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Preface 

The European Community Action Scheme for the Mobility of University Stu- 
dents (ERASMüS) was established by the Council Decision of 15 June 1987, 
and its second phase was adopted in 1989. The Programme is Open to all types 
of higher education institution and all subject areas, and aims to promote wide- 
ranging inter-institutional cooperation for activities related to teaching. 

The Inter-University Cooperation Programmes (ICPs) set up under 
ERASMTJS form the backbone of organisation behind a range of different ac- 
tivities. By far the most significant element to date has been the student mobility 
programmes which offer university students a chance to undertake a substantial 
period of study (minimum three months) in another Community Member State 
and have that study fully recognised by the home institution as an integral part 
of their degree. ICPs can also incorporate other activities such as teaching staff 
mobility, development of new curricula, and intensive programmes. ERASMüS 
also provides for study visits to other higher education institutions within the 
Community, and complementary activities seeking to improve the general 
European climate for academic cooperation. Although each ICP is contractually 
linked to the programme via a coordinator based at one of the partner 
institutions, every partner has its own 'local director', responsible for activities 
Ion the ground' at the institution concerned. 

The Programme has developed over the years, in response to the monitoring 
and evaluation activities that are central to the charting of the Programme's pro- 
gress. Such studies and evaluations not only contribute to the histoncal record of 
the ERASMüS Programme; they also point to the future direction of improve- 
ments and innovations. Seeking the views of the local directors has been a sig- 
nificant step in this process of adaptation. Since formal Progress reports on pro- 
jects are submitted via the ICP coordinator, it is particularly important to use 
such studies as this to gauge the feelings from all the participating staff on the 
effectiveness and impact of European cooperation. When taken with the results 
of studies of a third participating group - the students themselves - one can ex- 
pect a balanced picture of the ERASMüS programme to emerge. 

The most interesting evaluation studies have been published in the 
ERASMüS Monograph series, in order to make them accessible to a wider pub- 
lic. The series listing appears elsewhere in the cment volume. Ideas and 
changes derived from the full range of studies have helped to create the 
SOCRATES Programme, which not only continues to promote the ERASMüS 
actions mentioned above, but will also provide cooperation opportunities for all 
education levels. It will also extend opportunities for universities to bring a 
European dimension to the studies of all students - albeit a rather different 
dimension from that achieved fiom studying in a foreign country. In addition, 



SOCRATES aims to encourage reflection on the longer-term effects of coopera- 
tion, and to stimulate further the debate in the higher'education sector. 



Objectives and Methods of the Survey 

In 1987, the Commission of the European Community inaugurated an Action 
Scheme for the Mobility of Students (ERASMUS). Supplementary grants, aim- 
ing to bear the additional costs for studying for a period in another EC Member 
State, are predominantly awarded to students taking part in Inter-University 
Cooperation Programmes (ICPs), where two or more departments from institu- 
tions of higher education cooperate to allow for the regular exchange of stu- 
dents. The ICPs are also awarded support for part of the institutional costs 
involved, and they may also be granted additional funds for foreign language 
provisions, mrriculum development, intensive Programmes and teaching staff 
exchange. 

Several studies have been undertaken in order to analyse the successes and 
problems of the ERASMUS Programme and the participating institutions and 
persons. A statistical profile of student mobility within the ERASMUS pro- 
gramme has been compiled annually since the inauguration of the programme. 
Surveys of a representative sample of more than 3,000 each of the 1988189 and 
1990191 ERASMUS students have been undertaken, and all ECTS (European 
Community Course Credit Transfer System) students have been surveyed an- 
nually since the inauguration of the programme (1989190, 1990191 and 
1991192). In addition, the experiences of those in charge of the academic and 
administrative provisions within the Inter-University Cooperation Programmes 
have been documented annually in written reports the ICP coordinators are 
asked to provide as part of their contractual obligation, and the reports for the 
academic year 1989190 were systematically analysed (Friedhelm Maiworm, 
Wolfgang Steube and Ulrich Teichler. ERASMUS Student Mobility Pro- 
grammes 1989/90 in the Yiew of Their Coordinators. Kassel: Wissenschaftli- 
ches Zentrum für Berufs- und Hochschulforschung 1993). Finally, teaching 
staff, mobile within the framework of the ERASMUS programme in 1990191, 
have been surveyed as well. 

In this study, 1991192 ICP local directors - i.e. the persons in charge of 
ERASMUS-related activities at the individual partner departments involved in 



ICPs (or institutions, if the ICP is not based on cooperation between depart- 
ments) - were asked to report their experiences of taking part in ERASMLTS. 
The survey addresses ICP coordinators as well, but only in their capacity of 
administering ERASMUS-related activities at their respective departments and 
institutions. The study is based on the responses of 2,682 local directors (698 
of them serving as ICP coordinators as well) to a questionnaire: overall, about 
60 percent responded to the 16-page questionnaire which was mailed to a 
sample of more than half of the partners of almost 1,660 ICPs awarded 
ERASMUS grants for student mobility. 

The questio~maire was sent to the partners cooperating within ICPs, because 
ICP coordinators cannot be expected to h o w  the details regarding each de- 
partment and institution participating in the respective ICP. As a compaxison 
of the findings of this study with the analysis of the coordinators' reports sug- 
gests, the ICP local directors' survey provides a more realistic picture of the 
average academic and administrative provisions for ERASMUS student mo- 
bility and of their successes and problems; in contrast, ICP coordinators gen- 
erally report practices dominant in the respective ICPs but which do possibly 
not apply to some of the partners. 

The questionnaire focused on the stnicture of the student mobility pro- 
gramme within the respective ICP, the management and interaction of Partners 
in the ICP, the administrative and academic provisions for both the home and 
host ERASMUS students, and the achievements and problems of the pro- 
gramme. In addition, the local directors were asked to provide information On 
their personal background and their ERASMUS-related activities, 

The questionnaire consists of 59 questions. Most of them were standardised, 
thus allowing a statistical analysis with differences of responses examined, 
notably according to field of study, home and host country, and size of pro- 
gramme in terms of partners participating and students involved. 

