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From imbalanced to balanced mobility in the European Higher Education Area: Current challenges and perspectives for the future
Non Paper
1. The Bologna Context
From the very beginning of the Bologna Process student and staff mobility has been an important pillar of the European Higher Education Area. According to the Leuven Communiqué, mobility shall be the hallmark of the EHEA. In Leuven (2009), the Education Ministers called upon each country “to increase mobility, to ensure its quality and to diversify its types and scope.” 
In their previous Bologna Conference in London (2007), they had already highlighted the importance of a more equitably balanced student and staff mobility between countries across the EHEA. In article 19 of the Leuven Communiqué, the Ministers repeated their opinion, this time focusing on student mobility: “Mobility should also lead to a more balanced flow incoming and outgoing students across the European Higher Education Area”. Consequently, they asked the BFUG “to consider how balanced mobility could be achieved within the EHEA” (article 26).
With this paper, the Federal Ministry on Education and Research (BMBF) would like to present some thoughts on the topic of balanced and imbalanced mobility based on the German experience in this field at the heart of the EHEA. The paper aims at describing the starting point of our discussion in the working group on mobility.
2.  Balanced and Imbalanced Mobility Flows in the EHEA: lack of reliable data and overall trends in student mobility
Reliable data on mobility flows are a tool for recognizing successes and shortcomings of the Higher Education system of a country. However, presently the data available on student and staff mobility data in the EHEA are not sufficient and reliable to make the right political diagnoses and to develop targeted strategies for improvement. In many cases, the existing data are focused on certain regions (e.g. OECD, EU or ERASMUS countries) and specific target groups (mainly students). Against this background, it is only consequent that the Ministers would like to see progress in data collection and measuring mobility.
What do existing data on student mobility teach us? According to OECD statistics, more than 2.7 million students worldwide are studying outside their own country. The student flows show a strong South-North orientation. In the OECD area, Europe is the main destination for foreign students (52%). European students prefer to stay in Europe. Around 80% of the mobile European students are studying in another European country. Even in the intra-European mobility area significant imbalances of student flows can be seen. The most striking finding is certainly a significant East-West orientation. However, also imbalances between the Nordic countries, the United Kingdom and other parts of Europe are evident. The German case clearly demonstrates that imbalances differ from partner country to partner country and vary very often with the type of mobility. Germany is a “net exporter” in the overall student exchange (including all types of mobility) with the UK, France, the Netherlands, Austria etc. and “net importer” in the exchange with many Central and Eastern Countries but also with Greece, Spain and Italy. In the ERASMUS programme with its temporary study periods abroad (3 to 12 months), however, the exchange between Germany and Italy is more or less balanced.

This example illustrates that data collection on balanced and imbalanced mobility has to consider mobility flows country by country and different types of mobility (e.g. free mover and programme mobility, temporary and degree mobility). These imbalances are very often connected with differences in gender or subject areas of mobile students. While the overall participation of female students in mobility in Europe (OECD countries) is more or less balanced (in ERASMUS, there are even more mobile female than male students), female students in other parts of the world are less (Asia) or more mobile (US) than their male counterparts. The over-representation of US female students in mobility is certainly due to the fact that they are mostly enrolled in humanities, which traditionally is the predominant discipline in mobility. A similar discipline-related explanation is likely for the high share of Asian male students. Many of them study science and technology, i.e. disciplines with a high proportion of males students. Despite the overall good participation of female students, a discipline by discipline analysis would show comparable imbalances in the EHEA.
There is little doubt that imbalances of student mobility between certain regions and countries sometimes reflect the insufficient funding of mobility. This is especially true for some Non-EU Bologna members. One of the main factors for the low numbers of outgoing students in these countries is the lack of national and European grant schemes. Foreign donors (like DAAD, British Council, OSI) and EU programmes (like TEMPUS and ERASMUS Mundus) cover only partly the demand in these countries. 
3. Additional Descriptors Needed for Balanced and Imbalanced Mobility

