7. 
Mobility

7.1 Introduction: the first decade of mobility within the Bologna Process 

Mobility has always been at the heart of the Bologna process. It has been conceived both as a transversal action to complement the original action lines of the process, and as a key instrument to develop the European Higher Education Area. As explained in the Berlin Communiqué (2003), mobility embraces several different dimensions - political, social, economic, as well as academic and cultural
. The promotion of student and staff mobility has been reiterated in all Ministerial communiqués, and in their 2009 meeting in Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve, the Ministers gave a new boost to mobility in the form of a target to be reached by the EHEA countries. "In 2020, at least 20 % of those graduating in the European Higher Education Area should have had a study or training period abroad" (Leuven/Louvain-la- Neuve Communiqué 2009). 
The EHEA mobility target was set before available statistical data was able to express clearly the quantity of mobile students in Europe and in the world. Indeed the process of gathering the statistics required to measure progress towards the 20 % mobility target has been a topic of major discussion since 2009. The target includes the two major forms of mobility: diploma/degree mobility, whereby a student takes a full degree programme in another country, and credit mobility whereby a part of a student's study programme is undertaken in another country. The required revisions to statistical definitions to capture degree mobility accurately have now been agreed, and the first statistical collection was made by Eurostat in 2010. These data should now start to be available yearly. However, the definitions for the required credit mobility, statistics have not yet been finalised, and the sources of data will need to be developed. Eurostat has initiated this process and during 2011 a task-force including experts from national statistical institutes discussed the required methodological developments. Assuming that progress is smooth, the required statistics on credit mobility should start to be available from 2013. 
The second half of the first Bologna decade saw shifts in the way the value of mobility was described in the Bologna process. Not only was mobility being valued for the academic and cultural benefits that it brings, but also for its benefits to the European labour market. The last two communiqués dedicated one paragraph explicitly to employability, and in the context of an increasingly inter-connected European and global labour market, mobility was perceived as a means of widening knowledge and skills of students and staff and better preparing them for employment in the twenty-first century. 
Mobility is also closely linked to the attractiveness of higher education institutions and is a main tool of their internationalisation. Internationalisation of higher education institutions in Europe has been stressed in the Bologna process, and the decade has seen many higher education institutions taking forward their implementation strategies in this area. Internationalisation can also find its expression in a structural form. For instance, a "Forum on Internationalisation" was initiated by the Swedish government and serves as a meeting point of national organisations working on internationalisation of higher education. It is also worth mentioning that one of the innovative features of internationalisation during the last decade has been the creation of an international environment at home institutions for those who for one reason or another cannot pursue a study period abroad. The institution can provide courses taught in English or other foreign languages for domestic students and facilitate more interaction with students from abroad in an increasingly multi-cultural environment. 
Despite the positive rhetoric on mobility, the target setting in the EHEA and a common agreement to foster and promote mobility and internationalisation, there is no single mobility programme that is relevant for all students and staff in the EHEA. This might indicate that the EHEA is not perceived as an actual entity – in particular by European and international organisations as well as governments. Countries instead focus on programmes that encompass particular regions in Europe. The forthcoming EHEA Mobility Strategy, which should be adopted at the ministerial conference in Bucharest in April 2012, can address this challenge of a fragmented EHEA, and help to strengthen the ties among all EHEA countries. It should pave the way to high quality and more frequent exchanges with fewer burdens. 

The Bologna Ministerial Communiqués have also given attention to the obstacles preventing mobility, naming those which emerge most frequently. Indeed, these have to be eliminated or lessen to greater extent in order to support and promote mobility at larger scale. 
This chapter aims to give an overview of the progress EHEA countries have made so far. The chapter first looks at the main different types of mobility. Statistical data on inbound and outbound mobility show the main trends in mobility flows of students from the EHEA and the rest of the world studying in one of the EHEA countries, as well as students who are nationals of one country and graduate in a different country within the Bologna area. A substantial part of this chapter is dedicated to obstacles and measures adopted to foster student mobility. The last section encompasses staff mobility and, attempts to identify the main obstacles and measures in place. 
7.2 Types of mobility 

