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1.1.

Mobility just may be one of the most complex processes we face in
higher education. It affects us on all levels from individual, institution-
al to societal level. It is a driving force for changes, it pushes our devel-
opment further and it breaks down obstacles that stand in our way.

Mobility opens doors to one of key features of European society—
that is its diversity. To a student it brings a valuable experience of ac-
ademic, cultural and social diversity. It shapes a student into a Euro-
pean citizen with the enhanced possibility for employment on the
international labour market. Mobile individuals contribute to an inter-
nationalised environment at the Higher Education Institution, which
supports cooperation and networking between Higher Education In-
stitution necessary for development of the quality of higher education
and research. This diversity is a source of enrichment for everyone and
offers fertile ground for innovation and the quest for quality.

The reaches of Europe are however not yet in range of many stu-
dents, researchers, teachers and other staff. Funding of mobility does
not reach the average student who cannot afford to be mobile. Recog-
nition of studies is a problem. There are non-mobile groups without
adequate support measures. Language tuition is inadequate. These ob-
stacles in general affect free movers more intensely than programme
students and are more virulent for students from Non-EU than from
EU countries, keeping in mind the generally stronger deviation of liv-
ing conditions between EU and Non-EU countries. Furthermore there
are additional problems specific to students from new EU member
states and Non-EU countries. Therefore it remains crucial to identify
the obstacles to student mobility and ways to overcome them.

Definitions

When discussing student mobility one encounters different as-
pects or types of mobility. In general student mobility can be classified
by the length of the study period abroad:

« Horizontal mobility or non-degree mobility refers to studying
abroad mainly for a short period as an exchange student, whereby
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students only complete some modules or courses, but not whole
degrees.

Vertical mobility or degree mobility means studying abroad for a
full degree.

Mobility can also be classified by the mode of organisation of the

study period abroad:

Programme students are mobile students on the one hand are tak-
ing part in an organised mobility programme.

Free movers on the other hand are not taking part in an organised
mobility programme or are benefiting from any kind of agree-
ments between institutions.

Other terms are also frequently used:

Mobility window or window of opportunity is a relatively new term.
It is referring to the development of a curriculum both regarding

the possible time/semester and flexibility of courses in order that

it allows for horizontal mobility of students in the programme.
The window is referring to the opportune time for horizontal mo-
bility during the programme.

Finally brain drain and brain gain is the process whereby a country
looses its most talented and educated people to other countries be-
cause there is a lack of opportunities in their own.
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2.1.

2.2,

Reasons for student mobility

Student mobility in higher education has a long history; howev-
er reasons for being mobile have changed substantially in the past
decades. In the past universities in Europe were few and studying re-
quired students to be mobile. Today mobility offers a great range of
academic opportunities and gives access to a great variety of possibili-
ties to study and research. More than ever students have the possibil-
ity to study a desired field and to develop their knowledge at centres of
excellence in their study field.

Experiencing a study period aborad might enhance the employa-
bility of an individual or increase his or her opportunities for employ-
ment on the international labour market. However for mobility to be
meaningful to the individual the specific skills and competences de-
veloped during the study period abroad need to be recognised and val-
ued by the labour market.

Furthermore student mobility offers the experience of a different
study environment, which forms new cultural, social and academic
values and creates opportunities for personal growth. Experience of
cultural and academic diversity promotes tolerance and reduces dis-
crimination. Mobility plays an important role in developing and main-
taining a democratic culture and creating the global society in a mul-
ticultural context.

Mobility as a building block for
internationalisation

Changes in the operational environment, in all fields of society
and also in the labour market mean that students need to obtain new
skills to be able to successfully participate in today’s society after grad-
uation. These skills can only be achieved in a learning environment,
where teachers, students and administrative staff are aware of the in-
ternational developments and are prepared to take in new informa-
tion and have academic discussions also in international forums.
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2.2.1.

Internationalisation of Higher Education

The presence of foreign teachers, students and staff supports the
international atmosphere of Higher Education Institutions and gives
students possibilities to learn to act in a multicultural environment.
More and more Higher Education Institutions see internationalisation
as a strategic choice they are willing to or feel they have to make in or-
der to keep their education attractive.

Increasing internationalisation of higher education challenges es-
tablished traditions and practices and brings opportunity for com-
parison between systems. Mobile individuals in higher education are
carriers of new contacts and ideas, crucial for development of inter-
national cooperation and networking. Mobility provides possibility to
exchange scientific findings, to spread innovation and best practice. In
an international environment the awareness of international develop-
ments is raised as well as the preparedness to take in new information.
Furthermore it enhances the ability to bring international elements to
methods and content of teaching and studying. International atmos-
phere has become one of prerequisites for development of the quality
of higher education and research of today.