Looking at the mobility data available, it is evident that in most of the cases mobility and its imbalances are described in absolute numbers of inward and outward students. In order to evaluate whether there is a real mobility imbalance between two regions or countries or not, also the size of the higher education systems of both regions or countries has to be taken into consideration. In relative terms, for example, Cyprus, Fiji and Switzerland are among the countries with the largest proportion of foreign students worldwide, whereas the US (number 1 in absolute terms) only ranks 32 among host countries.
In addition, statistics on mobility very often do not consider different types and target groups of mobility. This is regrettable, especially when we would like to know more about balances and imbalances in the EHEA. Future data collection should include the following descriptors:

For students and graduates

· Programme mobility vs. free-mover mobility

· Temporary (horizontal) mobility vs. degree (vertical) mobility

· Short-term stays (e.g. summer schools, language courses) vs. study periods vs. placements

· Mobility in 1st , 2nd and 3rd cycle
· Representation of gender in mobility

· Discipline-related participation in mobility

For university staff

· Mobility of university teachers (teaching assignments)
· Mobility of researchers (research activities)
· Mobility of administrative staff (staff training)
· Representation of gender in mobility

· Discipline-related participation in mobility

The data collection should be complemented with a qualitative analysis regarding the impact of the different types of mobility on implementing more balanced mobility flows in the EHEA. There is, for example, some evidence that programme mobility including temporary stays abroad will contribute much more to an equitable mobility balance than free-mover and degree mobility or language courses abroad. On the other hand, short-term summer courses in target countries with low incoming numbers (e.g. Non-EU Bologna members) could be an appropriate instrument to motivate students to return to this country for a longer study period at a later stage. 
How important the use of additional quantitative descriptors and their qualitative interpretation is, demonstrates the ERASMUS exchange between the UK and Germany. Whereas 4 times more German students study in the UK than British students in Germany, the ERASMUS student placement exchange between both countries is more or less balanced. One obvious qualitative interpretation of these findings could be that for British students Germany is an attractive place for practical experience but less attractive as a place to study. As a consequence, one could implement appropriate incentives and instruments to improve Germany’s attractiveness as a study place (what has already been done by DAAD and British Council).
4. Good Reasons for mobility
The need for increasing and balancing mobility in the EHEA, as underlined by the Ministers in Leuven, can only be achieved by improving reciprocity and thus strengthening the “weaker part” of the bilateral exchange. In order to do so, the sending and receiving countries (especially those that fear brain drain), institutions and individuals must be convinced of the value and benefits of international mobility and cooperation. In this context, cooperation based on partnership and solidarity may be reconciliated with existing competition between higher education and research institutes in order to develop a win-win-situation for all stakeholders involved.
Some benefits of mobility are summarized here again:

a) For Individuals
· Enhancing personal growth and international academic qualification
· Improving foreign language skills and intercultural competences
· Increasing knowledge of other learning and teaching methods

· Working in international teams

· Widening international contacts

· Improving career opportunities

b) For sending countries and institutions
· Developing internationally trained and experienced workforce (upon return to the sending country)
· Strengthening  international reciprocal cooperation with higher education and research institutions in the receiving countries
·  Setting up long-lasting personal and professional links and partnerships with fellow students, teachers or researchers in the receiving countries

· Internationalizing teaching and research (upon return to the sending institution)
· Increasing  institutional capacity to compete  with national institutions and institutions in other countries

· Possibility to balance temporary distortions between supply and demand in one country 
c) For receiving countries and institutions
· Incoming mobility of talented students and university staff is an important economic and capacity building factor for countries, regions and institutions

· Improving internationalization “at home” by receiving international students, graduates and staff from different countries and cultures
· Making institutions more attractive by integrating international guests
· Opportunity to create a worldwide network of alumni who have sustainable ties and relations to the receiving country and/or institution

· Possibility to balance temporary distortions between supply and demand in one country 