The questionnaire was mailed in early December 1992 to 5,015 local direc- 
tors of 1,018 ICPs. A reminder letter with a second questionnaire was mailed 
in mid-February 1993. The respective ICPs were drawn by stratified sampling 
from the total number of 1,660 ICPs compnsing altogether 8,212 partners. As 
380 questionnaires were not returned because the respective department tumed 
out not to be involved in student mobility, 95 addresses were not valid, 49 
questionnaires were sent back uncompleted and 58 questionnaires were re- 
turned after our deadline, the eventuell corrected target group was 4,433. Alte- 
gether, 2,682 directors provided valid responses within five months (see Chart 
1.1). The return rate was 60.5 percent.l 

1 51 empv  questionnaires were sent back. After tho deadline, further 56 q ~ ~ s t i o n n a i ~ ~ ~  
were received. The roturn rate including the late roturned questionnaires is 61.8 porcont, 



Table 1.1 
Representation of ICP LocaI Directors in the Survey and Return Rate by Country of Respondents 
(only ICPs comprising Student mobility) 

All partners* Sample Respondents Return rate 
Country of 
respondents Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Total 8212 100.0 4433 100.0 2682 100.0 60.5 

* Applications approved 



As Table 1.1 shows, the distnbution (according to the country of the 2,682 
ICP partner departments and institutions for which the local directors provided 
information) differed somewhat fiom that of all8,762 partner departments and 
institutions of ICPs actually supported in 1991192. The differentes are pri- 
maiily caused by a variation of return rates ranging fiom 74 percent of German 
ICP local directors to 43 of Portuguese ICP local dire~tors.~ 

Chart 1.1 
Return of the Questionnaires (number per week) 

For matters of simplification of the text, "home country" refers to the country 
in which the respondent is in charge of ERASMUS-related activities, not to the 
respondents' native country. "Host country" refers to all the countries the re- 
spective department is sending students to or receiving students from. "Depart- 
ment" means the respective "partner" within an ICP. One has to bear in mind 

Excluding Luxcmbourg where non0 of the two local direotors included in thu s q l o  
actually rcsponded. 
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that a few ICPs are not based on cooperation between partner departments, but 
between institutions. Also, an individual department might be included in this 
survey more than once, if it is a Partner in more than one ICP. 

The study was conducted by a research team at the Centre for Research on 
Higher Education and Work of the Comprehensive University of Kassel 
(Federal Republic of Germany). Fnedhelm Maiworm and Ulrich Teichler, the 
head of the research team, carried out the study and wrote this report. Martin 
Eidmann and Robert Kreitz were responsible for data processing, data control 
and the production of tables. Formal checks of the responses, the coding of 
Open questions, help in the analysis and the data processing were undertaken 
by Skarlatos Antoniadis, Angela Antona, Klaus Klein, Bernhard Krede, Isa- 
belle Le Mouillour and Sabine Stange. Kristin Gagelmann took over many 
responsibilities in administering the survey and Paul Greim in the processing 
of this text. The proof reading was done by Irene Magill. The study was eased 
by advice on the part of the Task Force for Human Resources, Education, 
Training and Youth, and of the ERASMCJS Bureau. Many experts in charge of 
acadernic or administrative aspects of ERASMCJS programmes in various 
Member States of the European Community provided valuable advice and 
support for all stages of the project. 

The data processing and statistical analysis was undertaken with the help of 
the Siemens BS2000 computer of the University of Kassel and on IBM Per- 
sonal computers of the Centre. Programme packages SPSS-X served the statis- 
tical analysis and the provision of tables. 





Profile of the ICP Partners Surveyed 

2.1 Country and Subject Area 

The aim of this section, referring to the country and the subject area, is not to 
provide new information since administrative data, available at the ERASMUS 
Bureau, allow for a complete overview on the partners participating in ICPs in 
1991192. Rather, the information on the respondents' subject areas and coun- 
tries in this chapter serves as reference information for the subsequent analysis 
by explaining the characteristics of the partners included in this survey. 

Table 2.1 shows the couniry of the respective partner departments or institu- 
tions of the responding ICP local directors, as well as the subject area of the 
ICP. Absolute figures are provided: 19 percent each of the local directors re- 
sponding were from partner departments or institutions in the United Kingdom 
and Germany; 18 percent from France; while Spain and Italy each comprised 9 
percent of the partners included in this survey, followed by 7 percent each of 
Dutch and Belgian partners. As regards the smaller EC member states, about 3 
percent of the respondents each were from Denmark, Portugal, Greece and 
Ireland. 

Table 2.2 shows which host countdes the respective partners surveyed sent 
students to in 1991192. On average, ERASMUS students of the departments 
and instihitions included in this survey went to 2.1 partner departments and 
institutions in 1.8 other member states of the European Community while 41 
percent of the departments and institutions liad partners hosting their students 
in the United Kingdom, 3 1 percent in France and 22 percent in Germany. In 
comparison to the distribution of sending departments, Ireland, the Nether- 
lands, and the United Kingdom were relatively frequent lzosts. 



Table 2.1 
Country of Respondents, by Field of Study (absolute numbers) 

- 

Field of study* Total 
Country of 
respondents Agr Arc Art Bus Edu Eng Geo Hum Lan Law Mat Med Nat Soc Com 0th Fra 

B 8 6 4 14 10 12 2 6 30 13 8 20 12 23 3 3 3 177 

D 16 11 21 69 14 79 14 20 78 29 26 21 41 42 4 4 12 501 

DK 2 8 2 6 6 1 8 2 3 1 2 2 3 4 7 1 0 4 2  1 92 

E 6 13 6 20 10 28 18 24 40 21 4 16 23 20 0 2 4 255 

F 15 7 16 68 11 64 14 23 61 41 20 26 53 42 3 3 9 476 

GR 4 3 1 6 2 7 5 4 9 3 6 6 7 8 0 2 0  73 

I 7 13 8 16 6 33 7 20 42 20 9 19 26 21 2 1 3 253 

IRL 5 3 1 8 3 5 7 3 4 0 4 4 1 1 9 1 0 5  73 

NL 8 4 14 21 8 13 6 8 19 9 6 13 15 30 2 4 3 183 

P 5 1 2  7 5 1 0  4 1 5  1 3  4 1 4 1 1  0 2 2 77 

UR 15 18 15 53 23 90 16 17 74 28 30 17 58 45 8 8 7 522 
- 

Total 91 87 90 288 98 359 95 129 374 167 119 150 267 261 27 31 49 2682 

* Explanation see Table 3.2 



2. Profile of fhe ICP Parfners Suweyed 

Table 2.2 
Host Countries of ERASMUS ICP Partners in 1991192, by Country of 
Respondents (percent of departments/institutions sending students) 

Country of respondents Total 
Host 
country B D DK E F GR I IRL NL P UK 

B 

D 

DK 

E 

F 

GR 

I 

IRL. 