Although the Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve Communiqué sets a concrete target for mobility, it does not provide definitions and refers only to "a study or training period abroad" (Ibid). "Types" of mobility are mentioned only in general terms, as Ministers call upon each country to increase mobility and "to diversify its types and scope". These types of mobility have been taken forward and defined in the context of discussions on statistical indicators at European level. The definitions used in this report have been formulated by Eurostat in the context of its work on the measurement of mobility targets within the Bologna process. 
The most important distinction for student mobility from a statistical point of view, as well as for policy making, is between diploma/degree and credit mobility. Diploma mobility is a long-term form of mobility which aims at the acquisition of a whole degree or certificate in the country of destination. Credit mobility is a short-term form of mobility - usually a maximum of one year - aiming at the acquisition of credits in a foreign institution in the framework of on-going studies at the home institution. Thus the student returns to the home institution in order to finish the programme. 
While information on degree mobility should be tracked in administrative statistics, credit mobility data is more difficult to collect. The only credit mobility data systematically collected is through programmes such as Erasmus. Even if all programme information data are put together, it is clear that a number of students will not appear in statistics. In particular "free-mover" students who are not mobile within an organised programme will not be tracked. 
Another important distinction of mobility types is linked to mobility flows commonly addressed as inbound (incoming) and outbound (outgoing) mobility. Inbound mobility refers to the country of destination – the country where the student moves in order to study - and is usually measured by the ratio between the mobile students studying in the country and the total number of students studying in the country. The inbound mobility rate may be considered as an indicator of the attractiveness of the country as a destination for international students. 
Outbound mobility refers to the country of origin – the country from where the student moves. While for many students this will be identical to the country of the student's nationality, it is more accurate to consider the country of permanent/prior residence or prior education. It can be measured by the ratio between the number of students from the country of origin and the total student population of the country of origin. The outbound mobility rate may be considered as an indicator of a pro-active policy for students to acquire international experience (particularly for credit mobility). However, it may also be an indicator of possible insufficiencies in the country of origin (particularly for diploma mobility). 
While degree and credit mobility are the main forms of mobility under consideration in this report, other forms should not be forgotten. Mobility encompasses a wide range of short-term provision such as internships/work placements, research stays, summer schools, language courses and voluntary work.  Statistical data on these types are, however, not collected at European level. 
7.3 Student mobility flows

Mobility in Europe should not, and cannot, be separated from trends at global level. Even when the focus is on European countries, mobility flows from other continents to Europe as well as flows of European students worldwide form a significant part of the picture. Overall, three main student mobility flows can be distinguished: 
· flows from outside the EHEA to the EHEA
· flows from inside the EHEA to outside the EHEA
· flows within the EHEA

Flows from outside the EHEA to the EHEA

The inbound mobility rate to EHEA countries, showing mobile students from the whole world studying in the country as a percentage of the total number of students enrolled (see Figure 1), has been increasing significantly since 2005. In 2009, Liechtenstein, Cyprus, Switzerland and the United Kingdom seem to be the most attractive countries for students worldwide reaching a rate of more than 20 %, although the small size of the higher education systems in Liechtenstein and Cyprus may bias this statistical picture. Another four countries - Belgium, Germany, France and Austria – have a rate between 10 and 20 %. 
Figure 1: The inbound mobility rate of students (Mobile students from abroad studying in the country as a percentage of the total number of students enrolled, by country) 

[image: image1.png]BE B0 CZ DK DE EE IE EL ES FR T CY LV LT HUMT NL AT PL T RO Sl SK FI SE UK IS U NO CH HR MK TR AM AZ RU Ui
HBologna 2005 MBologna2009 4 World2005 @ World 2009





Source: Eurostat.

Footnotes:

Data refer to academic year: 2007/2008 for Greece; 2005/2006 for Luxembourg;

At the same time, it is important to keep in mind that mobility is currently a relatively minor phenomenon and does not reach significant values compared against the total numbers of students enrolled in higher education. Based on Eurostat data, the percentage of students studying in the EHEA coming from any country from abroad reached 4.96 % in 2009.   

It is interesting to compare world and EHEA inbound mobility rates (see Figure 1) and to consider differences in student flows particularly among the countries with the highest mobility shares. Whereas the difference between the world and EHEA inbound rate is below 5 % in countries such as Austria, Belgium, Denmark or Liechtenstein, the rate in Cyprus differs by twenty-eight percent and in the United Kingdom by thirteen percentage points. For these two countries it is thus clear that there are very high rates of incoming non-EHEA students. 

Flows from inside the EHEA to outside the EHEA 
Mobile students coming from the EHEA prevail over students from all other areas in the world. The share of EHEA students in the worldwide mobile student population is increasing and reached 57.1 % in 2008 (see Figure 2). This indicates that more than half of all mobile students worldwide come from one of the EHEA countries. 

Figure 2:  Share of EHEA students in the worldwide mobile student population
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Source: Eurostat.

However, these data have to be observed with caution as they do not necessarily indicate growth of mobile EHEA students. The data could equally be the result of a decline in the number of mobile students from other continents. That is why different sets of data giving an overview on mobility rates have to be taken into consideration and analysed in a greater detail. 

