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Questionnaire on student and staff mobility – WG mobility
Introduction
“Mobility shall be the hallmark of the European Higher Education Area”. This is the statement the European Ministers responsible for higher education agreed upon in the Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve Communiqué in 2009. During the Bologna Ministerial Anniversary Conference in Budapest/Vienna on 11/12 March 2010, they once more reaffirmed the need for action to enhance and better balance student and staff mobility. 

The analysis of this questionnaire aims at collecting the necessary material to allow the BFUG Working Group on Mobility to draft a European Higher Education Area Strategy for Mobility to be decided by the Ministers in 2012. Therefore, the questionnaire on mobility, albeit being part of the general questionnaire used to collect information for the 2012 integrated implementation report, has been sent to all 47 Bologna members (total number of participants: 49 (Scotland and UK as well as Belgium – Flemish Community and Belgium – French Community)) a few months earlier than the questions on the other themes. The responses already given can be updated when the general questionnaire is sent out in early 2011. 

Structure of the questionnaire

The questionnaire that is the basis of this analysis has four main parts. The first part gives information about the persons responsible for filling in the questionnaire. The aim of differentiating between three different groups has been to get more information about the involvement of all stakeholders and to encourage respondents to include the various groups in the consultation process.
In the second part, countries were asked to present their national strategies and / or action plans to foster mobility and to specify whether national quantitative targets are included in those documents or not. Another aim was to find out more about the position of staff mobility in this context and about a possible prioritisation of particular geographic regions in the national strategy. The financial part of this questionnaire gives an overview over the conditions for grants and / or scholarships for mobile students (incoming and outgoing, credit and degree mobility). 
The third part asked for information about mobility obstacles. Are the countries aware of obstacles to student and staff mobility and what are they doing to tackle them? Which obstacles seem to be the most important ones? Are the obstacles particularly important in specific study cycles, fields of studies, for credit or degree mobility? This part of the questionnaire also asked for information on the monitoring of programmes aimed at removing obstacles to mobility. 
In the fourth part of the questionnaire, the balance or imbalance of student mobility flows was main point of interest. The aim was to find out if the country’s mobility flows for total, credit and degree mobility were more or less balanced or if there were more incoming than outgoing students or vice versa. Furthermore, countries were asked to give a definition of “balanced mobility” as it is used in their country and to decide if they regard their mobility flows as balanced or not. Additional information on significant imbalances of student mobility flows with particular regions or countries as well as the question whether mobility strategies address the issues of balance of student mobility flows completed the questionnaire. 
As stated above, all those questions have been sent to the 47 member countries (to 49 possible respondents) of the Bologna Process. With 30 answers, the return rate lies at approximately 61 per cent. 

General remarks on the nature of the questionnaire by respondents

Some general remarks on the nature of the questionnaire were that some countries would have needed more time to deliver detailed answers; the option of updating in the beginning of the year 2011 was therefore welcomed. A few countries would have needed more space to explain their answers and a suggestion coming from small countries (such as Liechtenstein) has been to treat the situation of small states in a separate short chapter because their mobility numbers are in general very high but not representative for the other member states. 

Part B: Details on the completion of the questionnaire

Government representatives were involved in all countries in filling in the questionnaire, with the exception of Serbia. Most of the representatives involved work in national ministries of education and research or in different agencies for international and / or higher education. Representatives of agencies such as LLP and TEMPUS as well as BFUG members and members of the working group “mobility” were involved in many countries, and were listed either as government representatives, stakeholder representatives or other contributors. Stakeholder representatives participated in almost half of the countries. In this group, mostly national agencies for LLP worked together with students’ representatives, representatives of the Rectors’ Conferences and institutions of higher education, the entire national Bologna Follow-up Group (in the case of Germany) and Bologna Experts’ Teams. In one third of countries, other contributors have also taken part in filling in the questionnaire. Once more, national agencies (TEMPUS, LLP) are present in this group as well as students’ representatives and Quality Assurance Agencies. Some countries have contacted various stakeholders, but didn’t receive any input from them. 
The answers show that the number of persons involved per country differs very much (from one to two persons to a high number of persons and institutions). Most countries have tried to involve as many stakeholders as possible to provide a balanced and consensual response. In some cases, however, more participation of different stakeholders would have been preferable. 
Part C: National strategies and action plans

Almost all countries have national strategies or action plans to foster mobility, with the exception of seven countries (Armenia, Hungary, Liechtenstein, Montenegro, Scotland, Serbia and Slovenia). Slovenia is going to adopt its national strategy on internationalisation in 2011, focusing on goals and benchmarks in line with the Bologna targets 2020 and an emphasis on institutional cooperation with particular focus on the Western Balkan and Euro-Mediterranean regions. All countries that do not have a national strategy or action plan are relatively small countries. Therefore, the high amount of documents on the national level concerning internationalisation and mobility shows that mobility is clearly defined as one of the key priorities for most countries. 