LUX 

NL 

P 

UK 

Total 209 178 195 174 174 199 180 175 225 157 161 180 

(n) (158) (475) (79) (243) (384) (68) (231) (53) (157) (70) (411)(2329) 

Question 4.2: To which partner institutionsldepartments did you send your students in 
1991192; how many did you send and for what duration? 

The largest numbers of partners of inter-university cooperation programmes 
included in this survey were in the field of foreign languages (14 %) and ena- 
neering (13 %), Business studies and management sciences (1 1 %), natural sci- 
ences and social sciences (10 % each) were strongly represented as well. Ten 
other subject areas comprised 1-6 percent each of the partners. One percent 
were "other" subject areas, and 2 percent "framework agreements in various 
areas of study". 

It should be noted that this survey refers to the field of study which forms 
tlie basis of cooperation between the partners involved. In those cases in which 
the denomination of subject area of the individual partner differs from that of 
the whole ICP, the field dominating in the ICP is the one used in the analysis. 



2.2 Size of ICPs and Number of Students Participating 

As the available statistics on the awards of grants show, about five partners 
cooperated on average within an ICP. In a survey in which directors of indi- 
vidual partner departments and institutions within an ICP are asked to name 
the number of their partners, the average nurnber of partners stated is bound to 
be inflated as a statistical artefact. It does become a valid statistic though, if 
the question is framed as "How many partners and thus, how many possible 
options for sending and receiving students do the partners have involved in 
ICP?" 

To this question, 25 percent of the respondents reported that only two or 
three departments were involved in student exchange. A further 26 percent 
reported an ICP size of 4-5 partners, 3 1 percent had 6-10 partners, and finally 
18 percent had more than 10 partners, with a maximum of 32 partners. Those 
large ICPs with more than 10 partners were most often named by respondents 
in communication science, education, law, geography and geology, and busi- 
ness studies. 

Arnong the local directors surveyed, 48 percent reported that their depart- 
ment sent students to one only partner department within the respective ICP. In 
25 percent of the cases, students were sent to two partner departments, in 13 
percent of the cases to 3, and in 14 percent to more than three partner depart- 
ments or institutions. On average, students were sent to 2.1 partners. 

Local directors were asked to state the reasons for not sending students to 
all the partners in the respective ICPs listing the reasons separately, according 
to host country. While 9 percent of the local directors did not respond to this 
question, among those responding, 48 percent stated reasons why not all the 
possible flows had been realized. This statistic ties in with ERASMUS student 
statistics which show that students from less than half of the departments in- 
volved go to all the partner departments within the respective ICP. 

Among those responding, possible student flows were least often realized to 
Greece (53 %) and Portugal (55 %). As regards most host countries, about two- 
thirds of the possible flows were realized, with the United Kingdom standing 
out with 82 percent of the possible flows realized. 

Among those local directors who stated reasons for not sending students to 
all Partner institutions, 28 percent named lack of interest on the part of the 
~tudents.~ 

Tho data stated in thc toxt rofer to pcroontago of dirootors stating tho rospootivo reasons 
regarding to at least ono host oountry. 



Table 2.3 
Reasons for Not Sending Students to ICP-Partners, by Host Countries of ERASMUS Students 1991192 
(percent of ail respondents withpartner institutions in the respective host comtry, multiple reply possible) 

Host countries of ERASMUS students 1991192 

B D D K E  F GR I IRL NL. P UK Totai 

Purely coincidentai 

Concern at cost of h i n g  

Problems of language competence 

Disparity of content of courses 

Level of courses offered too high 

Level of courses offered too low 

Problems of academic recognition 

Mismatch of academic calendar 

Administrative problem 

Lack of student interest 

Other reasons for not sending 
students 

AU flows envisaged realized 64 66 62 65 72 53 62 73 65 55 82 52 

(n) (670) (1098) (427) (1040) (1275) (415) (864) (498) (769) (521) (1376) (2504) 

Question 4.3: If you did not send students to d yourpahers in this ICP: please, state the reasons specificaliy for the countries of 
partner institutions (multiple reply possible). 



Problems of language competence played a significant role as well (19 %). 
In 12 percent of the cases, students were not sent for purely coincidental rea- 
sons. 

Administrative problems (4 %), concern about costs of living abroad (4 %) 
and mismatch of the academic calendar (5 %) played a much lesser role than 
the previously named reasons. Finally, a range of academic reasons were less 
often stated than one might have expected: 
- disparity of content of courses (6 %); 
- level of courses offered at the partner department too high (0 %); 
- level of courses offered at the partner department too low (2 %); and 
- problems of academic recognition (2 %). 

The reasons varied to a substantial extent by host countty. As Table 2.3 shows, 
lack of student interest and problems of language competence are clearly 
linked. This is supported by the fact that ERASMUS students, asked about 
their reasons for choosing a particular host country, most frequently state their 
prior foreign language proficiency. Students frequently did not choose Greece 
and Portugal, both because of problems of language competence and lack of 
student interest. Lack of interest was also named as reason for not sending 
students to Belgium and Denmark by more than 20 percent of the respondents, 
whose departments actually had partners in these countries. 