Student mobility however is not the only way to increase interna-
tionalisation of higher education even though it may well be the most
visible and effective way of doing it. Higher Education Institutions can
be very international taking into consideration the amount of for-
eign students studying at their institution. But the courses can still be
taught just the way they have always been taught with just a few extra
students in the room. Internationalisation is not only about mobility.
It’s about having an institution that recognises its place in the global
environment of higher education. It's about attracting students and
teachers from around the world and also encouraging students and
teachers to study and work abroad. The institution needs to fully meet
the needs of the international students both in services and through
the curricula to ensure that the course is relevant when they return to
their home country.

Another approach is more concentrated on the institution itself
and its structures, such as links on research projects brining together
clusters of excellence, and this then leading to transnational educa-
tion with e.g. branch campuses, distance and e-learning.
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2.2.2.

2.3.

Internationalisation at home

After 20 years of European student mobility programmes like Er-
asmus, it is still only between every fifth to every tenth student, who
goes abroad to study (see Fig. 43 cont.). This fact raises many questions.
How can the non-mobile majority of students be given a European
and international dimension? Can intercultural education as a main-
stream in all educational programmes increase the students’ interest
for studies abroad?

The concept of Internationalisation at home was introduced in the
end of the 1990’s. According to some interpretations, Internationalisa-
tion at home means the knowledge and attitudes about international
relations gained at the home university by the majority of students
who are not able to study abroad. The goal is for European and global
perspectives to be considered in all programmes and courses and to
be visible in the curricula. Some means to achieve the goal are provid-
ing further training of teachers on international issues, making use
of foreign researchers and teachers as well as exchange students and
making use of the international community of the town/part of town
where the Higher Education Institution is situated.

Students require skills necessary in living and working in interna-
tional surroundings, but also a possibility for an academically and cul-
turally meaningful period abroad. This process should be made flex-
ible in such a way that a student could make genuine choices: whether
to study abroad or to find the desirable international skills from the
home institution. These new skills can only be achieved in a learning
environment, where teachers, students and administrative staff are
aware of the international developments and are prepared to take in
new information and have academic discussions also in international
forums.

Mobility embedded in the Bologna Process

Political decision-makers are becoming more and more aware of
the importance of mobility, not only for the individual but also for
the higher education community and society in general. It is one of
the core issues in the Bologna Process. The way mobility has been ad-
dressed in the different phases of the Bologna Process is interesting.
In the Sorbonne declaration before the Bologna Process started, pro-
motion of mobility was mentioned in rather general terms. In Bolo-
gna (1999), mobility was given a clearer status: a goal was set to pro-
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2.4.

mote mobility by overcoming obstacles. In Prague (2001) the goal was
elaborated to say that all obstacles to the free movement of students,
teachers, researchers and administrative staff should be removed. The
social dimension of mobility was also introduced. In Berlin (2003) it
was said that mobility is seen as the basis for establishing the Euro-
pean Higher Education Area. Portability of grants and loans was stat-
ed as a new focus. In Bergen (2005) the ministers stated that mobility
of students and staff among all participating countries remains one
of the key objectives of the Bologna Process. The ministers also con-
firmed their commitment to facilitate the portability of grants and
loans. They also emphasised that facilitating the delivery of visa and
work permits is needed in order to remove obstacles to mobility. Full
recognition of study periods abroad was also stressed as one of the ba-
sic prerequisite for meaningful mobility.

Students as the most important stakeholder group have a lot of
practical but also policy-related input to give. Despite the significant
amount of time and effort politicians and officials have used to pon-
der over mobility issues, several problems still remain. Students need
to work on these mobility issues; actively provide input and perspec-
tives and keep reminding other stakeholers to work on resolving these
problems.

Academically meaningful mobility

One of the major obstacles for people wanting to work or study in
another country or move between different parts of the labour mar-
ket is that their qualifications and competences may not be recog-
nized. This is further complicated by the proliferation of qualifications
worldwide, the diversity of national qualification systems and educa-
tion and training structures, and constant changes in these systems.

The academic value is one of the most significant incentives for de-
ciding to study abroad. Full recognition must be secured in order to
make the study period academically meaningful. Recognition prob-
lems in horizontal mobility need to be addressed by implementing
credit transfer systems properly. Recognition problems in vertical mo-
bility, mostly related to recognition of qualifications, need to be re-
solved by a proper implementation of the Lisbon Recognition Conven-
tion and the Diploma Supplement.
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2.4.1.

2.4.2.

Recognition and comparability in European context

Recognition is a key to ensure greater student and worker mobil-
ity by ensuring that a degree taken in one country is recognised in
another country. A Degree is perhaps the largest element that can be
recognised, but not the most problematic one. If we think in quantita-
tive terms, students probably encounter more problems with recogni-
tion of study periods than whole degrees. Even though the structures
and tools for handling the mobility period smoothly are by and large
available to Higher Education Institutions, too often the student is left
without credits that can be fully, and more important, meaningfully
included in his/her degree. To put it shortly, three main levels of rec-
ognition can be considered:

« recognition of qualifications, including prior learning and profes-
sional experience, allowing entry or re-entry into higher educa-
tion

« recognition of short study periods in relation with student mobil-
ity
« recognition of full degrees

Comparability of programs is a fair demand to understand the con-
tent and meaning of the studies before starting the recognition proc-
ess. It is important to be able to understand the level, context, content
and status of the studies that were pursued and successfully complet-
ed in a different country, with different methods and different cultur-
al background.