5. Risks of mobility: from brain drain to brain circulation
International cooperation and the exchange of people and ideas have always been backbones of the “academia” and essential elements for the further development of science, economy and society. Mobility, however, is sometimes one-way or strongly imbalanced; not only between the northern and southern hemisphere but also between Europe and the US as well as within the EHEA. These imbalances very often reflect the net movement of the best and brightest brains from one region or country to another (e.g. from developing to developed countries or to some extent from developed countries to the US and from Eastern to Western countries in the EHEA). Net-exporter countries in mobility, therefore, sometimes are hesitant to promote outward mobility, especially to countries with an explicit brain gain policy. It is true that the risk of “brain drain” cannot be totally avoided. But there seems to be a consensus that no explicit policy aiming at brain drain should be adopted and that brain circulation and academic cooperation on the basis of true partnership has to be promoted. The benefits of brain circulation are obvious: it helps transfer knowledge, strengthen cooperation, build new partnerships and qualify young academics and researchers in another cultural environment.
The cooperation and partnership approach reduces the brain drain risk and also contributes to a more balanced mobility. For example, double or joint programmes at all levels (including so-called sandwich models for doctoral candidates) with a temporary mobility component instead of full degree mobility encourage balanced exchanges with limited stays abroad and lead to a mutual win-win-effect.
But the brain circulation also needs measures to get the “brain circulators” back who stay for longer time abroad (e.g. doctoral candidates and young researchers). Home countries with an extreme net outward mobility, therefore, should undertake more efforts to create favourable working and career conditions for their young and highly qualified academics and to provide opportunities to return home and support the further development of their country. 
6. Between competition and cooperation - Initiatives to meet the challenges of balanced mobility and brain circulation: The German example
One of the major challenges for the future will be to fully benefit from the capacities of a global and competitive education market to enhance the quality of teaching and research, while at the same time preserving and promoting the strong basis of cooperation and solidarity on which the scientific approach in itself relies quite as much as our educational systems- in other words, to balance competition and cooperation appropriately. Competition and cooperation in higher education do not exclude each other. They are only two sides of the same coin. The internationalisation policy of the German government has taken this dichotomy into consideration when launching initiatives and programmes to achieve a more balanced mobility with certain countries or regions and reduce the risks of brain drain. The following three examples will illustrate the German approach: 

a. The “Go East” initiative

Student mobility between Germany and the Central and Eastern European Countries is extremely imbalanced. Many more students from the East study in German universities than German students in the Eastern European countries. In order to achieve a more balanced exchange, the Federal Ministry of Education and Research, together with the German Academic Exchange Service (DAAD), the Alexander-von-Humboldt Foundation, the German Rectors’ Conference and the Committee on Eastern European Economic Relations, launched a joint initiative “Go EAST” in 2002. The initiative includes information and marketing activities and provides funding to German universities for sending students to their partner institutions and for organising summer schools in the East. The programme is well-established and has motivated more than 4,000 German students to spend part of their studies in CEE countries so far.
Who profits? Individuals; receiving countries that attract less students from abroad; sending countries by building academic bridges and laying ground for sustainable partnerships with less-represented, but interesting partner countries
b. Funding scheme for International study programmes with double or joint degree

A typical win-win-situation for both partner institutions involved is created by the curriculum development scheme for international study programmes with double or joint degrees, administered by the DAAD and funded by the BMBF. The bilateral study programmes increase the international profile and competitiveness of the institutions and helps balance student mobility between countries and institutions with normally imbalanced exchanges. At the same time, the programmes only offer temporary study periods abroad, thus preventing the risk of brain drain and increasing brain circulation.