Within the 1,639 inter-university cooperation Programmes which provided 
support for student mobility in 1991192~, altogether about 33,500 students 
went abroad. Thus, the average number of students per ICP was about 21 and 
the average number per participating partner about 5.5. Among the partners 
included in this survey and sending students abroad, the average number of 
students sent abroad was 7.1. Some 10 percent did not send students abroad, 
but only received ERASMUS students from partner departments and institu- 
tions. 

As Table 2.4 indicates, the average size of the ICPs in terms of the number 
of students varied considerably: 32 percent sent only 1 or 2 students abroad, 
and a further 25 percent 3 or 4 students; 5-10 students were sent by 30 percent 
of the partners, and only 14 percent sent more than ten students abroad in 
1991192. 

The duration of the study period abroad was 6.2 months on average, accord- 
ing to the local dire~tors.~ The respective valid administrative data provided 

Teichler, Ulrich and Maiworm, Priedhelm. Student Mobility within ERASMUS 1991192: 
A Statistical Profile. Kassel 1993, mimeo. 
This in an avorage per "flow", i.e. not weighted according to tho nvmber of students pnni- 
cipating in the respective flow. 
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for all 1991192 ERASMUS students were 6.6. In practice, a duration of 4-6 
months was most common (44 %), while a duration of 7-12 months was almost 
as frequent, according to the local directors (38 %). In only 17 percent of the 
cases, the duration was three months or even shorter in a few cases. 

Table 2.4 
Number of Students Sent by Partner Departments Within the Inter- 
University Cooperation Programmes, by Field of Study (percent and mean 
of departmentslinstitutions sending students) 

1-2 3-4 5-6 7-10 More Total Mean 

Agricultural sciences 42 

Architecture 25 

Art and design 24 

Business studiesl 
management sciences 15 

Educationl 
teacher training 32 

Engineeringltechnology 36 

Geographylgeology 32 

Humanities 42 

Languageslphilo- 
logical sciences 28 28 18 12 15 100 

Law 20 2 1 15 19 25 100 

Mathematicsl 
informatics 40 27 12 12 8 100 

Medical sciences 45 23 21 7 4 100 

Natural sciences 44 25 14 10 7 100 

Social sciences 30 20 18 17 15 100 

Communication/infor- 
mation sciences 5 29 38 24 5 100 

Other areas of study 3 1 35 12 12 12 100 

Framework agreements 
in various study areas 40 19 8 17 17 100 

Total 32 25 16 14 14 100 7.1 

( 4  (727) (566) (376) (322) (316) (2307) (2307) 



The duration varied by field of study. According to the local directors, it was 
7.1 months on average in business studies and almost seven months in law and 
mathematics (6.9 each). On the other hand, it was shortest in education (4.1 
months). In most fields, an average duration of five or six months was re- 
ported. 

2.3 Work Placement 

Placements in commercial, industrial or public organisations formed part of 
the study period abroad in 21 percent of the departments or institutions sur- 
veyed, according to the 1991192 ICP local directors' responses, compared with 
29 percent of the ICPs, according to reports of 1989190 ICP coordinators. 
Again, as not all the Partners of the respective ICPs participated in the work 
placement component of student exchange, the 1991192 local directors' re- 
sponses do not necessarily show a change over time, but rather a more realistic 
picture of the opportunities for work placement abroad at the departments 
participating in the ERASMUS Programme. It might be added here that 21 
percent of the 1990191 ERASMUS students surveyed participated in work 
pla~ement.~ 

Placements were most common in education and teacher training (54 % of 
the respective cases) and medical fields (48 %). They also were frequent in 
business studies, agriculture (33 % each), and engineering (32 %). Comparison 
with the 1989190 ICP data suggests that a substantial number of departments in 
business and agriculture ICPs which are involved in work placement do not 
themselves participate in that kind of activity within the ICPs. 

Placements were by no means manged solely in industrial and commercial 
enterprises. In fact, Table 2.5 shows that work placements were most often 
taken in educational institutions, followed by industrial, commercial and medi- 
cal institutions. Educational institutions were the site of work placement for a 
substantial number of students not only in education, but also in medical fields, 
agriculture, natural sciences, engineering and some other fields. 

The number of students going abroad with the help of an ERASMUS grant 
and participating in work placements in the host country was 5.7 on average 
Per Partner department sending students to work placement abroad. It was by 
far the highest in business studies (14.2 students as compared to about 2-5 

On the one hand, not all students going abroad in the framework of exohnngos offering 
work placement actually perticipated in work placement. On the other hand, one has to 
bear in mind that ICPs providing work placement opportunitios are rolatively large on av- 
erage in terms of the number of students participating. 
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students in other fields in which work placements are provided in a consider- 
able proportion of the participating departments). 

Table 2.5 
Type of InstitutionISector in Which the Placement was Carried Out, by 
Selected Fields of Study (percent of departmentslinstitutions sending students 
to work placement abroad; multiple reply possible) 

Field of study* Total 

Agr Bus Edu Eng Mat Med Nat Soc 

Industrial organisation 60 70 0 68 41 8 17 15 

Commerciai organisation 14 75 0 0 12 0 0 15 

Public administration 3 2 3 5 2 0 3 3 1 3  

Medicai institution 0 3 7 1 0 7 3 6 1 3  

Social institution 0 5 4 1  0 0 5 0 5 0  

Educationaiinstitution 49 13 71 38 59 35 73 20 

Other placement 17 10 0 7 12 3 17 10 

Total 

(n) 

Question 4.9: In what type of institution/economic sector did your students cany out their 
placement? 

* Explanation see Table 3.2 

At 67 percent of the departments involved in work placement, students' Per- 
formance during the placement was formally assessed und counted towards the 
final degree, while in 19 percent of the cases, assessment undertaken did not 
count for the final degree. Finally, assessment was not customary in 14 percent 
of the cases. According to the 1991192 ICP local directors, counting of 
achievements during work placement towards the final degree is a far more 
widespread practice than data provided by ICP coordinators in 1989190 sug- 
gested. Obviously, an increasing number of participating departments turned to 
this practice. 