At European level, education in general and higher education in par-
ticular are not subjects of a }common European policy«. Competence
for the content and the organisation of studies remains at national
level. However, according to Article 149 of the Treaty of Amsterdam,
the Community »shall contribute to the development of quality edu-
cation by encouraging cooperation between Member States«, through
a wide range of actions, such as promoting the mobility of citizens, de-
signing joint study programmes, establishing networks, exchanging
information or teaching languages of the European Union.

Tools for recognition and comparability
There are different tools that the Union can use to fulfil its comple-

mentary role in education policy. Cooperation in the field of recogni-
tion between EU member states and EEA countries started already in
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1984 when NARIC (Network of National Academic Recognition Infor-
mation Centres) was established. The Council of Europe and UNESCO
established the ENIC Network (European Network of National Infor-
mation Centres) in 1994 in order to develop joint policy and practice in
all European countries for the recognition of qualifications. Nowadays
we often talk of the ENIC/NARIC network as the two networks cooper-
ate so closely together.

ENIC and NARIC aim at improving academic recognition of diplo-
mas and periods of study in the participating countries. All of them
have designated national centres. While the size and specific compe-
tence of them may vary, they provide authoriative information on: the
recognition of foreign diplomas, degrees and other qualifications, ed-
ucation systems in both foreign countries and their own country, op-
portunities for studying abroad, including information on loans and
scholarships, as well as advice on practical questions related to mobil-
ity and equivalence. Their principal target groups are: students, par-
ents, employers, universities and other higher education institutions,
ministries responsible for higher education, other interested persons
and organisations.

Convention on the Recognition of Qualifications Concerning Higher
Education in the European Region

The basic rights of students concerning recognition of diplomas
are the right to a fair recognition of their qualifications using transpar-
ent, coherent and reliable recognition procedures considered within a
reasonable time limit. Recognition should be granted unless the com-
petent recognition authority can prove there is substantial difference
between the qualification for which recognition is sought and the cor-
responding qualification of the host country. In case of rejection, clear
reasons for denial should be stated. Applicants also should have the
right to appeal the recognition decision.

The basic rights described are stated in the Council of Europe/
UNESCO Convention on the Recognition of Qualifications Concerning
Higher Education in the European Region adopted in Lisbon in 1997.
The Convention is the key legal instrument for recognition of qualifi-
cations across Europe.

European Credit Transfer System (ECTS)

Other instruments aiming at transparency of qualifications consist
of the European Credit Transfer System (ECTS), introduced as a com-
mon basis for recognising students‘ study periods abroad. ECTS was
introduced as a tool within the framework of the ERASMUS/SOCRATES

12 promoting mobility—study on obstacles to student mobility



programme between 1988 and 1995. It was aimed that this would facil-
itate the recognition of the courses for these exchange students when
returning home to their own institution. However, under the frame-
work of the Bologna Process it became a tool that should be used for all
students, and not only for the purposes of recognition. It should how-
ever be noted that the implementation of ECTS has been fairly prob-
lematic in most countries. The use of ECTS can only enhance the trans-
parency and facilitate recognition, if the ECTS is understood as one
system which is used in a consistent way in all HEIs in the countries.

Europass

The Europass consists of five documents that aim to help students
and workers demonstrate their skills elsewhere in Europe. The format
of the documents is the same in all EU/EEA countries. The core docu-
ment of the Europass is the Europass CV, to which students or workers
can attach other Europass documents according to their choice. The
other Europass documents are Europass Certificate Supplement, Eu-
ropass Diploma Supplement, Europass Language Passport and Euro-
pass Mobility. The Europass is based on the Council decision on a sin-
gle Community framework for the transparency of qualifications and
competences.

Three cycle system

Three study cycle structure, undergraduate, graduate and doctoral,
is not a tool for increasing mobility in the same sense as the above-
mentioned tools. Harmonisation of the architecture of studies in Eu-
rope was not introduced only to enhance mobility, but it has had a pos-
itive effect on it. The introduction of the same higher education system
across Europe increased transparency, compatibility and comparabil-
ity of systems. However with the structural harmonisation a threat of
harmonisation of contents and/or teaching methods has arisen. If we
allow content harmonisation to happen, we loose the national and cul-
tural diversity of Europe and with it the very reason for a student to
study abroad.

So far horizontal mobility has been the major means of mobility
for a large number of students all around Europe (see chart 23). After
the currently ongoing introduction of the two-tier degree structure
within the Bologna-process, the emphasis between these two modes
may change.