In general, the national strategies and action plans include measures to promote and foster internationalisation of higher education in the respective countries. Main points are an increase in the number of scholarships and institutional agreements. Furthermore, strategies are targeted towards identifying and removing obstacles to mobility and enhancing cooperation with countries outside the EHEA. Another element is the development of marketing plans for a country’s higher education and an emphasis on communication. Finally, countries’ higher education institutions are encouraged to establish internationalisation strategies. The majority of those strategies date from 2005 to 2010/11 and are, in some cases, scheduled until 2015.
Some countries do not have a single strategy on the national level but refer to a multitude of documents aimed at fostering mobility and enhancing funding possibilities for mobile students and staff. In some other countries, the federal government has an internationalisation strategy on its own which is accompanied by a whole range of strategies of different stakeholders, operating on the European as well as national, regional and institutional level. 

In a limited number of countries, the national strategies are in their beginnings and mainly concentrate on and consist of bilateral agreements and / or participation in (EU) mobility programmes (ERASMUS, TEMPUS, ERASMUS Mundus etc.). This is mostly the case for Eastern European countries (Moldova and Slovakia as well as others). But it has to be emphasized that some other Eastern and South-Eastern European countries have recently developed comprehensive mobility strategies (Croatia, Turkey and others). 
Outstanding examples in this context are some of the Nordic countries. Concerning the range and effect of measures defined in those strategies, Norway is worth mentioning: The Norwegian government has decided in its Quality Reform in 2003 that each student is entitled to a period of study abroad as an integrated part of his/her Norwegian degree programme. It is the responsibility of the Norwegian higher education institutions to arrange for these stays abroad. Concerning the way of developing a national strategy for mobility, Finland is another example. In an open process together with all stakeholders and more than 1 200 participants, the “National Strategy for the Internationalisation of Higher Education Institutions in 2009-2015” was drawn up by using an open and interactive methodology (e.g. a web-based consultation, six thematic workshops).
Targets for Student mobility

About half of the countries include national quantitative targets for the different forms of student mobility in higher education. Some of the countries mention the Bologna 2020 targets, others indicate national percentages or numbers which can be higher or lower than those set in the Bologna targets. Thus, quantitative targets differ in scale and impact. Sweden, for example, has no clear quantitative target, the mission there is “Mobility should increase”. Finland makes a difference between mobility of Polytechnic and University students. The cited strategies of internationalisation most frequently serve as references for those targets. 

The targets set are the same for students in all cycles in two third of the countries, in one third, they are different. Differences in the targets can be found between students of the first or second cycle and PhD-students / students in graduate schools. In Iceland and Estonia, PhD-students should have or are even required to take one semester or one year abroad. Germany has a target only for students of the first and second cycle as well as long degrees. Slovenia has a special target for doctoral students; at least 20% of doctoral students should study in joint doctoral study programmes. Norway has no specific targets but states that the measures (financial stimulus) favour credit over degree mobility and mobility at Master’s above Bachelor’s level. 
Staff mobility

Almost all countries with a national strategy on mobility also include staff mobility in higher education in it, with the exception of three countries (The Flemish Community of Belgium, France and Slovakia). But not in all of those national strategies quantitative targets for staff mobility are set. One third of countries includes such targets whereas two third do not do so. Estonia has only quantitative targets for incoming staff and Lithuania has targets for both inbound and outbound staff mobility. Romania has a target for outgoing staff under ERASMUS (increase in 5% per year). Finland has very detailed targets for inbound and outbound staff with differences concerning Universities and Polytechnics. In Spain, staff mobility should be 50% more in 2015 than in 2008. Sweden has no quantitative target but the slogan “The mobility should increase” in general. 
Priority of geographic regions

Half of the countries prioritise in their strategies particular geographic regions, one third of the countries does not so. When asked about the particular countries, most answers were directed towards a prioritisation of EHEA countries as well as the USA/Canada and Asia in the strategies. A particular emphasis on EHEA countries (for inbound and outbound student and staff mobility) is obvious. Another observation is that only a few countries have defined regional priorities for staff mobility in their strategies. Austria, for example, has put a special emphasis on Central and Eastern European countries for staff mobility (inbound and outbound). Asian countries (above all China and India) and to a lesser extent African countries seem to become more and more important for incoming and outgoing student and staff mobility. Non-EU countries taking part in the LLP tend to put more emphasis on exchange within the ERASMUS programme. Sometimes, neighbouring countries or historical links are a priority as well. This is, above all, the case in Eastern and South-eastern non-EU countries where mobility in higher education can be a possible beginning of first regional integration initiatives. The ancient colonial powers also have special ties to specific countries or regions of the world which are represented in their mobility strategies. 
Monitoring

