeniden gdézden gecirilmesi dnerilmektedir. Ogrencilerin yabanci bir llkeye egitim
almaya gitmelerinden 6nce, onlara bu ilkeye ve kiresel kiltiirel bakis agisina dair bir uyum egitimi bu
¢6zlimler arasinda olabilir. Diger Ulkelere giden Turk 6grenciler igin gelistirilecek oryantasyon programi,
ogrencileri gidecekleri Ulkenin akademik ve kurumsal siregleri hakkinda bilgilendirirken, herhangi bir
sorun ihtimalinde dile getirebilmeleri ve tartisma gercgeklestirebilmeleri icin gerekli iletisim becerilerini
gelistirmeye yardimci olmalidir. Ogrencilerin kendi haklarini ve sorumluluklarini bilmeleri ve bunlari ifade
edebilmeleri durumunda daha saglikh iletisim kurabilecek ve karsilikli anlasmanin (Aba, 2016) ve sorun
¢6zUmiUnin anahtarnt olan kiltirel yeterlilik gelistirebileceklerdir. Bu dogrultuda hazirlanacak
oryantasyonprogmanlari, ev bakimi ya da aligveris gibi gidilecek tilkedeki glinliik rutinler hakkinda bilgi
de igerirse, giden 6grencilerin gunlik stresleri azaltilabilecektir (Cetinkaya-Yildiz, Cakir&Kondakci, 2011).
Bu tur egitimlerin sadece o6grencilerle sinirh kalmayip, her iki tlkenin egitimcilerini ve program
yoneticilerini de kapsamasi daha kapsamli bir etki saglayabilir. Bu egitimler dijital ortamlarda sunularak
maliyeti azaltilabilir ve daha genis kesimlere ulasiimasi saglanabilir. E-posta, elektronik mesajlar, sosyal
medya, dijital yayinlar veya dijital platformlar her iki tlkenin tarihi, degerleri, normlari, gelenekleri,
egitim sistemleri ve ilgili baska konularda taraflar bilgilendirecek bu tir egitimleri vermek igin
kullanilabilir. Degisim programi anlagmasi olan Ulkelerin temsilcilerinin seminerler veya sempozyumlar
yoluyla bir araya gelerek 6grencileri ve kiltirleri ile ilgili karsilhkh diyaloglar gelistirmeleri de strece katki
saglayabilir. Her iki Ulke iletisime agik ve esnek olabiliyor ve olumlu iliskiler kurabiliyorsa, o zaman gigli
bir Avrupa ortak kimligi olusturma ve saglikh bir klltiirlerarasi etkilesim olusturma miamkin olabilir.

Bilgilendirme

Bu calismanin ingilizce siirimii 2. Uluslararasi Akademik Arastirmalar Kongresi’nde sunulmus ve INES
Kongre Ozet Kitabinda 6zeti yayinlanmistir.
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