Figure 3: Outbound mobility rate 
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Source: Eurostat.

The outbound mobility rate points to mobile students graduated abroad as a percentage of the total number of students graduated in the country of origin. In other words, these are students who are citizens of a given country studying in another country considered as a percentage of total enrolment in that country. The indicator has nonetheless been computed for students studying in another country in the EHEA only. The rate is highest in the small states of Liechtenstein, Cyprus and Iceland (see Figure 3). These countries are followed by Malta, Slovakia and Ireland with the percentage ranging from 11.57 % to 13.08 %. All other countries fall below 10 % out of which the majority achieves less than 5 %. The only country with an outbound mobility rate of less than 1 % is the United Kingdom. 
Flows within the EHEA 
The majority of countries reporting on total mobility flows record more outgoing than incoming students. Overall, south and east European countries tend to have more outgoing mobility and west European countries more incoming students. The inbound mobility rate in the Bologna area (see Figure 1) shows mobile students from abroad studying in the country as a percentage of the total number of students enrolled in that country. Liechtenstein, Austria and Switzerland have the highest inbound mobility rate in the Bologna area in 2009. All other countries show levels below 10 % out of which 25 are below 4 %. Since 2005 there have been no major changes in these figures. 

The Erasmus programme is no doubt the most significant and widely used instrument of European mobility. As Figure 4 illustrates, absolute numbers of students abroad under ERASMUS have continuously grown every year since the conception of the programme, with the exception of 1996/1997. In the last three years the rate of growth has been above the long term trend (see Figure 4). Erasmus student exchange in the academic year 2009/10 increased by 7.4 % (European Commission 2011, p.4). If this trend continues, the Erasmus target of three million students by the end of academic year 2012/13 will be reached (Ibid). 
Figure 4: Absolute number of students who have been abroad under ERASMUS
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Source: Eurostat.

An interesting comparison can be made between inbound and outbound mobility in Europe (see Figure 1 and 3). Overall, the differences are the highest in Cyprus, Iceland and Liechtenstein (ranging from 18 to 31 %) followed by Austria, Ireland, Malta, Slovakia and Switzerland (from 9 to 13 %). In all these countries, with the exception of Austria and Switzerland, the difference is in favour of outbound mobility. On the other side of the scale are countries with very balanced rates of European inbound and outbound mobility flows. France, Italy, Slovenia, Spain and Sweden had a difference of less than 1 % in 2009. The mobility flows in these countries can therefore be considered to be balanced. Nevertheless the flows are not necessarily balanced between specific countries or regions. Indeed, the general tendency is towards east-west imbalances where incoming students come predominantly from eastern or southern Europe and outgoing students head towards western or northern Europe. 

Balanced vs. imbalanced mobility 
The London Communiqué
 was the first one in the Bologna process to highlight more equitably balanced mobility, and thus turned attention to mobility flows across the EHEA. The aspiration of more balanced mobility was reinforced by the Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve Communiqué which states that mobility should lead to a more balanced flow of incoming and outgoing students across the EHEA. 

However, while the notion of balanced mobility may appear intuitively to be desirable, reality in this area is complex. For example, low inbound and low outbound mobility rates would be balanced – but the reality may not be positive. High inbound and high outbound mobility rates would also be balanced, but without knowing more about the populations involved in the mobility flows and in the reasons for these flows, it is impossible to assess their desirability.

As there is no definition of balanced mobility at European level, countries were asked whether they have such a definition in their national steering documents. Around half of the countries have a definition or a common understanding of balanced mobility, defining it as a number of incoming and outgoing mobile students 'approximately the same' or even more strictly as, 'the same'. Turkey has even given a numerical expression to the concept, and considers mobility as balanced if the difference between incoming and outgoing students is within 15 %. 

It is also true that a country might be aware of some imbalances and may consider this positively. High rates of inbound mobility may be perceived favourably for a national education system and economy. The reasons range from an additional income to higher education institutions to declining numbers in the working age population and hence desirable influx of highly skilled people. 

While mobility between two particular countries might be balanced, total mobility of a country in general is usually imbalanced. 33 higher educational systems report their mobility as not balanced. Yet in spite of this fact, only eleven countries
 address this issue through a mobility strategy or action plan for higher education. In these cases, they acknowledge the need of more balanced mobility and they primarily declare the necessity of additional funding, strengthening language skills and increasing motivation for students to be mobile. 