The impact of the national strategy or action plan is monitored in nearly two third of the countries. Monitoring takes places regularly (annually or biannually). In some countries, there are no results yet because of the recent implementation of the action plan. Some other countries do no uniform monitoring but rather monitor the different programmes and activities as such. In a few countries, the higher education institutions have to hand in reports annually and from this basis, monitoring is realized. For degree mobility, the lack of statistical data is still a major problem. Monitoring is undertaken by the concerned ministries, agencies or working groups as well as statistical offices. Generally speaking, all monitoring results have shown increasing numbers for outgoing and incoming student mobility. 
Strategies and programmes below the national level

Almost all countries have strategies or programmes below the national level to foster mobility. The most common examples are bilateral agreements between higher education institutions and mobility strategies of higher education institutions, that is to say the institutional level seems to be relevant in this context. For some countries, regional authorities (laender, conseils régionaux, regions) are active as well, particularly in federal states. Iceland indicated to create a network of its higher education institutions in order to enhance mobility of students within the higher education institutions, Turkey and Wales already have a national mobility programme implemented between their higher education institutions. The UK has, as well, a network called BUTEX representing over 80 higher education institutions in the United Kingdom with active transatlantic links and interests, most of which have a variety of individual exchange arrangements with North American universities. Summing up, most of the initiatives can be found on the institutional level in form of interinstitutional agreements or internationalisation strategies, some also on the regional level. 
Financial support of student mobility

In nearly half of the countries, national students studying in a higher education institution in another country can receive a grant / scholarship under the same conditions for both credit and degree mobility as students studying in the country. Three countries negated this possibility. About one fifth of the countries agreed with the statement that students studying abroad in the framework of credit mobility have equal possibilities concerning financial support compared to national students. In a few countries, this is the case for degree mobility. Summing up, half of the countries give the same financial support to students studying abroad or in the country, but nevertheless, there can be restrictions to this – in general equal - treatment. 

Countries, which offer equal financial treatment to students studying in the country or abroad, limit this right with a large amount of restrictions. Only in three countries, there are no restrictions at all, that is to say, exactly the same rules are valid for mobile students and students studying in the country (Finland, Liechtenstein and Norway). In Croatia, the rules are the same for students studying in the country and for those going abroad for degree mobility. In the other countries, there can be restrictions concerning the countries for degree as well as credit mobility (e.g. only within the framework of bilateral agreements or the ERASMUS programme, only for countries represented in the Council of Europe). Some countries have a restriction concerning degree mobility and offer grants and scholarships only for students studying in EU countries and Switzerland. 

The most frequent restrictions to specific programmes seem to be to LLP programmes and CEEPUS. For degree mobility, the most frequent restrictions are that degrees have to be recognised by the ministry of the sending country, that degrees may not be offered in the national country (only valid for countries outside the EHEA) and that the study programmes must be accredited and may not be offered in the home country. 

Moldova offers only grants and scholarships for degree mobility in domains which are considered as priorities for the national labour market. In France, equal financial treatment for credit mobility is only available for organised mobility within the framework of exchanges. 
Generally speaking, restrictions are more frequent for degree than credit mobility. The great diversity in restrictions makes it difficult to give a comprehensive overview of the situation in the EHEA because each country has its own conditions for grants and scholarships. Also within countries conditions can be different for degree and credit mobility. Consequently, the the possibilities for mobile students of receiving a grant or scholarship under the same conditions as students studying in the country differ a lot. Nevertheless, half of the countries stated above that students studying in the country and abroad have the same access to financial support. This obvious contradiction may also point out difficulties with the questionnaire. 
Answers to the question whether the country has implemented any of the cited support measures to foster student mobility lead to a complex picture as well. For credit mobility, most countries offer the possibility of grants and scholarships for incoming and outgoing students; some countries also offer loans for outgoing students. In a few countries, there is the possibility of loans for incoming students (only for EU and EFTA foreigners who lived in the country for at least five consecutive years). 