The earlier mentioned traditional form of creating possibilities for
horizontal mobility (cooperation and networks) is still there, and will
not change in the near future. But what may change is the way Higher
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Education Institutions want to cooperate. In the Bologna Process the
element of competitiveness is rather strongly visible, but it is mostly
intended to mean competition between Europe, the United States and
Asia. What has perhaps been overlooked is the element of internal, Eu-
ropean competition that has arisen even when it was not the initial
idea of the Process. This internal element of competition will inevita-
bly have influence on mobility and its forms, and probably in the way
that vertical mobility becomes more and more popular—for Higher
Education Institutions, not necessarily individual students.

Degree structures and changes that are happening in them all
around Europe are posing both threats and possibilities to mobility.
The most visible threat concerning horizontal mobility and the intro-
duction of the two-tier structure is the timing of a short study period
abroad. Mobility should be possible both during first and second cy-
cle and it should not automatically lengthen the duration of studies.
Study periods abroad could offer general academic competencies but
also strengthen the specialisation of the student in their own field of
study. Degree structures should be flexible enough to encompass dif-
ferent skills learnt through different methods as long as they are rele-
vant to the field of study. By bringing new theories and new knowledge
back home and by asking questions we also give input to the subject.
However mobility should be regarded as an opportunity, not as a re-
quirement in order to get a high-quality degree.

Vertical mobility might increase after the introduction of the two-
tier degree system. The new degree system may also initiate a devel-
opment of various second cycle programmes and joint/double degree
programmes. ESIB feels that even though some of the obstacles and
problems traditionally connected with mobility might be somewhat
solved by the introduction of various second cycle programmes, the
ideal of free mobility should be maintained. ESIB also believes that the
three cycle system does not solve all of the problems connected to stu-
dent mobility.
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Students and their representatives have continuously welcomed
student mobility as a means for cultural and academic exchange and
cooperation, for personal growth and to obtain new skills to be able to
successfully participate in today’s society after graduation. However
what are the real numbers of student mobility in the European Higher
Education Area? How many students do actually have the possibility
to draw on these benefits? The Eurostudent Surveys of 2000 and 2005
(see Fig. 43)* show that international student mobility ranges from 8
percent in Portugal or Latvia to 21 percent in Spain. That means that
every fifth to every 10" student in Europe has been mobile in relation
to his or her studies.

Fig. 4% Intemational student mobility
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But this does not necessarily mean, that they have also studied
during this period and experienced a different educational system al-
together. In fact less than half of these students do actually enrol in a
Higher Education Institution while abroad, i.e. 2 percent of Portuguese
students and 9 percent of Spanish students (see Fig. 43 cont.).3 So actu-
ally genuine student mobility, the experience of a different system of
Higher Education is rather rare among students in Europe. For this rea-
son it remains crucial to identify the obstacles to student mobility and
ways to overcome them.

Fig. 43 cont.: Intemational stadent mobility
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3.1

3.1.1.

Obstacles to student mobility

The reasons preventing students to be mobile are numerous and
complex. Effectively those students facing discrimination in the ed-
ucation system of their home country are also more likely to be ex-
cluded from student mobility. This relates to students with disabilities
and chronicle diseases, students with children* or students from low-
er socio-cultural classes’s and socio-economic background.® Apart from
these factors there are a number of other obstacles to student mobil-
ity, which are largely shared throughout all Bologna countries. Those
are amongst others the financing of the mobility period, the language
proficiency, the availability of information on all matters concerning
the mobility period, the recognition of study periods and degrees, the
suitability of a mobility period in the respective curriculum structure
and the field of study of the respective student. This list is surely not
exclusive, but rather outlining the most common and pressing obsta-
cles experienced by mobile students.

Furthermore there are additional problems specific to students
from new EU member states and from Non-EU countries.

General obstacles to student mobility

Financing of the mobility period

Problems connected to financing of student mobility are founded
first and foremost on the financing scheme in the home country, i.e.
the system of state support with grants and loans schemes and the
availability of such state support to the general student population
(see Fig. 24).” The data in the Eurostudent 2005 show, that in the major-
ity of countries participating in the study, only about a quarter of the
student population or even less do receive financial support through
state assistance. Only in the Netherlands and France more than half of
the student population, in Finland a little less than three quarters of
the students and in the United Kingdom more than 4 out of 5 receive
state assistance.

The sufficiency of the financial support provided by these schemes
compared to the general living expenses in the home country is an-
other obstacle not only for taking up studies in the home country, but
also when considering a study period abroad. The take-up rate of em-
ployment during studies and during the term of between 20 percent
in Portugal and 30 percent in Italy at the lower margin and 69 percent
inIreland as well as 91 percent in the Netherlands at the upper end are
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Fig. 24: State assistance for all stedents

State assistance mate, in'%

ﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬁ;, n

AT IE HL Pl LIK JEAW

Awerage amount of asgistance for recipients par month, in€

(i

k] B i m nr HE
w = . “
T T T T

AT DE E2 FI FA IE IT i) HL FT LK [EW}

Datasource: ELRISTUAENT 2006 Mational Proliles

good indicators for the general need of students to cover their living
expenses on their own throughout all Bologna countries.?