The EHEA countries also reported more specifically whether there are significant imbalances with particular countries, regions or continents. As many as 34 educational systems indicate this phenomenon. Imbalanced mobility flows and different countries for incoming and outgoing students can be seen in a number of countries. Armenia identifies the EHEA and the USA as the main regions for outbound mobility while the Middle East and India are the sources of inbound students; Norway sees the USA, Australia and the United Kingdom as the main destinations for outbound students while Russia, Germany and France are the main countries providing inbound mobility. Similarly, Cypriot students head towards Greece and the United Kingdom, while incoming students come from Bangladesh, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, India and China. Overall, significant imbalances with countries of other continents are observed with outgoing mobility flows towards the USA, and inbound mobility flows coming from Asia, and in particular China and India , as well as the Middle East. Thus the east-west flows that can be identified within the EHEA are echoed by east to west global mobility flows. 

7.4 Measures to promote and support student mobility 
In order to enable and foster student mobility, countries across Europe take various measures which include the adoption of programmes at European, national and institutional level. Furthermore, they adopt financial support measures including provision on portability of student support and they also focus on identifying and removing obstacles to mobility. 
Programmes at European level 

Firstly, it is important to point out that European policy on mobility is pursued through a number of different programmes and measures – rather than through a single instrument or programme. While Erasmus is the most significant instrument for the countries participating in the Lifelong Learning Programme, Tempus and Erasmus Mundus create conditions for mobility in non-EU Bologna countries - although the scope of eligible countries for these programmes extends beyond the EHEA. The sub-regional exchange programme CEEPUS also supports student mobility and cooperation between universities in central, eastern and south-eastern Europe. 
These programmes give a great boost to national action to promote mobility, which is very often built around European programmes. Additionally, the European programmes are also a valuable source of information and usually the only form of monitoring and reporting on mobility. 
Programmes and strategies at national level 

Mobility is usually a part of internationalisation strategies and initiatives for higher education. When it comes to conceptual documents at national level, half of the countries in the EHEA report that they have a national strategy or action plan to foster mobility. Moreover, a number of countries adopt steering documents highlighting an issue of quality in the field of mobility (DE, IT, NO) and some launch separate programmes implementing financial support measures to stimulate mobility.  

An interactive bottom-up approach of drafting a national strategy can be found in Finland. Over 1 200 respondents shared their views on internationalisation of higher education institutions via web-based open consultation. In addition, six thematic workshops have been organised where a total of 130 experts participated. 
The majority of countries that have a national strategy or action plan prioritise particular geographical regions for student mobility. Most often it is the EHEA, and this is followed by USA, Canada and Asia. While the majority specifies a geographical region, a few countries stipulate particular countries or sub-geographical areas for privileged cooperation on student mobility. For instance Denmark focuses on China and India, Austria on the EHEA, but highlighting the countries of Central and Eastern Europe in particular. Similarly, Slovenia focuses on the western Balkan countries and the Mediterranean area. It is also interesting to note that some countries may have a different focus for ingoing and outgoing mobility. Thus one geographical region may be privileged for students who want to study abroad while students from a different region may be targeted for inbound mobility. 

A vast majority of countries
 with national strategies or action plans monitor their impact or at least certain aspects of their strategies. Monitoring is mainly undertaken by ministries and other central authorities on an annual basis and is often based on reports of higher education institutions. At the same time, even if student mobility is monitored, it is difficult to ascertain whether the changes in mobility flows are due to specific measures or external factors such as the financial crisis (NO). 

While around half of the countries claim to have a national level strategy, almost all countries report that their higher education institutions have mobility strategies. Thus institutional strategies may or may not relate to the national level. Some countries suggest that national strategy can serve as an impetus and support to institutional strategy. 
Target setting 
On the whole, less than half of the countries
 in the EHEA stipulate specific mobility targets. On the other hand, when looking only at countries with national strategies or actions plans, around three quarters set a target for at least one type of mobility. 

The agreed target of at least 20 % of those graduating in the EHEA having a study or training period abroad as formulated by Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve Communiqué is often mentioned by those countries
 that state their targets for different forms of outbound mobility. Only Austria, Germany and the Netherlands set more ambitious targets. Germany set a target for all forms of mobility, namely credit and degree mobility. The target should reach 50 % of higher education institution graduates staying abroad of which at least 20 % shall study at least one semester at a foreign institution. Austria and the Netherlands set the targets in credit mobility. In the case of Austria, it is 50 % of graduates by 2020. The Netherlands stipulates the range of 17 to 25 % by 2013. 
The majority of targets are linked to a mid-term horizon of 2015, although the range is between 2011 to 2020. Target differences in cycles appear mainly with respect to PhD students. 
Obstacles to student mobility 
In order to reach the targets and foster mobility, around half of the EHEA countries
 have prepared reports and surveys analysing obstacles to student mobility. Based on reporting where countries identified the most important ones, the obstacle dominating the outgoing mobility and being the second most common by incoming mobility is funding. This concern is equally spread across EHEA countries. A lack of support services and accommodation for international students is also commonly expressed, as well as immigration and visa difficulties. The issues for outgoing mobility differ slightly. Apart from bureaucratic and organisational difficulties, personal reasons such as leaving family, friends and work place, are commonly mentioned. 