For degree mobility, the situation can be described as follows: Most countries offer grants and scholarships for incoming and outgoing students and loans for outgoing students. Some countries also offer loans for incoming students. 
It has to be said that nearly each country has defined its own conditions for eligibility for financial support and that most of the countries have restrictions concerning specific programmes, countries or study cycles (for credit and degree mobility). In the field of financial support, there is a lot of difference among the countries in the EHEA. 
It should also be mentioned that some countries (especially Nordic ones) offer a broad range of grants, scholarships and loans for mobile students (incoming and outgoing). This can be illustrated by the case of Norway. The country combines two elements which could also serve as an incentive to pursue a degree in a non-Anglophone country and thus to tackle possible imbalances vis-à-vis those countries. When doing a degree in a non-Anglophone country, Norwegian students are entitled to support from the “State Educational Loan Fund” for an extra semester of introduction to learn the language and culture of that country. This degree programme has to be taught in a language other than English. Another example is Sweden which offers special grants for students from developing countries for degree and credit mobility and for especially talented students from outside the EHEA. 

Additional support measures or programmes to foster student mobility
Most of the countries have also implemented other support measures or programmes to foster student mobility. Estonia, for example, offers scholarships for degree mobility and for outgoing mobility mostly at PhD and master level. Norway attracts incoming mobility by special scholarship programmes in priority areas and its higher education institutions do not charge tuition fees. 
In order to further promote mobility, the Danish government grants universities an additional one-off payment of approximately 670 euro (2010) per exchange student (any nationality). Incoming as well as outgoing mobility is included in the scheme. The study period has to be at least three months. It is a requirement that the student obtains full credit for the study period abroad or in Denmark. The aim of the grant is to allow the universities to offer guidance etc. to incoming and outgoing students. 
Launched in 2010 with funding from the Danish Ministry of Education, the Denmark-USA/Canada Programme aims to strengthen the internationalisation of Danish professional higher education programmes and to promote the exchange of knowledge and best practices with partner institutions in the U.S. and Canada. The program supports outward mobility for students for study and internships and short stays by teachers at American or Canadian institutions to guest lecture or job shadow. 
Most of the countries offer guidance, accommodation, transport and sustenance subsidies for international students. Some countries additionally provide useful information and support services for foreign students and researchers and their hosting institutions about residence and employment provisions (e.g. Austria, Finland, France, Sweden, UK and others). 
The role of students’ unions in this context is emphasized, they support guidance and information measures concerning international students at the higher education institutions. 
Germany is stimulating outbound mobility by its programme “Go Out!”, an information campaign about ways to go abroad and a support tool in organising such stays abroad. In 2002, France has legally set the principle that a mobility period as such has to be recognised. 

Recognition is also a field countries are working on in order to enhance and simplify mobility.
Conclusions
In summary, it has become clear that almost all countries have national strategies or action plans concerning mobility. Nevertheless, those strategies differ a lot from country to country. The range of strategies reaches from bilateral agreements between higher education institutions over different strategies to a single national strategy. Despite these differences it must be emphasized once more that mobility is, without doubt, a key concern of countries. In a lot of cases the strategies include quantitative targets for student mobility (different from country to country), and to a lesser extent, such targets also exist for staff mobility. In some countries, special priority regions are addressed in the national strategies which mostly depend on the geographic situation and historical tradition of the respective country. Strategies and programmes to foster mobility exist on levels below the national one, too. This is true above all on the institutional and – to a lesser extent – on the regional level. 
As regards financial support for mobile students, the situation is very diverse within the EHEA. Nordic countries, in general, offer a lot of different financial incentives to mobile students whereas in other countries, restrictions are rather severe. Generally speaking, in most cases, financial support is available more easily for credit mobility than for degree mobility. The broad range of supplementary measures and programmes to foster student mobility shows once more the importance of mobility to countries. Almost all of them offer guidance and counselling services for incoming and outgoing students as well as subsidies concerning accommodation, transport and sustenance. Some countries go a step further by setting up special scholarship programmes, financial incentives and legal provisions aiming at enhancing mobility.
Part D: Identifying and removing obstacles to mobility
This part of the questionnaire aimed at getting to know more about countries’ perceptions of and initiatives to identify and remove obstacles to mobility. Are countries aware of existing obstacles to mobility? What are they doing in order to tackle those problems? Are students and staff concerned in the same way? The following answers give a detailed overview over obstacles existing in the EHEA and countries’ initiatives to tackle them. 