Seventy-eight percent of ICP local directors of departments involved in 
work placement stated that the host institution played a strong role in the su- 
pervising and monitorhg of the students during their work placement period (1 
and 2 on a scale from 1 = "very strong role" to 5 = "no role at all"). It is worth 
noting that a strong role of the home institution in this respect was perceived 



by 55 percent of the local directors as well. In both respects, slightiy more 
1991192 ICP local directors reported a sttong role than 1989190 ICP coordina- 
tors. 

Table 2.6 
Optional or Mandatory Placement Abroad, by Selected Fields of Study 
(percent of departments/institutions sending students to work placement 
abroad) 

Field of study* Total 

Agr Bus Edu Eng Mat Med Nat Soc 0 th  

Optional,someparticipated 62 49 21 49 50 25 34 61 61 46 

Optiona1,allparticipated 12 4 31 16 25 20 18 11 17 15 

Mandatory 26 46 49 36 25 56 48 29 22 39 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 I00 100 100 100 100 

( 4  (34) (91) (39) (101)(16) (61) (67) (38) (89) (536) 

Question 4.4: Did your students carry out a period in placement (in a commercial, industrial, 
educational, administrative, medical, social or public organisation, etc.) in 1991192 within 
this ICP as part of their ERASMUS period abroad? 

* Explanation see Table 3.2 

Table 2.7 
Payment for Placement, by Selected Fields of Study (percent of depart- 
ments/institutions sending students to workplacement abroad) 

Field of study* Total 
Agr Bus Edu Eng Mat Med Nat Soc 0th 

No 47 37 90 38 56 80 79 77 69 61 
Yes, some 39 41 7 33 19 14 3 15 19 23 
Yes all 14 23 2 29 25 6 18 8 12 16 

Total 

(n) (36) (93) (40) (104) (16) (65) (73) (39) (94) (560) 

Question 4.8: Did your students carrying out a plaoomont during tho EUSMUS ~tudy poriod 
abroad receive payment for their work? 

* Explanation See Tablo 3.2 



2. Profile of the ICP Partners Suweyed 25 

Finally, 16 percent of the respective local directors stated that all students 
received a payment from the host organisation. 23 percent reported that some 
students received a payment, while in most cases (61 %) students did not re- 
ceive a payment for their work placement. Paid work placement was most 
common in business studies (64 % for all or part of the students), engineering 
(62 %) and agriculture (53 Yo). As Table 2.7 shows, it was least cornmon in 
education (9 %). 





The ICP Local Directors: Personal Profile and 
Functions 

3.1 Academic and Administrative Position 

Among the persons in charge of the participation of an individual department 
and institution in an Inter-University Cooperation Programme in 1991192, i.e. 
those called ICP local directors in this swey, on average 3 percent were rectors 
or presidents and 14 percent senior administrators (deans etc.). Most of them 
held academic positions as well: 33 percent were full professors, 32 percent held 
other professorial ranks and 16 percent were other academic staff (excluding 
those holding an administrative position). Finally, only 3 percent were "other" 
administrative officers. Among French, Greek and Italian ICP local directors, 6 
percent each were rectors or presidents. 

As Table 3.1 shows, departmental coordination was most frequently assigned 
to senior administrators (dem etc.) in France (36 %) and Belgium (34 %). Pro- 
fessors were almost exclusively in charge in Italy (91 %), Portugal (86 %) and 
Greece (83 %), whereas "other" academic positions played a signiticant role in 
Ireland (37 %), the Netherlands (29 %), Germany (25 %) and the United King- 
dom (23 %). Finally, "other" administrative officers were more often ICP local 
directors in Denmark (10 %) than in other EC member states (1-4 %). In fact, 
there seem to be different national modes in terms of who is entrusted with ICP 
coordination functions, whereas the size of the ICP (both in terms of participat- 
ing institutions and in the number of students sent) does not play any role in this 
respect. 



Table 3.1 
Academic or Administrative Position of ICP Local Directors, by Country of 
Respondents (percent) 

Country of respondents Total 

B D DK E F GR I IRL NL P UR 

Rector etc. 3 2 3 4 6 6 6 1 2 3 1  3 

Senioradministrator 34 3 10 17 36 1 0 8 14 0 6 14 

Administrativeofficer4 3 10 1 2 1 1 1 3 3 3 3 

Fuii professor 28 30 14 35 27 62 83 23 14 78 17 33 

Other professorial 
rank 17 37 54 36 22 21 8 29 37 8 51 32 

Other academic 
position 14 25 9 7 7 8 2 37 29 9 23 16 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

( 4  (175)(497) (91) (253) (474) (71)(253) (73) (180) (76) (520) (2663) 

Question 1.5: What was your position in 1991192 within your institution? 

3.2 Gender, Age and Nationality 

80 percent of the ICP local directors were male and 20 percent female. In com- 
parison to the gender distribution among senior academic and administrative 
staff at institutions of higher education in the European Community, we note a 
relatively high participation of women in ERASMUS coordination functions. As 
one might expect, the percentage of women among the local directors varies 
according to field of study. Table 3.2 suggests, however, that even in male do- 
mains, women play a ~ i g ~ c a n t  role in the coordination of ICPs. It should be 
noted, though, that many of the female local directors are non-professorial aca- 
demic staff members (29 % as compared to 13 % of men) and are relatively 
young (18 % up .to 35 years old as compared to 6 % of men). 

ICP local directors were 48 years old on average. Almost half of them (47 %) 
were 46-55 years old, 36 percent were younger and 17 percent were older than 
55 years. We observe a proportion of relatively young persons among Spanish 
ICP coordinators. 

A sws ing ly  high proportion of local directors were not native speakers of 
the ma.or language of their institutions (8 %). Notably, many local directors in 
language studies arid art and design (15 % each), business administration (13 %) 
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and communication sciences (11 %) were native speakers of other languages. 
We do not know the proportion of them holding a foreign citizenship. Though 
statistics on foreign teaching staff among institutions of higher education in the 
European Community are not available, we feel it is justified to assume that 
foreign staff are over proportionally involved in ICP coordination. 