Figure 5: Obstacles to student mobility 
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For both incoming and outgoing mobility approximately the same number of countries mention curriculum/study organisation and motivating/informing students as obstacles to student mobility. However, significant differences can be observed when looking at issues such as recognition and languages. Difficulties with recognition of mobility periods are mentioned by only six countries for incoming mobility, but by 23 countries in connection with outgoing mobility. The same number of countries identifies insufficient knowledge of language by incoming students whereas only ten countries do so for outgoing mobility. These findings suggest that there is a tendency for countries to see their own systems and students more positively than those elsewhere. Thus these perceptions on mobility obstacles might not reflect reality objectively (recognition may well be a problem for students wishing to enter the system, as well as those wishing to go abroad, for example), but rather provide a picture of how attitudes to "nationals" and "foreigners" are also critical in addressing mobility obstacles. 
Countries have also reported whether some obstacles as identified above are particularly relevant for a specific study cycle, field of study and type of mobility. The majority of countries highlight persisting difficulties with recognition and overloaded study programmes which does not enable to make use of studying abroad. This phenomenon is particularly true for tight curricula in bachelor programmes not providing enough time for mobility windows. Regarding various fields of studies and the programme design, medical and natural sciences, law, architecture and engineering appear to be more challenging in promoting mobility. When making distinction between the credit and degree mobility, the most common concern by credit mobility lies on recognition, while the most relevant obstacle of degree mobility is funding. The second challenge for both is often the language. 
Countries in the EHEA implement a range of measures in order to foster mobility and tackle the obstacles. Some obstacles such as re-organisation of programmes and workload, strengthening of information provision and motivation of students can be addressed more easily. Funding, improving language skills, recognition and legal issues are more difficult to tackle as they require either increased financial means or further dialogue and coordination among various stakeholders at national or European level. 
Financial measures to support student mobility 

As the most common obstacle identified was funding, financial measures encompassing grants and scholarships as well as loans shall be analysed in more detail. Merely less than half of the countries provide loans for outgoing students in credit and degree mobility and only a few do so for incoming students (BE(fr), EE, FR, HU, LV,UK(sc)). More financial support measures to foster mobility can be observed in the field of grants and scholarships. However, the situation between credit and degree mobility differs slightly. The number of countries providing grants and scholarships for outgoing and incoming students in degree mobility is the same and reaches in both cases more than half of the EHEA countries (27). In contrast, the difference between grants and scholarships for incoming students and outgoing students in credit mobility is higher (20:29). However, some scholarships are intended only to certain programmes prioritising a number of countries or study fields. Indeed, a few countries or, more specifically, higher education institutions conclude bilateral agreements with their counterparts abroad, apart from well-established European programmes such as Erasmus, and provide funding to foster student mobility. It is important to stress that no financial instrument, be it a loan or a grant, is designed specifically for the EHEA.  
An important issue linked to grants and scholarships is their portability. This is a particularly important measure for promotion of mobility and is mentioned throughout the Bologna process. The concept of portability shows whether students who study in a higher education institution in another country can use their grant or scholarship acquired at home institution under the same conditions. Based on information from reporting countries, almost half of them enable to do so and further countries allow such a practice in either credit or degree mobility. Only five countries (BiH, GE, HU, IE, LT) report that it is not the case in any of the two types of mobility. 

Portability is often subject to restrictions. These are related to specific countries or their groupings (for instance EU, EEA, EHEA) and programmes. Countries with grants and scholarships restricted to specific programmes either mention classification to Bachelor and Master or the European and national mobility programmes. Other restrictions refer to the fact whether a programme is accredited and/or offered in a home country, and whether it falls under priority areas. Only Croatia, Cyprus, Finland, Lichtenstein, Luxembourg, Norway and Switzerland report not to apply any restrictions with regard to receiving a grant or scholarship abroad. 