Most of the countries’ higher education policies are informed by surveys or research that have considered obstacles to student mobility, with the exception of 8 countries (Andorra, Armenia, Iceland, Liechtenstein, Moldova, Norway, Slovakia and Spain). The surveys done in this context explore, above all, the socio-economic conditions of students, some are realised in the framework of the ERASMUS programme. In general, for staff mobility, there is less information and data about their situation. Some countries have undertaken surveys in this field, for example the Czech Republic in 2008/09 on “Foreign mobility of Universities’ Employees” as well as Estonia, the UK, Austria, Sweden, Finland and Germany. Once more, the Nordic and Northern European countries are outstanding by having realised various surveys on obstacles to (student) mobility. Some countries emphasise the need of data on the international level and urge for a common approach to mobility obstacles. 

Mobility obstacles and their importance

Respondents were asked to rank the three most important obstacles to incoming and outgoing student mobility addressed in national programmes and measures. From the answers, though from their nature subjective, the following picture emerges: For incoming student mobility, the mobility obstacles cited most often are language problems (mentioned 18 times), funding (mentioned 15 times) and the problem of motivating and informing students (mentioned 13 times), then follow curriculum/study organisation and legal issues (mentioned 11 and 10 times). Less important for incoming student mobility seem to be the issues of recognition (mentioned 6 times) and other obstacles, amongst them, immigration problems, differences in culture and support services as well as the general attractiveness of the country and/or the country’s higher education. The problem of “brain drain” is mentioned only by one country, Armenia. 

For outgoing student mobility, the most important obstacles seem to be funding (mentioned 24 times) and recognition (mentioned 20 times). Then, with a certain distance, follow curriculum and study organisation (mentioned 14 times) as well as motivating and informing students (mentioned 11 times). Language problems seem to be of less importance than they are for incoming mobility (mentioned 8 times). Personal reasons (family, friends) and visa arrangements also represent obstacles to mobility. One country mentioned in this context the increase in minimum duration of ERASMUS placements as an important obstacle to outgoing student mobility. 

Summing up, the most important obstacles for incoming student mobility are difficulties concerning language and funding. Even if in this area there already are a lot of existing initiatives (e.g. language courses, scholarship programmes etc.), they do not seem to be sufficient. For outgoing student mobility, the most important obstacles are, once more, funding and recognition. Even if mechanisms to enhance recognition (ECTS, Transcript of records, Lisbon Recognition Convention) are already implemented and used in most of the EHEA countries, their positive impact still seems not to be what it should. 

Mobility obstacles and study cycles
When asked if at least some of the obstacles mentioned were particularly important in specific study cycles, two third of countries did not see such an effect, whereas one third did so. The reasons mentioned were that funding possibilities seem to be much better for doctoral candidates than they are for students of the first and the second cycles, some countries assumed that for outgoing mobility of Bachelor students the obstacles of recognition and curriculum organisation seem to be particularly important and that students of the first cycle had to deal with a lot of difficulties while going abroad during their studies because of the lack of mobility windows and the high workload of such first cycle programmes. For one country, recognition seems to be particularly important for Master level incoming mobility. 

A special problem of the ERASMUS programme, put forward by Austria, is that ERASMUS funding is only possible for a 12 month period of mobility coherent with the academic year. Master students wishing to stay abroad for one year in their four semesters of Master studies consequently face problems and are forced to limit their study abroad to one semester. For one-year Master studies, the possibilities of going abroad are limited anyway. 

In summary, there seem to be some obstacles which are especially important in specific study cycles. Countries mentioned mostly problems in the first and second study cycle by emphasizing recognition problems for credit mobility in the first cycle and the short duration of study programmes in the second cycle. 

Mobility obstacles and field of studies

When asked if those obstacles were particularly important in specific field of studies, nearly two third of countries did not share this opinion. About one third of countries saw such an importance in specific field of studies, emphasising the difficulties of students to go abroad in study programmes in regulated disciplines such as health and law and a general reluctance and more recognition problems in natural and technical sciences as well as engineering. 

Mobility obstacles and type of mobility

More than two third of countries agree with the statement that the obstacles mentioned are particularly relevant for credit mobility. Reasons for a particular important influence of those obstacles on credit mobility are that students are difficult to motivate to go abroad for a limited duration of time and that they have to deal with language difficulties. Curriculum and study organisation as well as recognition also seem to be relevant in this context. The still existing visa problems for non-EU countries are mentioned, too. Sometimes, it seems to be difficult for students to do the same amount of credits abroad during one semester as one would have gained at the home institution in the same time. Furthermore, a lack of funding is also worth being mentioned in this context. Credit mobility is thus confronted to a broad variety of mobility obstacles. This could also be explained by the fact that data about credit mobility is, in comparison to other mobility types, easily available (e.g. requirement to fill in a questionnaire after an ERASMUS semester). Consequently, countries have more information on obstacles concerning credit mobility than they have for other types. 