The funding per study programme is available for a maximum of 8 years and supports curriculum development and mobility of students. Almost 100 high-quality study programmes are currently taking part in this scheme. The partners of the German institutions come from all parts of the world (excluding France because of Franco-German University’s funding scheme supporting similar programmes between France and Germany).
c. Export of study programmes
More and more countries are exporting higher education and especially study programmes to other parts of the world. In 2001, the Federal Ministry of Education and Research together with the DAAD decided to follow this example and launched a specific export scheme. In the frame of this scheme, courses modelled along the lines of German study programmes and jointly implemented with partner universities of the target countries are being offered abroad (mainly in Asia and Eastern Europe). In some cases, entire new higher education institutions are being founded like the German University Cairo or the Vietnamese-German University in Ho Chi Minh City. The latest example of this is the German-Turkish University in Istanbul. Programmes of this kind contribute to a true cooperation in partnership and help improve the attractiveness of the partner institution abroad as well as decrease the risk of brain drain by offering high quality education “sur place”. The success of the export initiative is overwhelming. More than 130 German study programmes (often with double degrees) worldwide are currently offering high quality education to around 10,000 students in the respective partner countries. 
Who profits? Individuals; countries and institutions with a brain drain risk; exporting countries and institutions by establishing the basis for a broader and deepened cooperation in the future
d. Sur Place scholarship programmes

With a specific “Surplace Third Country Programme”, the DAAD aims at promoting the training of future higher education teachers for postgraduate study programmes in Africa (up to the doctoral level) at universities in their home countries or at excellent supra-regional institutions of the region. The programme particularly addresses the complex conditions of especially vulnerable developing countries, by supporting not only individuals, but - via tuition fees - also institutions. Thus the brain-drain effect is significantly reduced. 

This scholarship programme is of outstanding significance for the still urgently needed education of local young professionals in most fields of study at universities and research institutions. Compared to an apprenticeship in an industrialized country, it is significantly cheaper (only about half of the cost) and it especially allows women to reconcile training and family. 

The anti- brain drain effect of such scholarship schemes is large. Almost all DAAD scholarship holders are working at universities and research institutes in the countries of the region after completing their postgraduate studies. For example, a survey in one of the research institutions in Kenya has proven that after 10 years, 97% of the researchers, who received a DAAD grant for doctoral studies, were still working at universities and research institutes and 73% of those in the same country or in another country in the region. 

Who profits? Individuals, countries and institutions with brain drain risk; grant awarding countries by creating sustainable long-term contacts to the scholarship holders and future cooperation partners in the receiving countries.
e. The GAIN Initiative and return grants for German scientists working abroad
Understandably, countries and institutions are very interested in getting back their best brains, who work abroad, to use their potential for their own academic system and the society. This is also true for Germany. There are an estimated 20,000 German scientists currently working in universities, research institutes and companies in North America, either temporarily or long-term. This considerable number of scientists and their competence and knowledge acquired provides a huge potential for Germany, especially in view of the demand of trained and experienced professionals for the German marketplace. In order to improve and further the communication between scientists in Germany and North America and thereby strengthening the cooperation between universities and research institutes on both sides of the Atlantic in the long run, the German Academic Exchange Service (DAAD), the German Research Foundation (DFG), and the Alexander von Humboldt Foundation (AvH) launched the GAIN initiative. Through information and guidance, GAIN also wants to ease the professional and personal reintegration process for scientists planning to return to Germany, making sure that the skills and knowledge acquired will be utilised in the best possible way

 To alleviate the return of German doctoral candidates, post-docs and experienced scientists to Germany, the BMBF and the DAAD have launched a new funding scheme of return grants. These grants can be awarded for job interview purposes, lectures or a 6-month period of reintegration into the German science community.
Similar reintegration programmes have been launched by the German Research Foundation (DFG) and the Alexander von Humboldt Foundation (AvH). In order to facilitate the reintegration of grant recipients back into the German research system, the DFG awards return grants to fellows funded by the DFG. The grants should be used to enable fellows to become reintegrated into the German research system, for example by presenting research findings in Germany or for measures preparing them for their scientific/academic careers following their return to Germany. Return grants can be awarded for a maximum of six months and will be terminated once the fellow has taken up a position or receives outside funding (e.g. from the Federal Employment Agency) in Germany.
The Alexander von Humboldt Foundation (AvH) provides return fellowships to German and international researchers. After successfully completing the initial visit sponsored by the AvH in Germany, it is possible for Humboldt fellows, Roman Herzog research fellows of the Hertie Foundation and Georg Forster research fellows to apply for a return fellowship to sponsor reintegration into an institute abroad. To be eligible, Humboldt and Roman Herzog research fellows must return to a country in Central and Eastern Europe, Georg Forster research fellows must return to a developing or threshold country. The return fellowship includes a sponsorship of EUR 500 per month over a period of a year which should be used to build up and develop the fellow’s own working groups. Additionally, EUR 500 are available for the purchase of specialist literature. 