The portability of state support as agreed upon by Educational Min-
isters in the Berlin Communiqué 2003, i.e. the possibility to benefit
from state support of the home country also during studies in the host
country, was intended to promote mobility of students both in organ-
ised programmes as well as for so called free-movers, who organise
their mobility period wholly by themselves. However in a number of
countries portability of grants and loans to the host country remains
problematic® limiting the available financial resources of mobile stu-
dents, especially again for free movers not funded by EU programmes.
While EU mobility grants undeniable are a means to promote student
mobility, data shows that they provide for only a small margin of the
financial resources needed during the mobility period (see Fig. 53)*°
and only to a minority of all mobile students, since in the majority
of students are organising their mobility periods outside of any pro-
gramme." Thus in Germany, Ireland and Italy about three quarters to
85 percent of the funding are covered by private sources. Only in Fin-
land public support makes up the majority of the funding of mobile
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students. The exclusion of students from Non-EU Bologna countries
from EU mobility programmes, since TEMPUS is insignificant for the
funding of student mobility, results in a divide in mobility opportuni-
ties between Bologna member states on the expense of Non-EU coun-
tries. This problem needs special attention and action from all Bologna
members keeping in mind the deviation of living expenses between
Non-EU countries and countries in Western and Northern Europe.

However insufficiencies in portability of grants and loans and in-
sufficiencies in the amount of public support to students are not the
only obstacles in connection to funding of student mobility. Sufficient
funding for the mobility period abroad also needs to take into account
the diversity in living standards between the Bologna countries. This
is especially relevant for students from Eastern and South-Eastern Eu-
ropean countries studying in Western and also Northern European
countries, as the deviation between living standards is especially great
among these. Data on the monthly student expenditure in different
EU member countries already show the diversity in living standards
(see Fig. 30),2 for example between Latvia with a monthly student ex-
penditure of between 193 to 276 Euro, Spain with a monthly expendi-
ture of between 360 to 434 Euro, Austria with a monthly expenditure
of between 848 to 861 Euro and the United Kingdom with a monthly
expenditure of between 1.030 to 1.136 Euro.

Fig. 53: Sources of finance for study-related activities abroad *
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Fig. 30: Student expenditure by size of study location
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Student representatives have pointed out this problem and called
for measures to fund according to the living conditions in the host
country or change mobility support to be provided not by the home,
but the host country as it is done in the framework of the CEEPUS Pro-
gramme.”

Language proficiency

Mobility throughout Europe is not balanced. Several European
countries experience higher rates of incoming than outgoing students
and vice versa. The following table on mobile students in 2003 shows
that the countries with the highest intake of students, i.e. more incom-
ing students than students going abroad, are Switzerland, the United
Kingdom, Germany, France and Austria. The countries with the high-
est rates of outgoing students compared to incoming are Iceland, Slo-
vakia, Greece and Ireland.
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The reasons for these imbalances in mobility are also founded in
the language proficiency of the mobile students. This is not only con-
nected to the language provisions in secondary education, but also
due to the fact that language learning in less widely spoken European
languages is not always promoted or even free of charge at Higher Edu-
cation Institutions or even the difficulty of learning certain languages.
The languages most commonly spoken in Europe, according to data
from the Eurostudent 2005, are English followed by German, French
and Spanish (see Fig. 41),> which already hints at the high intake rates
of the abovementioned countries.

Data in the Eurostudent survey further suggests the close linkage
between language proficiency and student mobility. While 26 percent
of French students with very good command of at least one foreign
language study abroad only 7 percent of French students with little
command decide to do so. The correlation is even stronger for Portu-
guese students. Only 1 percent of the students in Portugal with poor

maobile students total 2003, incoming and outgoing, according to available data of all

countries concerned; number and percentage of students per country

| studentstotal |  ocutgeingstudents |  incoming students |

country number numiber In % number in %
1 i i 8671052 28.263 0.3 G8.602 0B
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Fi Treland 2.287.833 28469 1,2 255,233 112
] 2.342.397 62458 28 | 40618 07 |
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|6 Turkey 1918483 a7.581 15 15,719 08
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& Spain 1,840,507 27529 15 53639 0
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11 Sweden 414,657 470 | 38 25523 62
12 Portugal 400,531 12.081 3 15.483 il
13 Hungary 300.453 B.05 2,1 12296 31
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15 Finland 01664 | inus | 38 7.361 35
16 Crech Republic 287.001 6.802 24 12.474 4,3
17 Austria 128.800 12813 | 55 i [ 135
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data source: DECD
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Fig. #1: Student language proficiency
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language proficiency are mobile, while 60 percent of the students with
very good foreign language skills study abroad (see Fig. 44).1°

Student representatives have responded to these connections be-
tween language and student mobility by demanding the increase and
financial support of language learning in Higher Education Institu-
tions of the home country as well as the support of language learning
during the mobility period in the host country.