Most of ICP coordinators, among the local directors surveyed, played a key 
role at the starting point of the ICP: 71 percent initiated the ICP, and a further 4 
percent initiated the involvement of their department in an ICP which was initi- 
ated somewhere else. Also, the majority of local directors who were not in 
charge of the overall coordination of the ICP played a key role in the initiation 
process - 20 percent initiated the ICP and 33 percent the involvement of their 
institution within the ICP.7 Notably in Programmes with a small number of 
Partners involved, the initiators continued to be local directors at the time the 
survey was conducted. This is demonstrated in Table 3.3 which indicates multi- 
ple responses to the question, "How did you become involved with the manage- 
ment function of this ICP?". 
In addition, almost all local directors were active in: 
- informing their students about study abroad opportunities (86 %); 
- selecting students for participation (88 %); and 
- advising and supporting incoming students (84 %). 

Also about two-thirds each reported that they play a role in: 
- preparing their students for the study period abroad (67 %); and 
- advising them during their stay abroad (68 %). 

Only about half of the local directors each were involved in: 
- assessment of the host students' achievements (49 %); and 
- assessment of their own students' achievements abroad upon retum (48 %). 

This was most frequently reported by Italian (67 %) and least frequently by 
German local directors (3 1 %). 

Only 14 percent stated that they were involved in the selection of incoming stu- 
dents. This was most frequent among British (26 %) and Irish (25 %) local direc- 
tors, i.e. in countnes in which the admission of students is the responsibility of 
the individual institution of higher education. 

IE m ICp director stated that he or she initiated both the ICP and the involvernent of his or 
her department in the ICP, he or she is only included in the percentage of those initiating the 
ICP. In Table 3.3, however, both statements are registered. 



Table 3.2 
Gender of ICP Local Directors, by field of Study (percent) 

Field of study Total 

Agr Arc Art Bus Edu Eng Geo Hum Lan Law Mat Med Nat Soc Com Oth Fra 

Femaie 18 17 33 27 26 10 16 19 29 19 13 17 11 21 26 23 21 20 

Maie 82 83 67 73 74 90 84 81 71 81 87 83 89 79 74 77 79 80 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

( 4  (89) (87) (89) (287) (97) (356) (92) (128) (370) (166) (117) (147) (265) (257) (27) (30) (48) (2652) 

Agr = Agricultural sciences Geo = Geography, geology Nat = Natural sciences 
Arc = Architecture, urb. and reg. planning Hum = Humamties Soc = Social sciences 
Art = Art and design Lan = Languages, philologicai sciences Com = Communication and information SC. 
Bus = Business studies, management sciences Law = Law 0th = Other areas of study 
Edu = Education, teacher training Mat = Mathematics, informatics Fra = Framework agreements in various 
Eng = Engineering, technology Med = Medical sciences areas of study 

Question 1.2: Sex: 
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Table 3.3 
ICP Local Directors' Reasons for Taking Over Management Functions, by 
Number of Partners within the ICP (percent, multiple reply possible) 

- 

Number of partners in the ICP Total 

Initiation of the ICP 

Initiation of the student exchange on 
institutionaildepartmental level 

In charge of student 
exchange at my institution 

Employed to manage the ICP 

Inquiry to take over the 
management of the ICP 

Own wish to take over the 
ICP management 

Other involvement 

Not ticked 

Total 

(n) 

Question 2.1: How did you become involved with the management functions within this ICP? 

3.3 Iiiinction and WorMoad Regarding the ERASMUS Programme 

Throughout the academic year, ICP local directors spent 3.3 hours on average 
per week on work related to the ICP (excluding teaching activities). Some 25 
percent reported an average of at most one hour per week, while 30 percent 
spent four or more hours. The number of hours spent varied most clearly accord- 
ing to the number of students sent abroad. As Chart 3.1 indicates, local directors 
of ICPs sending only one or two students abroad spent 2.3 hours on average 
related to the ICPs, while local directors sending more than 10 students spent 6.0 
hours. In contrast, the number of partners does not detennine the ICP coordina- 
tor's work load. 

Most local directors were involved in other tasks related to the ICP, to other 
ICPs or to other international Programmes. Only 29 percent reported that their 
international exchange responsibilities did not go beyond student mobility with- 
in the respective ICP. 



68 percent had other functions within the respective ICP: 25 percent were in- 
volved in the organisation of teaching staff exchanges, 18 percent in d c u l u m  
development and 9 percent in intensive Programmes. Those additional activities 
within the same ICP were most often named by Dutch, Danish and Creek local 
directors (see Table 3.4). 

Chart 3.1 
Weekly Hours Spent by the ICP Local Directors on Work Related to the 
ICP, by Number of Students Sent Abroad (mean) 

- - - - - - - P - - - -  

- - - - - - - 

1 - 2  3 - 4  5-6 7-10 11 Total 
and 
more 

Number of students sent abroad 

Question 2.3: Please estimate the average hours per week throughout the academic year 
1991192 which you spent on work related to this ICP - excluding teaching activities. 



ICP M Directors' ZnvoIvement in Other Tasks Specific to the ICP, by Country sf Respondents (perccnt, 
mnIfipIe reply possibIe) 

Couniry of rcspondents Totd 
B D DK E E GR I IKL NL B UK 

1. 
Plo additional iasks to the 
stodentdigprogramme 33 37 17 30 23 16 30 32 25 27 30 29 3 
Tcachiag staffexchange G 
uithin the ICP 24 19 45 29 22 33 21 22 36 31 25 25 6 

B 
(3nmculum development 
nithin thc ICP 18 16 12 15 20 29 13 18 21 10 21 18 g pi -. 
inhs ive  programme uithin 3 
thc ICP 12 8 22 4 4 12 7 14 20 6 9 9 

3 
b 

Management of other 9 3 
ICPs at own Uistitution 25 29 40 34 46 30 31 27 34 39 35 35 fi 
%er additional tasb 4 10 15 5 12 14 9 8 13 4 7 9 2 
Otherintemationdadivities 20 24 37 13 34 22 26 22 29 17 23 25 4 

9 

Not ticked 4 4 4 2 2 3 4 5 5 8 2 3 % 
2 

Tofal 141 147 192 133 163 159 141 148 183 143 153 153 0 8 
(1779 (501) (92) (255) (476) (73) (253) (73) (183) (77) (522) (2682) 5 

Qnestion 2.4: In addition tct work related to the student mobility Programme are you involved in other tasks specific to this ICR 



Thirty-five percent of local directors were not only involved in the management 
of the ICP addressed in the respective questionnaire, but also in the administra- 
tion of other ICPs. Multiple ICP management varied to some extent by field: 
ICP local directors of fields of study involved with large students numbers most 
often had multiple ICP involvement, as Chart 3.2 shows: the main fields of 
study being business studies (54 %), law (41 %), languages and engineering 
(40 % each). 