Concerning the question if those obstacles are particularly relevant for degree mobility, the picture is ambiguous. Half of the countries see such an influence, the other half does not so. Funding is one of the biggest problems for degree mobility, language and legal problems are also important. In some cases, the recognition of foreign high school qualifications or degrees is difficult. 

Measures and programmes to tackle mobility obstacles

Measures and programmes implemented by the countries in order to tackle and remove the mentioned obstacles to student mobility are numerous but very different in its scope and efficiency. Lots of countries (e.g. Croatia, Denmark, Ireland, Lithuania and others) have implemented or are currently implementing national strategies and programmes on higher education, tackling obstacles to mobility, improving recognition, increasing funding and promoting mobility (in the framework of and beyond the ERASMUS programme). Non-EU countries are also working on agreements facilitating visa regulations. 

Some outstanding examples of strategies and/or initiatives in this context are a campaign called “Grib Verden” (Seize the World) of Denmark, launched in October 2010 and targeted towards all students, aiming to motivate and inspire them to go abroad for a period of study or internship. This campaign contains, amongst other elements, a website with video material communicating the knowledge and experience gained by students during study visits abroad and leaving room for direct exchange of experience between the young people. In Finland, the “Strategy for internationalisation of Higher Education Institutions” recommends strongly all concerned institutions to incorporate into all their degrees a module supporting internationalisation. Its realisation will be determined in personal study plans. The internationalisation module will be completed with a mobility period or high quality international courses. 
Germany has put forward a “Bologna Mobility Package” with a series of programmes especially targeted at fostering mobility in a structured way by implementing integrated exchange programmes, based on inter-university agreements, double-degree programmes, a so-called Bachelor Plus programme (4 years, wherefrom one spent abroad) but also programmes to foster student mobility of free movers. 
France is increasing funding possibilities by introducing a renewed student support. This means a financial support of 400 euro per month for outgoing students. Ireland has concrete plans to develop a national education brand in order to come to a statutory code of practice which should serve as a quality mark for Irish higher education. 

All those measures are accompanied by a large amount of internationalisation of curricula and study programmes. 

Half of the countries monitor the effects of those measures and programmes, the other half does not so. Monitoring differs from country to country. Some countries have newly developed or recently implemented measures and are planning to monitor their effects but do not have any results yet (e.g. Croatia, Germany, Ireland and Scotland). Other countries have regular monitoring, mostly on financial and statistical aspects and undertaken by the concerned Ministries or institutions. Some countries only have monitoring for the ERASMUS programme. 

Obstacles to staff mobility

Asked about the available information on obstacles to staff mobility, half of the countries are not informed by any research or survey about those obstacles. The other half has some information but does not always give references on those surveys. Examples of surveys are available but to a lesser extent than they are for obstacles to student mobility. 

The ranking of the obstacles to staff mobility comes to the following results: The most important obstacles for incoming staff mobility are language (mentioned 17 times) and the incompatibility of pensions and/or social security systems (mentioned 10 times). Then follow legal issues (mentioned 8 times), immigration issues (mentioned 7 times) and recognition (mentioned 5 times). Countries also added numerous obstacles, for example, lack of funding, lack of time, visa arrangements, lack of support services etc. For outgoing staff mobility, the most important obstacles seem to be language (mentioned 18 times) and the incompatibility of the pensions and/or social security systems (mentioned 11 times). To a lesser extent, recognition, legal issues and immigration seem to be important obstacles. But it is worth mentioning that for outgoing staff mobility, the number of added obstacles to the questionnaire is very high (23 times countries added answers). Examples for additional obstacles are difficulties to leave from work as well as a high workload and a lack of funding. Family obligations as well as a lack of motivation are also mentioned. 

To sum up, staff mobility is confronted to a broader variety of mobility obstacles (which are also more difficult to tackle, with the exception of language problems) than students are. 

Measures undertaken by countries to tackle those problems are relatively rare. France has put forward legal recognition of international commitment of professors at their professional time and of a recognition of long-term mobility periods for professors’ careers. Germany offers advice and exchange possibilities for internationally mobile researchers by EURAXESS and GAIN as well as the project KISSWIN. Austria is taking steps in order to facilitate staff mobility of non-EU scientists. Some countries encourage staff to go abroad. Other countries point to the higher education institutions and see them as responsible for facilitating and encouraging staff mobility. The overall impression is that not all countries are aware of the concrete situation of staff mobility in their country.
Most countries do not monitor those programmes and/or measures, some do monitoring or plan to do so. Germany does regular monitoring on its different activities, as well as the Czech Republic, Croatia, Slovenia, Finland, Turkey, Poland (only in the framework of the ERASMUS programme) and Scotland. 

