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Apologies had been received from: Rafael Bonete Perales (Spain), Nino Svanadze (Georgia), Henning Dettleff (Business Europe).

Introduction 
The Chair, Peter Greisler (Germany) welcomed the participants and thanked the Hungarian hosts for the excellent conditions provided for this meeting. He announced that Mario Ruse (Bologna Secretariat) would produce the minutes for this Working Group (WG) meeting having as model the previous minutes of this WG.
The Chair introduced the main points of the meeting. He announced that the Work plan had been updated on 3rd of November 2010 and that after this meeting he would like to start drafting a first raw version of the Strategy on Mobility. In this respect, the Chair encouraged the participants to point out the ideas that they would consider appropriate for drafting the Strategy. 

Adoption of the Agenda

The agenda was unanimously adopted.

Minutes of the meeting in Berlin, May 12th, 2010

The minutes were adopted without any change occurred in the previous draft.

Results from the ACA study on mobility 
Input: presentation (attached) - made by Irina Lungu, Academic Cooperation Association (ACA) Policy Officer - with the name: Trends in European student mobility. Main findings of the forthcoming study on “Mobility developments in higher education”.

The ACA study is financed by the European Commission (Directorate General for Education and Culture) and covers 32 countries (all EU countries plus other five from outside EU).

In 2006, ACA published the mobility monitor EURODATA, which collected, presented and analyzed the best available statistics on outgoing and incoming student mobility in 32 European countries. In September 2009, the consortium led by ACA won the tender competition and is now working on the new mobility monitor.

This comprehensive study will map mobility trends over time into and out of Europe, by compiling available statistics and by using existing studies and other sources of information; analyze student mobility trends in Europe overall and, more in-depth, in 11 selected European countries; analyze the responses to the public consultation on the upcoming Green Paper on Mobility; and make recommendations for enhanced mobility in the future. Compared to the first edition of EURODATA (completed in the course of 2005), this study will also look at the policy context and provide possible explanations behind the observed mobility trends. 
In addition to the figures shown within the Power Point presentation, the speaker made some additional remarks from which the following are to be mentioned:

· very few countries collect data concerning credit mobility for those students that organize themselves (free movers) and represent an important segment (about 80% of credit mobility does not happen within organized exchange schemes); 

· outflows are more difficult to capture than inflows, especially for degree mobility. 

From the question and answer session that followed, the Chair noted - with a view on  drafting the Mobility Strategy - the idea that in some cases countries that are „exporters“ in Europe could be „importers“ for students coming from outside EHEA.

Results from the mobility questionnaire

Input: presentation (attached) - made by Andrea Herdegen (Germany) - on the preliminary results of the questionnaire on student and staff mobility. 
Among others, the presentation highlighted the following aspects:

· the preliminary results are based on the 30 responses available at the moment the data was interpreted;

· the return rate of the filled questionnaires is about 65 %;

· the possibility of improving / updating the answers by 2011 was most welcomed;

· there is a high quality of almost half of the answers received;

· almost all countries declared that they have national strategies or action plans on mobility and strategies or programmes below the national level (mainly at the institutional level) to foster mobility as well;
· there are major differences among EHEA countries concerning the financial support allocated for students’ mobility;

· in the context of not having an agreed definition on “balanced mobility” the perception of this issue varies a lot among the questioned countries;

· some possible inputs proposed for the WG discussion could be:

· do we need to further develop our national strategies?

· how can we tackle different obstacles to mobility?

· how to come to a common definition of the term “balanced mobility“?

· how to balance the differences within the EHEA (e.g. imbalances of mobility flows, EU countries, ERASMUS etc) ?
A question and answer session followed. The main topics and ideas emphasized were:
- with regard to the strategies and internationalization of mobility:

· it is important that Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) have a strategy on internationalization mobility;
· the mobility agenda is not sufficiently embedded at the level of HEIs and this does not stimulate mobility;   
· if the mobility agenda is not part of the institutional strategy, mobility is hindered; 
· internationalization goes beyond sending students and staff abroad, so there needs to be a discussion about what is the role of mobility in internationalization;
-  with regard to the social context and the perception on the obstacles:
· the social context - that varies considerable from country to country - may strongly affect the motivation and, as a result, the same obstacles may be perceived differently by similar social groups of students from different countries; 
· different social groups of students have different obstacles’ hierarchies;
· because the personal situation has an important influence on the motivation for mobility, the institutional strategies may help a lot;
· personal circumstances may prevent mobility for different reasons. In such cases it is to be considered to offer “internationalization at home”, or to develop short-term mobility windows;
· for data collectors, we have to be careful with subjective answers caused by students perception about obstacles; 
· politicians judge in terms of impact of mobility, such as the percentage of students that are satisfied with their social integration abroad (about 70 %), but such answers depend very much on the specific background of the respondents (age etc);
· with regard to the staff mobility:

· we have to take a close look at staff mobility;
· the notion of “mobility ambassadors” may be helpful, mostly linked with the academic staff ;
· in order to increase motivation for staff to go abroad, we need a more secure employment for them; short term contracts and the fear of unemployment after returning reduce the motivation to go abroad. It is hard to be a good ambassador for mobility if you are either forced to go abroad or you have no job security when you return;
· in the Strategy we have to highlight that it should be in the HEIs interest to have strategies for staff mobility (e.g. mobility within the daily work context like meetings with international partners also for administrative staff, including guarantees for staff internationalization, agreements on staff mobility taking place within HEIs networks in order to better secure the staff positions for mobile academics);
· with regard to the importance of qualitative aspect in mobility:

· the trend is that now mobility strategies are much more focused on quantitative aspects of the mobility but we have to take care to analyze qualitative aspects of mobility as well;
· the role of quality assurance in mobility should be underlined and tackled further. QA is now a common feature of the EHEA, but further attention must be paid to QA of mobility and internationalization. This is especially true for joint porgrammes and awards.
· there are positive and negative aspects of mobility and we should focus more on the advantages coming from mobility, including more research in this respect;
· the studies show that at a closer analysis, very few countries have comprehensives strategies on mobility (at national level) and that there is a shift from quantitative targets to qualitative terms, especially for credit mobility;

· networks of HEIs play an important role, as they can probably better guarantee quality mobility;

· quality assurance in mobility is closely linked to questions of recognition; in this context more attention should be paid to professional recognition, a point that should be carefully discussed with the EU (in order to update the different rules and normative documents according to the latest developments);

· for ensuring quality of mobility we have to work in a more structured way as part of a programme or institutional network;

- with regard to the general actions to be supported, taken or considered, respectively, in drafting the Strategy:

· internationally comparative statistics and more professional monitoring are very much needed;
· we should discuss about what the European Commission can do in the field of mobility;
· we should draw attention to the European Commission initiative – the Mobility Scorecard - as it could have an interesting effect in terms of monitoring. This initiative still needs to be developed. It will probably look similar to the Bologna stocktaking scorecard;
·  it has been discussed the possibility to address a request to the Recognition WG for providing an input to the strategy;
· as recognition and funding are still big problems for mobility, in order to make progress on recognition, a possibility would be to put more pressure on the HEIs;
· in addition to government and HEI measures to support mobility, student organizations could be involved in promotion campaigns for mobility among the students;

· in the Strategy credit and degree mobility shall be dealt with separately as credit mobility strongly depends on the HEI’s commitment whereas the degree mobility depends more on the personal decisions;
· the idea of developing more research on advantages of mobility was reiterated (mobility is a driver for change and for new ideas);
· it is difficult to separate the degree mobility from migration; this is a major concern when discussing the balance of degree mobility;
· high costs of higher education (fees) in one country, may cause outward student mobility;
· due to cultural differences, employers may not necessarily agree that mobility experiences bring more in terms of skills;
· there are differences between graduate and undergraduate mobility flows;
· with regard to the issue of “balanced mobility” (BM):
· BM is particularly important for degree mobility, as this type of mobility is more likely to lead to brain gain/brain drain;
· BM is regarded as important in relation to credit mobility in some countries with respect to revenue from student fees;
· it is difficult to enforce BM when we have within the EU the principle of free movement of people, and when under Erasmus Mundus we want to promote Europe as an attractive destination;  
· moreover, profits from mobility can be great, even if it is unbalanced.
The Chair asked the participants to focus the discussion around the next questions, namely:

· What could be a definition for the concept of BM as it had been introduced by the Ministers in the Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve Communiqué;

· What should be the aim of the Mobility WG with regard to the concept of BM and
· Do we need BM in all areas?
In this context, the following main questions and points were raised during the discussions: 

· is the definition that came out of the analysis of the questionnaires appropriate (i.e. “balanced mobility is when numbers of incoming and outgoing individuals are approximately the same”) ? 
· we have to come up with a definition that should be politically neutral and that finally every country could accept; 
· it has to be clarified to what extent we need BM (and if BM is good or not);

· a perfect numeric balance does not mean mobility is balanced because there are many other types of imbalances (among others it was mentioned that other sensitive aspects  are not being covered by the mentioned definition as the gender data on academic careers mobility or the socio-economic background);
· in this context, what is to be included in the statistical indicator ? 

· what to count: students or units ? (a possible answer was that even if for the degree mobility there is more reliable data, we should continue to count students); 
· when talking about a statistical BM definition, we have to keep it simple (e.g. for the degree mobility incoming = outgoing) because any supplementary element would attach a value judgement, which is probably very complicated to do in a technical setting;
· an important challenge is to fix the big imbalances East-West and South-North;
· we can not avoid discussing the concepts of brain gain / brain drain and brain circulation because loosing graduates is probably a real concern for some countries;
· where mobility flows go in one way only, countries should co-operate in addressing imbalances.