In order to enable the continued cooperation with German Humboldt Fellows or Award Winners and Feodor Lynen Research Fellows after his/her return from abroad the Humboldt Foundation can award return fellowships. These fellowships sponsor international research projects which are affiliated with a university or non-university research institute in Germany. The Humboldt Foundation expects the Feodor Lynen Research Fellows to invite their former Humboldt host from abroad to visit the receiving institute in Germany within the framework of the Humboldt Network Sponsorship. In addition, they should be willing to act as Campus Advisor and Host for the foreign guest researchers sponsored by the Humboldt Foundation at the receiving institute in Germany. The return fellowship can be granted for a maximum period of twelve months. The sponsorship period ends as soon as the research fellow finds a position or alternative source of funding (e.g. payments from the Federal Labour Office) in Germany.
The need for reintegrating researchers from EU Member or Associated States, who are working outside the EU, has also been identified by the European Union. In its 7th Framework Programme, the EU offers reintegration grants to motivate European researchers to return to Europe.
Who profits? Mobile young scientists; countries and institutions with a brain drain risk
f. Programmes to ease the return of international researchers to their home countries: the Max Planck Independent Junior Research Groups and Partner Groups
The exemplary establishment of Independent Junior Research Groups in China in 1995 was intended to provide an incentive for young Chinese scientists living abroad to return to China, offering them the opportunity to qualify for management positions. The programme offers support to the Chinese Academy of Sciences (CAS) in developing a modern and competitive research system. The heads for the first Independent Research Groups in Shanghai gave up promising career prospects in the USA in favour of junior research group leadership posts. In 2001 the concept of Independent Junior Research Groups was replicated in Kunming, where two Groups were established at the CAS Institute for Zoology. 

Researching this diversity of species and the molecular interactions between organisms in an ecosystem is a very dynamic new field of study that is highly regarded both internationally and within the Max Planck Society. Working jointly with experts from German universities, the Max Planck Society has marked out research into biodiversity and ecosystems as an important new focal point in its cooperation with China. The province of Yunnan has been identified as region which is, as it were, predestined for research of this kind, and the Institutes for Zoology and Botany, sponsored in Kunming by the Chinese Academy of Sciences, have been recruited as ideal partners in a long-term cooperation programme.
In order to promote the formation of networks and consolidate links between Chinese junior scientists and research institutions in Germany, in 1999 an agreement was reached on the establishment of Partner Groups in China. These Groups are headed by Chinese junior scientists who have returned home after working as scholarship holders at Max Planck Institutes.

Gifted young Chinese researchers are thus given the opportunity, having originated projects with their German partners, to continue these in China and qualify for scientific management posts in their own country.

As in the case of the Independent Junior Research Groups, the Max Planck Society supports the Group heads by contributing to salary costs, while the Chinese side provides infrastructure and equipment as well as funding through its own internal junior research sponsorship programs.

The Max Planck Society has thus far set up a total of 18 Partner Groups in China.

The Partner Groups Programme has developed most successfully. The participating Max Planck Institutes benefit from the high standard of Chinese junior scientists and doctoral candidates whose qualifications are assured through regular contacts with the institutes, including at management level. Numerous publications in international journals underscore the high standards of cooperative research.

Following the successful implementation of the Partner Group Programme in China, it was also applied to the cooperation with other countries, in particular to India and Eastern European countries.