Suitability of a mobility period in the curriculum structure

There is very little data available on the impact of reform of degree
structures to a three-cycle system or curriculum reform on student
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mobility. The comparability and compatibility of degrees has been
one means in the Bologna Process with the aim to improve student
mobility. However the diversity of degree structures with Bachelor de-
grees varying between 180 to 240 ECTS and the Master degree between
60 to 120 ECTS might impact on the possibility of horizontal mobility.

The official Erasmus statistics indicate that the average duration
of the mobility period abroad has been 6,5 months in 2004/2005 for
all EU member states and candidate countries (see table 3).7 Howev-
er students from the EU 18 have stayed abroad considerably longer
(6,7 months) than students from the new member states and candi-
date countries (5,4 months). A study by Teichler from 1996 indicated,
that the mobility periods were usually taking place in the third year of
studies (see chart 23).® Eurostudent 2005 shows that this timing still
remains predominant, with most students organising their study pe-
riod towards the middle or the end of their studies.”

Determining factors for timing the study period abroad might in-
clude gaining academic experience at the home institution, the crite-
ria for allocation of mobility grants, the cooperation of a Higher Educa-
tion Institution and a particular department with institutions abroad.

Fig. #4: Correlation between language proficiency and international student mobility
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Table 3: Erasmus student mobility: Average duration 1994/95 to 2004/05

ki Average duration per student
country | 199495 | 1895096 | 1996397 [ toevma | ieeems | 1eew2000 | 2000/2001 | 2001/2002 | 200208 | 200804 | 200405
Wonths
[BE 53 52 X . 53 5.3 5.2 5.2 5.4 Bl | 5.2
DK 5.4] 23] s_ﬁ 54| 5.4 5.4 5.4 5.4] 5.5
DE 7.0 71 7.2 7.2 7.2 71 8,8 6,8 8,7
GR 5, 5.4 5.1 5_# 4. 5/ 4. 5.0 5.
ES [] 71 74 74 ¥ I ri 715 7.8
FR 7 7.4 7.3 7.4] 7 7. 7 I
IE 3 7.0) 76 7.7 7. Ty 7.
IT [ 8 i) 70 T 7. 7.
Ly 7 7 0 0
NL 4] 2 %] 5
AT 4 4 5] A _l
PT j Z ] ;
FI ¥ E ki ¥i X E 5,7 X
ISE ; E X A ; ¥ &3 .
UK ] B 7 0 ; X [ 5|
LI 4 [ X ¥i 4.7 8. i 1
IS X 1 E] 3 4 1] 8
(NG B, 2] B 0 8.2 B .2 2|
ELEE B, K G G 6.8 5. X Xi
BG 39 [x A5 [X3 a8 4 8]
CZ 37 48 53 57 58 5.0 8,1
EE 4.8 58 55 7| 58 &,0]
cY a8| a8 B a7 45 52
LV 1 4.2 4.8 4.3 4.3 4,5 4.8
LT 56 4.6 4.7 4.6 4.5 4.7]
HU 48 50 4.8 4.8 4.5 4.7 5.0)
MT ‘I 4,7 4.1 4.3 4,0 4.1
PL 6.0 6.0 5.7 5.7 5, 6.0 6.1
RO 48 53 5.4 58 3 5.6 5.6
El 5.2 5.5 26 5 5.0 62|
SK 48 4.7 4.4 4.6 4, 4,4 4.7
TR 1 1
[[EEY 5.2 i;] 5.2 5.3 5.5 5,6 X
[Total & 51 (X (X 7] 5 &7 & 5

the size of a particular department, the curriculum design allowing for
or restricting student mobility and the time effort required for prepar-
ing the study period abroad.*

While there is no data showing the impact of reforms in degree
structure on student mobility, i.e. changes in student mobility within
Bachelor and Master programmes, horizontal mobility in 1 and 2 year
Master programmes require certainly more planning regarding the
appropriate timing within the curriculum or might be shorter than
the 6 months period common at present. It might also be possible that
one of the impacts of the reform in degree structures is the increase
in vertical mobility.

Field of study

In general more students from humanities are mobile than stu-
dents from engineering. More in detail the subject area, where most
students are mobile, are business studies followed by languages and
philological studies, social sciences and engineering (see table 2).22 In
comparison to that agriculture, geography, math as well as communi-
cations and informatics are the subject areas with the least students
to go abroad. This is true for both old and new EU member states and
candidate countries.
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Teichler shows that these preferences in mobility result
from the intensity and number of Inter-University Coop-
eration Programmes (ICP), which have been strongest and
most numerous amongst business studies, languages, so-
cial sciences and engineering. While these co-operations
have grown over time, other subject areas were still building
up cooperation programmes. Consequently students from
study fields with fewer cooperation programmes are faced
with more challenges regarding available mobility grants,
cooperating institutions, information or recognition.