Last but not least, an additional funding from central level towards higher education institutions to create conditions for promoting mobility or reward institutions supporting mobility via funding mechanisms which include mobility element in funding formulas, contributes to fostering of student mobility. In addition, the financial support measures classified by several countries include subsidies for transportation, accommodation and canteens. 
Other measures to support student mobility 

Other measures are linked to other obstacles of student mobility as presented in Figure 5. Recognition is continuously perceived as a barrier halting student mobility. Hence improved and better functioning practises for recognition of the study periods abroad should be ensured by higher education institutions. It would be welcomed if recognition improves and the required courses could be studied, credited and subsequently recognised by home institution. The lack of time for studying abroad as mentioned particularly by bachelor programmes, should hence not present an issue. It is interesting to note that no specific measures have been mentioned by reporting countries although recognition ranks high among obstacles of student mobility. 
A language competency is an ultimate pre-condition for studying abroad and one of the main obstacles at the same time. Consequently, around one third of countries (AR, AT, BE(fr), CZ, CY, DE, FI, GE, HR, IT, LU, PL, RO, ES, SE, NO, TR) outlines provision of language courses for outgoing and incoming students, and developing curricula/programmes in English or other foreign language including joint degrees. Despite an increasing offer, the situation by credit and degree mobility differs to some extent. The provision of subjects in a foreign language might be sufficient for a period of credit mobility, but requires thorough knowledge of the language of instruction for the whole period of study by degree mobility. This poses a question in which language the degree programme or its vast majority is taught and whether the student has a sound knowledge of this language. To this end, the Norwegian example shows that a country might support learning languages by providing financial measures in a form of a state loan to spend an extra semester to learn the language and culture of the country prior the studies abroad. 
In spite of introducing and enlarging programmes in foreign languages, studies at higher education institutions in a language different to official language of the country might fall under restrictions. This can be the case when, based on national legislation, higher education institutions are allowed to organise only certain percentage of learning activities in a foreign language. The joint programmes might however be exceptions from the rule. 
Support services including provision of better information on mobility programmes deem to be continuously strengthened. Several countries launch campaigns with an aim of motivating students to study abroad. Additionally, former Erasmus students as well as incoming students are engaged (PL, UK(sc)). 

Finally, a number of countries mention persisting legal issues including visa arrangements (AT, IE, MD, MN, TR) and continuous dialogue with authorities concerned which should improve conditions of mainly incoming non-EU students. 

Monitoring 

Not all the countries that adopt programmes or measures to tackle obstacles to student mobility monitor their effects. Even those who execute monitoring do so often in the framework of general statistical monitoring or they focus only on certain vertical or horizontal issues of student mobility. For instance, they monitor recognition, update statistics on financial measures or prepare overarching Erasmus reports summarising various mobility indicators together. The conclusions on monitoring as formulated in the "Focus on Higher Education in Europe" persist. In some countries, national mobility policy does not extend far beyond European mobility programmes and this have a strong impact on the availability of information on student mobility (EACEA/Eurydice 2010, p.43). 
7.5 Staff mobility

All Bologna communiqués mention mobility of staff together with student mobility. The most recent one dedicates a paragraph to staff mobility when setting out goals for the decade 2010 – 2020; mentioning teachers, researchers and other staff
. It outlines the value of staff mobility and the necessity to attract highly qualified staff to higher education institutions. In addition, it highlights the obstacles related to access and portability of social security rights. This is certainly one of the concerns of EHEA countries although no concrete examples have been reported. 
Concept and statistical background 

Despite ongoing discussions on staff mobility at European level, neither the range of personnel concerned, nor the duration or type of mobile periods have been defined. Personnel could encompass academic and/or administrative staff. The duration of mobility periods could range from a few days, through short-term mobility (e.g. less than three months) to longer stays. The type of mobility period could cover a range of purposes and activities - teaching, research or participating at conferences, to name just a few. As the concept of staff mobility can cover many forms and purposes, it would be important to be precise in operational definitions for statistical purposes. With the exception of data collected within some European programmes (e.g. Erasmus staff exchanges) this step has generally not yet taken place. Administrative data are therefore rather piecemeal and imprecise – when they exist. The following paragraphs illustrate more closely the situation at national level.  
All but three countries (BE(nl), FR, SK) include staff mobility in higher education in a national strategy or action plan. Nonetheless, only six countries include quantitative targets for staff mobility (EE, ES, FI, LT, RO, SI). The quantitative expression can have a form of absolute numbers of incoming and outgoing lecturers/teachers and research staff either per year, or with respect to a certain target year (2015), as in the case of Lithuania and Finland. The given targets can be recalculated and shown in percentages too. Slovenia sets a goal of at least 10 % by 2020 and Estonia 3 % of foreign academic staff with a further target of at least 10 % of post/doctoral students of other than Estonian origin by 2015. Romania targets an increase of 5 % of outgoing staff under Erasmus per year and Spain 50 % more mobile staff than in 2008 by 2015. 
Overall, however, it seems that staff mobility appears rather as a general declaration without specific targets to be reached. The term 'staff mobility' is not defined at European level and is rather broad. Hence countries identify priority areas, set a goal and follow developments in a particular sphere. When looking at indicators at European level, Eurostat monitors mobility of teachers and academic staff in the framework of Erasmus programme annually (see Figure 6). 
Figure 6: Inbound staff mobility - number of stays abroad received as a percentage of total number of teachers and academic staff, by country (Erasmus programme)
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Source: Eurostat.