Conclusions
Many obstacles to large-scale mobility of students and staff still exist and therefore a lot of challenges must be tackled in order to make mobility the hallmark of the European Higher Education Area. Mobility still is not the rule and therefore, ministries, higher education institutions, employers, staff and students have to work together to elaborate comprehensive mobility strategies and to gain better and more coherent data about the real numbers of students and staff taking up mobility opportunities. 
Part E: Balanced student mobility flows

Mobility is one of the core goals of the Bologna process. However, it is obvious that mobility flows between continents, countries, regions and institutions do not always balance out. Therefore, part E of the questionnaire aimed at collecting information on the understanding of the term “balanced mobility” and on national strategies and measures to achieve more balanced mobility. 

Data on mobility flows

Not all countries collect numbers for mobility of all three types (total, credit and degree mobility). Data on credit mobility is mainly from the ERASMUS programme, from national statistic offices and OECD numbers. Some countries mention difficulties by defining the basis for data collection, for example Estonia (data is based on citizenship) and Germany (difference between Bildungsinlaender and Bildungsauslaender). Northern European countries mostly have databases of statistics on higher education, collecting information about incoming and outgoing credit and degree mobility (e.g. Denmark, Finland and Norway). Scotland has no data for students domiciled in Scotland studying outside the UK. Sweden cannot provide data for credit and degree mobility, only for total mobility (due to different definitions). Turkey can only provide data for credit mobility, numbers on degree mobility have to be collected from the different universities. Moldova does not have data on outgoing students and the Flemish Community of Belgium not for outgoing degree mobility. Differences in definition as well as scope of data collection are therefore an important obstacle in analysing mobility flows correctly. 

The first result is, that there are different groups of countries, on the one hand countries with more incoming than outgoing students and on the other hand countries with more outgoing than incoming student. Between those two cases, the whole range of options is possible. In general, Northern and Western European countries have more incoming than outgoing mobility (Austria, Denmark, France, Germany, Scotland, Spain, Sweden and UK). An exception in this field is Armenia with more incoming than outgoing students (to be clarified). 

In some (smaller) Northern European countries and Liechtenstein, mobility numbers are rather balanced, that is to say the numbers of incoming and outgoing mobility are almost the same. This is the case for the Flemish Community of Belgium, Estonia, Finland, Liechtenstein, Norway and Slovenia. 

A situation with more outgoing than incoming students can be observed in Eastern and Southern European countries (Andorra, Croatia, Hungary, Italy, Lithuania, Moldova, Poland, Romania, Serbia, Slovakia, and, Turkey). 

Mixed cases are the Czech Republic, Montenegro, Iceland and Ireland. The Czech Republic has more incoming than outgoing students for total and degree mobility, but more outgoing than incoming students for credit mobility. Montenegro has for total mobility more outgoing than incoming and for credit mobility more incoming than outgoing mobility. Iceland has more incoming students than outgoing students for credit mobility. It has more outgoing than incoming students for degree mobility. This can be traced back and is part of Icelandic tradition going abroad for studies (especially at the postgraduate level). Ireland as well has more outgoing than incoming students for degree mobility and more incoming than outgoing students for credit mobility. 

This huge difference makes it difficult to find one strategy to more balanced mobility flows. Generally, there is a movement from the East and the South to the North and the West of Europe.
Balanced mobility

What is interesting to see is that not all countries which indicate their mobility flows as almost balanced regard their situation as balanced mobility. Estonia and Norway have both more outgoing students for degree mobility than incoming students and therefore do not regard their situation as balanced mobility (even if the numbers for credit mobility are almost balanced). 

Summing up, 22 countries do not regard their situation as balanced mobility, whereas five countries do so (Czech Republic, Flemish Community of Belgium, Finland, Iceland and Slovenia). UK has not answered this question because there is no definition in use for balanced mobility. Norway and Armenia do not come to a clear result, they answered with “yes” and “no”. For Norway, the total number of inbound and outbound mobility is balanced, but there are imbalances in mobility vis-à-vis certain countries which explain the two-fold answer. Armenia doesn’t give any additional explanations but its mobility numbers clearly show that there are about four times more incoming than outgoing students. In Slovenia and Finland, mobility numbers are almost balanced, in the Czech Republic, there are more incoming than outgoing student for total and degree mobility and more outgoing than incoming students for credit mobility. Nevertheless, the difference between outgoing and incoming credit mobility is considered as balanced and incoming credit mobility is annually increasing. Iceland, even if its numbers are neither balanced for credit nor for degree mobility regards its situation as balanced because of the difference in credit and degree mobility whereas Ireland, being in almost the same situation as Iceland regards its situation not as balanced. 