Another imbalance may be witnessed in relation to stu-
dent mobility in a certain field of study and gender. While
women make up for the majority of mobile students in near-
ly all of the countries (see Fig. 43), this is not true in all sub-
ject areas. Teichler shows in his study, that while women are
in the vast majority of mobile students in the humanities
(73 percent in 1993/94), they are above the average in social
sciences (57 percent in 1993/94) and thus corresponding to
their overall overrepresentation amongst mobile students.
However in natural sciences and engineering they make up

Chart 23: Timing, Age and Duration of the Study Period Abroad of ERASMUS Students 1993/94,
by Country of Heine Institution of Higher Education (mean years)
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TABLE 2: Erasmus student mobility 2004/2005: Subject areas

o é,_’ 3
= E| ¢ g & g £ g Elog g s ¢
£ 2| =& & 3 s s 8 g = | 8§ sl g £ g
3 o g 8 ol 5 el S| E E :| E| 3 sl 2l & gl s
| 5 5| 2| & & g & & = 3 & 3| 3 ¢ 3 1
g 2| §| 2| g =| € 8 5 s 5 & § g o - .
2 2 £ < & s 8 g T| 2 gl 3 & 8 ¢ °
3 ¢ @ § 5 & g g = = g
< < S c =l ]
b fri ® = £
L] o
BE fr| 65 94 60) 613 88, 135 16 42 274 170 46 89 35 278 89 1 2105
BE fl| 64/ 96| 128 530 293 231 14 90 368 172] 72| 244 29| 252 114] 31 2728
BE 129] 190 188 1143| 381 366 30| 132 642 342 118] 333 64/ 530 203 42] 4833
DK 17, 47| 46 405 83 115 29| 141 391 133 14 94/ 31 179 61 U 1793
DE 228 763 963 5212 648 1449| 496| 1126 3917| 1486 912 964 999| 2523 466 275 22427
GR 72| 163| 148 338 95 195 4 105 316 209 131 146 89 331 77| 35| 2491
ES 596 834 885 3290 730 3469 457 629| 2372| 1343 784| 1328 1063| 1876 931 232 20819,
IFR 440 616 668 6735 285 3110 225 600) 3430| 1444 574 391 795| 1783 294 171 21561
IE 5 19 74 504 26 54 25| 44 362, 126 13| 22| 50 190 42 16 1572}
IT 291 916 777] 1764 270 1627| 219| 1028 3282 1226| 396/ 1113 465 2171 77 124 16440
LU 1 5 1 11 43 4] 2 4 18] 1 1 11 2 8 2 2 116}
NL 61 88| 127 1201 299 226 85 96 236 362 44 242 87| 1251 302, 36 4743
AT 36| 124 220 1067 330 265 44/ 120 450 261 185] 135 144 274 108| 46| 3809
PT 56 220 240 464 176 516 63| 46| 221 153| 123| 492 199 538 181 157 3845
Fl 76| 29| 304 1337 128 518 29| 130 297 150 100 261 74/ 327 112 60 3932
SE 9 86 69 856 53 357, 25 60 144 218 46 193 83 395 68 36 2698
UK 19 81 476 1091 145 258 71 162 2965 744 71 271 207 556 85 12] 7214
EUI 0| 0 0 0 [ 0 0| 3| 0| 1 [ 0| 0| 1 [ Y 5
IS 0| 1 17| 34| 15 26 4 14 29| 19 2 11 4 12| 8| 3| 199
LI 0 14 0 12] 0 0 0| 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 [y 26}
NO 11 43| 78] 284 67| 57 14 69| 69| 77| 69| 156 41 223 15 [ 1279
EUR1§ 2047 4239 5281| 25748| 3774| 12612| 1859| 4509 19141 8295/ 3583| 6163 4397| 13168 3726 1260 119802
BG 34/ 24 42| 106 19, 126 20 26| 80 24| 92| 47| 38 73 13 15| 779
CY 0 0 1 18 32 5 0 4 11 0 1 14/ 0 7 0 0 93]
CZ 197 139 238 665 277, 519 126 224 506 225 120 265 152 366 41 118 4178]
EE 8| 21 75| 61 12 27| 14 15 64/ 33| 10| 22| 10 47| 16 9| 444]
HU 110 87| 139 520 102 150 60 7 285 187, 99 165 44 233 33 31 2316
LV 18 6 45| 211 48 24 19 36 60 20 19 19| 9 56 10, 7 607
LT 47| 43| 87 314 65 183 38| 47| 108 137 82| 82| 35 155 21 29| 1473
MT 0| 0 0 7| 6 7 0| 0| 16 51 1 34/ 0| 3| 5 [y 130]
PL 106 349 320 1665) 165 1125| 237 268 1020 462 375 338 450| 1345 100 65 8390
RO 77| 65 98] 349 23 555 188 112 433 101 168| 204 166 317 55 51 2962
Ell 15 36 43| 188 16 50 17, 19 141 63 24/ 14 9 89 13 5 742
SK 53] 37 70 237, 26 136 8 27| 110, 39| 52| 93] 36 37| 1 17] 979
TR 73| 58] 33| 223 61 179 22| 35 41 64| 26| 76 35 181 26| 9| 1142
NMS/q 738 865 1191 4564 852 3086| 749 884 2875 1406| 1069| 1373 984 2909 334 356 24235
TOTAW 2785 5104 6472 30312| 4626| 15698 2608| 5393| 22016| 9701 4652| 7536 5381| 16077| 4060 1616} 144037
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3.1.2.