· expecting balance for credit mobility is not realistic;

· we should separate credit mobility from degree mobility and take degree mobility as the subject of our BM discussion; 
· it was apreciated that it would be important to submit the agreed definition to the Reporting WG (before introducing it in the BFUG).

EUA/ESU/EI: Disincentives for Mobility 

Input: presentation - made by Michael Hörig (EUA) - of the paper (attached) produced by EUA, EI and ESU on “Disincentives for Mobility”.
The speaker introduced the paper section made by EUA by highlighting the key points and commenting on the interpretation of the main graphics / figures. Among others, he advised the participants that:

· the main obstacles were seen from the perspective of different types of mobility; 

· the opinions expressed on the impact of the fees on students mobility (at the financial disincentives chapter) are not based on evidences;

· most of the sources of the study are free studies.
Karin Åmossa (Education International - EI) commented on the EI contribution “Obstacles to academic staff mobility” as part of the paper that had been produced by EUA, EI and ESU. 
She insisted that for a comprehensive perspective of the issue we have to consider four specific categories of staff, namely: a) researchers; b) teachers that are researchers too; c) teachers that are not researchers; d) administrative staff. The speaker added that the last two categories (c and d) are rarely associated with mobility and that short work contracts are often risky (and thus non-stimulatory) for staff mobility. 

In the end of this point, Christian Hemmestad Bjerke (ESU) briefed the participants on the ESU contribution to this paper which is based on the idea that students must have the opportunity to study abroad independent of income and that a high percentage of students has the perception that this condition is not meet through the present conditions. Therefore ESU proposes more efforts for creating and providing new forms of support measures for mobility in circumstances of substantial economic differences between home and host country. 

The following debate was centered on the approach of the HEIs concerning the management of the staff mobility (existing strategies, motivations, cooperation agreements etc) and the specific risks for this category. Among others, during this debate it was emphasized that:

· staff mobility has two distinct motivations: research and educational purposes;

· researchers have in general a high level mobility;

· there is very few data available about staff mobility and staff mobility flows; we should concentrate as a first step on collecting the available data in this respect;

· if we want that teachers to be models for students, we should know more about the staff mobility of this particular group.

Increasing Motivation for mobility

The Belgium Flemish Community representative announced that all the presentations and the reports of the “Youth on the Move” Conference that had taken place in Antwerp during 5-6 October 2010, are available on the website of the conference (at http://www.education2010.be/en/calendar/learning-mobility/media/), except for the general report, which was not approved yet. 

Outline of the mobility Strategy and Work Plan of the Group 

At this stage, the Chair proposed to go one step back in the discussion and to try to clarify whether or not we should aim for BM and explain in the Strategy the good things related to the imbalances.

He invited the participants to not avoid in their comments sensitive issues as the brain drain from East to West and from South to North, or the fear that most of the mobile students or staff going to Western Europe may not come back in their origin countries, and to propose possible measures to prevent such situations. 

The main ideas advanced by the participants were:

· we should prioritize learning mobility, not cultural exchange. 
· even if there are imbalances, mobility itself is good and therefore should not be restrained
· we should aim for BM inside the EHEA;

· regulations which limit human mobility are very dangerous. The only thing that can reduce brain drain are awareness and capacity building in the home countries;

· demographic changes, mainly in the Western countries, have to be considered; 

· The EHEA is not the only player in the game of mobility; some traditional European destination countries compete with North America. The issue is how to increase the attractiveness of all EHEA countries;

· estimating the magnitude of the brain drain phenomenon is difficult;
· quality assurance of higher education in the destination country is very important; 

· we should do more for professional recognition (to improve the chances for being employed when coming back).

The Chair introduced the updated Work plan of the Mobility WG. He mentioned that DAAD and the German Federal Ministry would try to formulate the first draft of the Mobility Strategy by the end of January 2011. 
The intention is to provide a longer paper for BFUG and eventually a short paper for the Ministers. The draft Strategy will be written on the basis of the discussions in the WG and any remarks received through emails from the Mobility WG members. 

At the BFUG meeting to be held in March 2011 in Budapest, the consensual aspects will be reported. 

The Work plan was adopted.

Any other business
Ligia Deca, the Head of the Bologna Secretariat, announced the existence of the EHEA Backoffice for uploading working documents of the WG and the new option to upload news and documents, on the public website page for the Mobility WG. She mentioned that tutorials and access passwords would be sent to facilitate the access of all Mobility WG members.  

Through another announcement participants were informed that the European Commission would issue a new Communication on mobility benchmarks that would be uploaded for the website.
The next Mobility WG will take place in Berlin on 29-30 March 2011, back to back with the DAAD Seminar “From Imbalanced to Balanced Mobility in the EHEA - Current Challenges and Perspectives for the Future”.
The Chair thanked the hosts and then declared the meeting closed.









PAGE  
8