Concerning the definition of balanced mobility, most countries offer the following definition: balanced mobility is when numbers of incoming and outgoing individuals are approximately the same. Some countries specify by making a difference between regions, students and staff, or credit and degree mobility. For Turkey, slight differences in the numbers can be accepted, in the UK and Liechtenstein, there is no definition in use.

Imbalances with particular countries or regions

While 25 countries agree with the statement that they have significant imbalances of student mobility flows with particular countries or regions, 5 do not do so. The Czech Republic has some disparity in mobility but does not see any imbalance in those disparities because students have the possibility to go there but do not want to do so. Liechtenstein has imbalances with certain neighbouring countries when looking only at numbers of students but does not agree with the statement of having imbalances with certain regions. Northern European countries do have significant imbalances (a lot more incoming than outgoing students). Sweden, for example, has many more incoming than outgoing students from China, Pakistan, Germany, Finland, Iran and India and vice versa more outgoing than incoming students to Great Britain, USA, Denmark and Australia. Denmark has significantly more incoming than outgoing mobility, but generally, there is a symmetry between the most popular host countries and the most frequent sending countries. Southern and Eastern European countries have significant imbalances with Western and Northern European countries and the USA (much more outgoing than incoming mobility). In some countries, there is a difference between credit and degree mobility. Denmark has more outgoing students than incoming students from English-speaking non-ERASMUS countries and English and Spanish speaking non European countries but its biggest groups for incoming student mobility are from neighbouring countries and China.

To sum up, what can be seen is a tendency of students to go to English speaking countries (for credit and / or degree mobility), increasing numbers of incoming students from Asia and Eastern European countries and a high fluctuation between neighbouring countries and / or countries sharing a common language. The importance of the ERASMUS programme should also be taken into account. Another trend is that non-EU countries have a strong imbalance towards EU member states, that is to say a lot more students from those countries are going to EU member states than the other way round..

Balanced mobility within the national strategies

Over two third of countries do not address in their mobility strategy / action plan for higher education the issue of balance of student mobility flows whereas one third does so. The UK does currently not see imbalance as a particular concern. Denmark has developed the campaign “Grib Verden”, developed by the Danish Agency for International Education and launched in October 2010, targeted towards all students, aiming to motivate and inspire them to go abroad for a period of study or internship and “Stepping up study and internship abroad” in 2009 to enhance outbound mobility in the academic profession and professional bachelor education programmes to increase mobility. Countries which do address a balance mostly concentrate on ways how to balance mobility numbers but do not mention concrete examples (no specific targets). The Czech Republic concentrates on quality rather than quantity of mobility. Montenegro is currently developing an action plan for mobility. Italy is trying to set up a better distribution of the ERASMUS grants amongst institutions which would encourage institutions to improve their balance in credit mobility.
Measures undertaken to address the concerns mentioned are very rare. Lithuania works on a number of EU programmes (joint programmes), adapting curriculum to foreign students, implementing ECTS, advertising higher education in Lithuania and improving recognition of qualification. Those are also the steps envisaged by Poland. Sweden has set up a new scheme providing extra resources to promote increased outgoing mobility among Swedish students. With its “Go East!” programme Germany aims at increasing the number of German students that go to Eastern Europe. With the GAIN initiative it builds a network for German scientists who work in North America (with the intention to hold the contact to them). Turkey mentions its efforts to promote its higher education by various initiatives (participation in fairs, organising contact seminars, distribution of publications etc.) in order to reach a 1:2 mobility ratio by the end of 2013. 

Conclusions

To sum up, there are a lot of different situations and positions of countries towards the issue of balanced mobility. Reflections on the issue of balanced mobility are at an early stage. It is clear, however, that the question is linked to broader economic and demographic issues.
For example, Germany thinks that imbalances with particular countries or in particular subject areas may be helpful. Scotland promotes greater outward mobility, but has no plans to restrict the number of incoming students. The country has declining numbers in the working age population and therefore needs young talented people. The so –called “Fresh Talent programme” especially targets towards attracting international students. Other countries with a lot more outgoing than incoming students desperately seek a way to balance their mobility numbers by attracting more foreign students (e.g. Turkey, Poland, Lithuania). 
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