The median increased from 1.5 % in the academic year 2000/01 to 4.6 % in 2009/10. When analysing individual countries, ten countries ranged from 5 to 10 % and only Malta, Iceland, Finland and Slovenia reached more than 10 % in 2009/10. Malta also presents the biggest increase in the last 10 years. Overall, bigger countries tend to present lower levels of country visits received as a percentage of staff and they also progress at a slower pace than smaller countries (see Figure 7). The exceptions are Turkey, whose high growth rate can be partly explained by the fact that the country joined the Erasmus programme only in 2004/05, and Poland. Nonetheless, the bigger countries note much higher volumes of incoming staff mobility in absolute numbers than smaller ones. 
Figure 7: Average yearly growth rate of number of visits received by the country (from 2000 to 2010) compared to the academic staff in the country (academic year 2008/2009)
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Outbound staff mobility in the Erasmus programme (see Figure 8), similarly to inbound mobility, sees increased values of mobile staff, reaching a median of 4.9 % in 2009/10. This or a higher value is reached by 15 countries out of which four extend beyond 10 % (Latvia, Czech Republic, Lithuania and Finland). 
Figure 8: Outbound staff mobility - number of stays abroad sent as a percentage of total number of teachers and academic staff, by country (Erasmus programme)
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Source: Eurostat.

A comparison of inbound and outbound staff mobility (see Figure 9) enables a picture to emerge of how balanced or imbalanced staff mobility actually is. Iceland and Malta stand out as the most imbalanced countries, both having a level of visits received that is much higher than visits abroad. All of the highly imbalanced countries with outbound mobility higher than inbound are from Eastern Europe (PL, RO, BG, LV, CZ and LT). 
Figure 9: Stays abroad received (inbound) and sent (outbound) as a percentage of total number of teachers and academic staff (visits for 2009/2010, staff for 2008/2009)
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Obstacles and measures to staff mobility 
As almost all countries mention support to staff mobility in their conceptual documents, but only a small percentage of staff is actually mobile, more attention needs to be dedicated to identifying and removing obstacles. Based on information provided by reporting countries, one third of educational systems
 are informed by surveys or research about obstacles to staff mobility. Three large categories of obstacles can be identified, namely language knowledge, legal issues and personal reasons. 

