1. Recommendations for overcoming underrepresentation in student credit mobility 
The results of the study „Mobility in the EHEA: Underrepresentation in student credit mobility and imbalances in degree mobility” (2014) support and corroborate the mobility aims and targets formulated in the Mobility strategy 2020 for the EHEA (Bucharest 2012). On the basis of the data analyzed, the claims could be further developed in more detail. 

a. Most countries need better data to address the problem of underrepresentation 
All EHEA-member countries should be able to identify underrepresented groups in mobility and the reasons for it. Data should not only focus on enrolment abroad but also on internships and other forms of mobility to be able to analyse questions like the following: Who choses which type of mobility and why? Are there specific obstacles which prevent certain groups from being mobile or using other forms of mobility? Data should also include smaller groups like students with children, students with disabilities, students from ethnic minorities or students with migration background. 

b. Addressing the main obstacles 
Most of the obstacles to mobility identified in the study have already been addressed by the Ministerial Conference (Bucharest 2012). However, it is inevitable to take regional differences into consideration. According to the data of the study, funding is still and by large the biggest obstacle to student mobility in general, and for students from socio-economically disadvantaged backgrounds in particular. Moreover, funding is first of all a problem for students from Eastern- and Southern Europe (and Non-EU-countries), especially if they want to go to North-Western (EU-) Europe. To address this problem (and imbalance), an EHEA-wide student support system would be needed. At least, regional mobility in Eastern and Southern European countries should receive better national financial support. 
Another huge obstacle remains to be the recognition of learning outcomes acquired abroad – a core issue of the Bologna Process. To address this issue, deeper discussions of mobility and QA experts and policy makers should be stimulated with a focus on the question of how the reluctance of HEIs to recognize externally acquired study results can be overcome. Also the structure of the curricula in general should be designed in a way that is highly compatible with a study period abroad. 

3. Peer Learning 
There are various good examples of countries who managed to minimize structural and financial barriers for going abroad. Analyzing these countries’ policies and practices in the field can raise the awareness of what measures can and should be transferred to a national context in order to facilitate the participation in mobility programs for currently underrepresented groups. 

4. A Look at the broader picture 
Focusing only on mobility might not be enough. A good and productive study environment and a secure existence are also inevitable requirements for the possibility and willingness to go abroad. If studying at home is hardly manageable, there won’t be a great inclination to going abroad. Therefore, improving the social dimension in higher education in general has to be prioritized. 

2. Recommendations regarding balanced and imbalanced degree mobility flows between EHEA countries  
a. A proper definition of imbalanced mobility is needed 
The Mobility Strategy 2020 for the EHEA (Bucharest 2012) strives for better balanced mobility in the EHEA. However, no common definition , exists as to what imbalanced mobility exactly means. The study proposes several ways of looking at this phenomenon, but further discussions should be based on a clear definition and problem description. 
In addition, there is no knowledge on how individual countries perceive imbalances in mobility. Countries ranking high on the same indicator might perceive imbalances completely differently; moreover, a highly- ranked country might have not even taken notice of its “imbalanced mobility” situation. We could do a stocktaking or mapping of the situation in different countries, provided they all agree to make the relevant data available. 
b. Better data on mobile degree students is needed 
As a minimum, all member countries of the EHEA should report data on degree mobility to the UNESCO Institute of Statistics (UIS) – currently 40 out of 47 do that. However, the quality of the data is also important. The UIS definitions and guidelines should be followed in detail – which seems currently not to be the case in the data of all reporting countries (e.g. genuine mobility vs. foreign students.

Nevertheless, the current UIS-statistics allow only for a small snapshot of student mobility. A deeper look in general, particularly at underrepresented groups or imbalanced flows is not possible.  EHEA member countries should start an initiative for more detailed data in the UNESCO statistics (at least for all EHEA-members) or by any another data provider. The data should at least include information about mobility by field of study and type of program (Bachelor, Master). International mobility of PhDs should be covered as well.  