3.1.3.

only above 1/3 of all mobile students (38 percent in 1993/94).> Certain-
ly this imbalance is reflecting the overall representation of women in
these fields of study. However such imbalances need to be addressed
both in the representation of women in these fields of study in general
as well as in their participation in student mobility in particular.

Obstacles to new EU member states and Non-EU countries

The regulation of working permits poses an obstacle for new EU
member states and Non-EU countries alike. The situation regarding
working permits for 10 out of the 12 new EU member states since 1%
May 2004 or 1% January 2007 (for Romania and Bulgaria) remains sim-
ilar to the situation of those to individuals from Non-EU countries. Ex-
empted from this intermediate regulation are citizens from Malta and
Cyprus. The regulation is that the old EU-member states shall apply
national working regulation after 2 years of accession (i.e. 1 May 2006
or 1°t January 2009). However if serious doubts on the effects on the na-
tional labour market persist they may prolong this term twice—for 3
years (i.e. 1t May 2009 or 1% January 2012) and then further 2 years (i.e.
1%t May 2011 or 1* January 2014). After which date all citizens of the 10
new EU member states have to be treated according to national work-
ing regulations in the old EU member states. So the intermediate regu-
lation may last a maximum duration of 7 years.»

The obstacle in connection to this refers clearly to the possibility of
students from the new EU member states as well as Non-EU students
to be able to sustain their living expenses based on regular employ-
ment while studying abroad. Especially keeping in mind the strong de-
viation of living expenses between the new EU member states and Non-
EU Bologna countries and countries in Western and Northern Europe
the possibility for students from these countries to work like their col-
leagues from EU countries is paramount to prevent double discrimi-
nation—based on economic situation and country of origin.

Obstacles specific to Non-EU countries

With EU membership as well as granting of candidate status to the
EU, students from these countries receive more beneficial treatment
regarding visa. This is leading to an isolation of countries outside of
the EU, which is especially relevant for countries in South-Eastern Eu-
rope, keeping in mind the political, economical and also educational
links between these countries.”® This situation is also effectively lim-
iting the opportunities of students and (academic) staff from these
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countries to participate in one of the central aims of the Bologna Proc-
ess—the promotion of student and staff mobility. To solve this situa-
tion should therefore be at the heart of the debate of the Bologna Proc-
ess.
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12)

15)
16)

17)

18)
19)
20)
21)

22)

23)
24)
25)

see Eurostudent 2000, p. 106

see Eurostudent 2005, p. 144-145

see Eurostudent 2005, p. 146-147

see: Teichler (1996), p. 43

see Eurostudent 2005, p. 156-157

see Eurostudent 2000, p. 115

see Eurostudent 2005, p. 98-99

see Eurostudent 2005, p. 126-127

see ESIB Bologna with Student Eyes 2005, p. 37-38

see Eurostudent 2000, p. 114; see also Eurostudent 2005, p. 154-155
see Eurostudent 2000, p. 118 and Eurostudent 2005, p. 160-161

see Eurostudent 2005, p. 114-115

see http://www.ceepus.info/files/CEEPUSII_At a_glance.pdf

see selected data from data report published by the German
Academic Exchange Service (DAAD) in cooperation with Higher
Education Information System (HIS) in 2006:
http://www.wissenschaft-weltoffen.de/2006/1/4/1/1; see also Euros-
tudent 2005, p. 158-159

see Eurostudent 2005, p. 140-141

see Eurostudent 2005, p. 148-149

see Erasmus Statistics 2004/2005:
http://ec.europa.eu/education/programmes/socrates/erasmus/sta-
tisti/table3.pdf

see Teichler (1996), p. 80

see Eurostudent 2005, p. 152-153

see Teichler (1996), p. 78-81

see Eurostudent 2005, p. 150-151

see Erasmus Statistics 2004/2005:
http://ec.europa.eu/education/programmes/socrates/erasmus/sta-
tisti/table2.pdf

see Teichler (1996), p. 28

see Teichler (1996), p. 42

see: http://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/free_movement/docs/
transition_en.pdf—Information on the application of transition
regulations regarding working permits for new EU member states for
public administrations;
http://ec.europa.eu/eures/main.jsp?acro=lw&lang=en&catld=2648&
parentld=o—Information regarding working and living conditions in
the 25 EU member states, EEA and EFTA states
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20 see for example the educational cooperation in the framework of the
CEEPUS programme: http://www.ceepus.info/
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