The most common obstacle identified is a language barrier for both incoming and outgoing staff mobility. The other most reported reasons halting mobility are linked to a range of legal difficulties stemming often from a lack of harmonisation at European level or persisting problems in real-life situations in spite of a legal basis on the matter concerned. This mostly concerns differences between social security systems. Furthermore, legal issues include double taxation in certain countries along with immigration restrictions and difficulty to obtain visas as reported by some non-EU countries. The third group of obstacles concerns personal reasons such as a lack of support services for a spouse and children or a separation from them in case they do not follow the partner/parent for a period of mobility. Additionally, a lack of motivation as well as career development and heavy workload at home institutions were also referred to. Last but not least, insufficient funding opportunities enabling mobility windows and missing information in general are among the reasons reported as a hindrance to staff mobility in addition to the three main categories described above. 
In order to reverse the current situation and tackle the obstacles to staff mobility, measures have been adopted and reported by, unfortunately, only less than a half of the EHEA countries. The measures encompass the following issues: funding, information provision, working conditions, immigration policy and language courses. 
Countries such as the Czech Republic and Finland stressed the role and autonomy of higher education institutions which should adopt appropriate measures to foster staff mobility and thus shift the responsibility from central and regional to institutional level. Nonetheless, they highlight funding mechanisms to support mobility of researchers adopted at central level. A starting point for mobility is a comprehensive information provision for employees interested to make use of opportunity to work abroad. The provision of information is however still not sufficient and hence does not encourage staff to be mobile as much as necessary. Yet, some countries try to counteract and, apart from more information available on websites and implementation of information projects, they design online platforms and networks for academic world (e.g. Euraxess, Imwas and Kisswin in Germany). 
After initial stage of obtaining appropriate information on mobility and individual exchange programmes at stake, a check of concrete working conditions including social security provision in the particular country chosen is frequently pursued. Due to a lack of information and insufficient knowledge on portability of social security rights, several countries try to summarise and offer more detailed information and advice on these topics and provide a clearer picture on social protection in both, incoming and outgoing country, when working for a period of time abroad. While the above-mentioned legal issues are common to both, EU and non-EU staff, a particular legal issue presents immigration and visa policy applicable to non-EU staff. The higher education institutions continue their dialogue with public authorities regarding immigration policy (IE, UK) and some countries have already adopted measures lessening immigration restrictions of non-EU researchers (AT) and/or have a regular reviews stemming thereof (DE). Thorough implementation of the EU Scientific Visa Directive and two accompanying recommendations (so-called Scientific Visa Package)
 is an important step forward. It facilitates short and long stays (less than or more than three months) of researchers from third countries in the EU Member States for the purpose of scientific research. 
Once obtaining all necessary information on mobility opportunities and related legal conditions, an issue of language emerges. There are higher education institutions that provide foreign language courses for their outbound staff and those who carry out courses of the official language for inbound staff. Nevertheless, while some countries highlight provision and financing of language courses (AR, ES, LT, TR), for instance Hungary stresses that it is a personal responsibility of staff to improve the language skills. Another aspect concerning languages is national legislation imposing rules on use of official language (SI) and a lack of courses taught in a foreign language (PL) at higher education institution thus limiting incoming staff mobility to countries with official languages which are not often learned by foreigners (SE). 
While a relatively low number of countries implement measures to tackle and remove obstacles to staff mobility, even fewer countries monitor the effects of these measures. Most of them do so in the framework of annual statistical data collection or publish reports on national and European mobility programmes such as Erasmus.
Conclusion 
In order to boost mobility, a benchmark of 20 % has been set and started to be monitored. The collection of statistical data is an ongoing process and this report reveals the first findings for degree mobility. However, more work on statistical definitions and collection of information is still required - particularly on credit mobility. 

Currently, all but three countries show an inbound mobility rate of less than 10% in Bologna area. The majority of countries reach values below 4 %. As the figure is related only to degree mobility, statistical information on credit mobility have to be added and taken into consideration when assessing progress towards the 20 % benchmark. 
Looking at mobility flows worldwide, more than half of the world mobile students come from the EHEA. On the other hand, the students studying in the EHEA coming from any country from abroad reach only around 5 % despite an increasing trend. The reporting also reveals that flows typically follow east-west pattern in European as well as global terms. In the EHEA, south and east Europe tend to have more outgoing while west and north European countries more incoming students. Hardly any country has a balanced mobility and even when flows reach similar numbers, the scope of countries of incoming and outgoing students differs. 

The reasons preventing students to benefit from mobility periods abroad have been identified by reporting countries. At the same time, many countries lack a clear strategy and measures to reverse the situation. Similarly, the monitoring mechanisms should be put in place or enhanced. In consequence, the countries can provide a clearer picture and eliminate general perceptions which might not mirror the reality. Countries could also specifically focus on those obstacles which have rather organisational than financial implications. However, financial measures shall be introduced and strengthened as well, in spite of global economic crisis. Last but not least, better cooperation and practice among higher education institutions is desirable in order to eliminate the obstacles to student mobility. 

Although staff mobility is mentioned in all Bologna communiqués the situation, comparing to student mobility, is less clear. It is thus firstly important to agree on scope and definitions of staff mobility. Currently, only a few countries set quantitative targets towards staff mobility. Based on data available from the Erasmus programme, incoming staff mobility reaches low values. Better monitoring and tackling the obstacles has to be carried out if countries are to foster staff mobility across Europe. [image: image17.png]¢ o @










Footnotes: 2000 / 2001 data - for LT, 2001 / 2002 instead; for PT and NO, 2002 / 2003; for BG and EL, 2003 / 2004; For MT, total academic staff estimated based on 2001 / 2002 data;


2009 / 2010 data – for EL 2006 / 2007 instead; all other countries, total academic staff in 2009 / 2010 estimated based on 2008 / 2009 data; 








Footnotes: Total academic staff in 2009 / 2010 estimated based on 2008 / 2009 data.  
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� See: http://www.ehea.info/Uploads/Declarations/Berlin_Communique1.pdf


� See: http://www.ehea.info/Uploads/Declarations/London_Communique18May2007.pdf
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� See: http://ec.europa.eu/euraxess/index.cfm/services/scientificVisa
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