Chart 3.2 
Management of Other ICPs at Own Institution of Higher Education, by 
Field of Study (percent of ICP local directors, multiple reply possible) 

I 
Question 2.4: In addition to work related to the student mobili9 Programme are you involved 
in other tasks specific to this ICP? 

BUS]"~SS 

"arous 

s~:;~;~:~;;~:~::;:?:~:.:::<::::,;::;*:;:;:::.::::?.:~..;:;>:+;.: ,.,,,: $:':.. ,:::,:;; :;;.;:I .,,:,: < :.::: . '::,:L::! .... :, :, ........ :;; . :,.::.:,. .. ....... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Architecture Iii!:i.iii;:$;,%;; ........................................... $:;;. ::i:::;:,:: :,i:;i;.&"jjj,:j::j ?i:i;:::$ii.;:.,i:::.ji:j:..::::>:::: ......... :.. ..;.:. .::::::.. i.i::::.::i:;:, ',::.: 32 I I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .... . I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

I I 
I I 

, J  j : : : : : , : : , : : ; ; : : ; . : : : , , : , ,  ................................. '..... .............................................. : : : : :  :.:,;,:: : .. I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 

0 10 20 30 40 50 

54 

60 

I 1 I 1 I 
............................................ . . . . . . . . .  , '  . : :  ...... : :  ,:.::. :, .... .:.: .... : :.. : .... .. . .........<. .............................................. .: .................................................................. .:..; ;,, ...; :<; \ .:.:..., :,., .:.:. ... \.\.... : : . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  

Percent 



3. The ICP Local Directors: Personal Profile andFunctions 3 5 

698 of the responding local directors (26 %) served as ICP coordinators as well. 
ICP coordinators were somewhat more often in senior administrative positions 
(deans, etc.) than local directors without such a coordinating function (17 % and 
13 % respectively) and less often in other (i.e. non-professorial) academic posi- 
tions. ICP coordinators surveyed spent 4.4 hours on average on work related to 
the respective ICPs; as compared to 2.9 hours on the part of local directors with- 
out ICP coordination function. 

Table 3.5 
Received Assistance for ICP-Related Work from the Institution, by Number 
of Students Sent Abroad (percent of ICP local directors, multiple reply possi- 
ble) 

Nurnber of students sent abroad Total 

1-2 3-4 5-6 7-10 11 and None* 
more 

Technical assistance 68 70 74 72 80 65 7 1 

Administrative1 
secretarial assistance 58 66 65 69 75 67 65 

Reduction of teaching 
load 6 6 11 12 25 6 10 

Additional funds for 
travel 11 8 12 15 22 9 12 

Additional payment 3 2 3 4 6 2 3 

Other assistance 5 6 9 10 9 8 7 

NO assistance 17 14 9 11 8 18 14 

Not ticked 2 1 2 1 0 1 1 

Total 168 174 184 194 225 175 183 

( 4  (727) (566) (376) (322) (316) (267) (2574) 

Question 2.5: What kind of assistance do you receive from your institution for your ICP-related 
work? 

* I. e. only hosting students 

More than two-thirds of local directors received technical assistance for their 
ICP-related work from their institutions. In addition, almost two-thirds had sec- 
retarial and administrative assistance as well. Reduction of teaching load was 
granted to 10 percent of tiie local directors and additional remuneration to 3 



percent. Local directors serving as coordinators of the ICP as well received more 
assistance than those not coordinating the ICP, but the differente seems to be 
quite small. 

The larger the number of students sent abroad, the more likely the various 
kinds of support provided (see Table 3.5). Only 12 percent of local directors of 
ICPs sending at most four students abroad reported reduction of teaching load as 
compared to 25 percent of the local directors sending more than ten students 
abroad. Those having reduced teaching load spent 5.4 hours, while those not 
provided with any assistance spent only 2.8 on the ICP. 

3.4 Personal Outcomes 

At the end of the questiomaire, ICP local directors were asked to assess the 
extent to which they considered it worthwhile for themselves personally to be 
engaged in the management of the respective inter-university cooperation pro- 
gramme. As Table 3.6 shows, 81 percent considered involvement in the ERAS- 
MUS Programme worthwhile for improving their understanding of the host 
country. Better teaching contacts were considered valuable by 67 percent and 
acquaintance with other teaching methods by 64 percent. About half of the re- 
spondents each valued better research contacts, improved language proficiency 
and travel opportunities. Only 14 percent considered involvement in the man- 
agement of the ERASMUS Programme worthwhile to enhance career prospects. 
Altogether, the responses to this question suggest that most local diiectors con- 
sider involvement in the ERASMUS management quite positively. The obvious 
administrative burden and time load does not lead to an negative assessment of 
their involvement in general. 

Greek local directors rated the personal outcomes of involvement in the man- 
agement of the ERASMUS programrnes by far the most positively. On average 
across the seven categories, 70 percent of the Greek directors considered the 
personal outcomes worthwhile in contrast to 46-58 percent of the local directors 
of the other countsies. 

ICP coordinators considered the engagement in the management of the ICP 
slightly more valuable than local directors not serving this function. Notably 
acquaintance with other teaching methods was pointed out as a valuable experi- 
ence by ICP coordinators (69 % as compared to 62 X)). 



Table 3.6 
Pemnal Ontcomes of the Engagement in the ICP-Management, by Country of Respondents bercent*, 
mnIfiple reply possiile) 

Country of respondents Total 

Better undersianding of 
host countty 79 84 73 80 80 89 86 79 80 86 80 81 

2 
k 

Acqnallrtance with other 
'G 

kaching methods 64 52 48 61 61 91 81 62 64 61 68 64 e a 
G 

Beüer teaching contacts 69 50 65 79 60 88 84 67 76 79 64 67 b 
54 

;T, 
Better research contads 52 46 47 57 43 86 64 52 53 63 61 2 9 
Improvement of language 5 
proficiency 47 53 42 61 46 65 46 39 48 51 48 49 La 3 
Travel oppoitunity 33 29 38 41 46 44 30 58 41 29 60 43 8 

W 
G 

Beüer career prospects 12 11 11 23 9 31 3 23 16 7 20 14 "U C: b 
Qnestion 10.4: To what extent do you consider it worthwhiie for you personaiiy to be engaged in the management of this ICP? F 

9 
s. 

* Percent respondiig "1" or ''2" on a scale fiom 1 = "extremely worthwhiie" to 5 = "not at all worthwhiie" 2 
B 0. 





Cooperation between Partners and 
Management of the ICP 

4.1 Prior Involvement in ERASMUS Activities 

Almost half of the ICP local directors (48 %) reported that their department (or 
their institution, if the ICP was based on institutional cooperation) was already 
involved in ERASMUS supported activities before student mobility started in 
the frarnework of the ICP addressed in the respective questionnaire: 
- 37 percent stated that the department was already involved in another ICP; 
- 18 percent reported a prior utilisation of the short study visits scheme; 
- 12 percent had prior teaching staff exchange; - 7 percent were already involved in curriculum development; - 5 percent had been awarded support for intensive Programmes; and - 2 percent stated other ERASMUS supported activities. 

As Table 4.1 shows, departments of smaller EC Member States (except for 
Denmark) more fiequently made use of other ERASMUS support before they 
got involved in student exchange than departments of larger EC Member States. 
Notably, most Greek departments got involved in student exchange only after 
other ERASMUS supported activities. Local directors of Greek departments 
mentioned most often prior involvement in teaching staff exchange, curricular 
development, short study visits and - together with Portuguese local directors - 
student mobility activities in other ICPs. 



Table 4.1 
Prior Involvement of the Department in ERASMUS Support Activities, by 
Country of Respondents (percent of ICP local directors) 

Country of respondents Total 

B D DK E F GR I IRL NL P UK 

Priorinvolvement 50 42 52 47 49 71 52 53 56 53 45 48 

Teaching staff 
exchange 11 10 9 14 11 29 15 11 17 18 11 12 

Curriculum 
development 1 0 6 3 4 6 1 9 5 7 7 1 2 1 0  7 

Shortstudyvisits 17 11 17 18 20 49 20 29 23 21 15 18 

IntensiveprogrammelO 4 10 4 3 7 3 8 6 4 5 5 

Student mobility in 
another ICP 32 34 41 37 39 45 39 37 39 47 33 37 

Otherprioractivities 1 2 5 2 2 4 2 0 5 1 2 2 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Question 3.1: Was your department (or institution, if your ICP is not based on cooperation 
between departments) already involved in ERASWS supported activities before student 
mobility started in the framework of this ICP? 

4.2 Information and Communication 

Regular cooperation regarding administrative issues is needed within each ICP, 
because the coordinator applying for the ERASMUS support and his or her insti- 
tution being awarded the grant has to share these resources with the partners. 
Not infrequently, complaints are voiced regarding the communication within 
ICPs on administrative issues. ICP local directors, therefore, were asked to state 
what kind of information regarding the overall administration of the ICP they 
actually received. 

About 80 percent of the local diiectors not in charge of the overall coordina- 
tion of the ICP received copies of the application (or update application) while 
61 percent received a copy of the ~ontract .~ 

8 ICP coordinators are excluded here, because they or other persons of the respective dß- 
partment or institutions write or receive these documents anyway. 
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Table 4.2 
Information Related to the Administration of the ICP Received by the ICP- 
Partners, by Number of Students Sent Abroad (percent of ICP local directors 
not in charge of the overail coordination of the ICP; multiple reply possible) 

Number of students sent abroad Total 
1-2 3-4 5-6 7-10 11 and None* 

more 

Copies of application 
and update forms 79 81 84 80 84 79 8 1 

Early notification of ICP 
selection results 49 51 56 45 63 41 50 

Copies of ICP contract 55 6 1 67 68 74 53 61 

Details of ICP budget 
breakdown between 
partners 32 36 40 41 52 26 36 

Copies of ICP report 
and statement of 
expenditure 26 33 37 37 45 23 32 

Other administrative 
information 3 5 5 2 3 3 4 

Not ticked 7 6 3 6 1 9 6 

Total 252 273 292 279 322 235 269 

(n) (596) (415) (264) (204) (176) (243) (1898) 

Question 3.2: What kind of information related to the overall administration of this ICP in 
1991192 did you receive? 

* I. e. only hosting students 

About half of the local directors received an early notification of the ICP selec- 
tion result on the part of the European ~ommission~ and about one third each of 
the local directors not in charge of the overall ICP coordination got to know 
details of the ICP budget breakdown between partners (36 %) and of the ICP 
report as weil as of the statement of expenditure (32 %). Obviously, detailed 
information of the partners by the ICP coordinators regarding the use of the 
ERASMUS budget and regarding both the general and financial reporting is an 
exception rather than a rule. 

Tliis was stated by 52 percent of the ICP coordinators and by 50 percent of ICP directors 
not in charge of the overall coordination of the ICP. 



Detailed analysis shows that information related to the overall administration 
of the ICP is most common in programmes with large student numbers (see 
Table 4.2). In contrast, the number of partners involved is not systematically 
linked to practices of information regarding the overall adrninistration. 

Asked about the information they received on characteristics of the ICP part- 
ner institutions, most local directors reported affirmatively as far as academic 
curriculum and academic calendar information (84 %) and accommodation 
mangements (70 %) were concemed. Less than half of the respondents each 
received information about facilities for study (libraries, language laboratones 
etc.; 41 %), regarding academic recognition arrangements (40 %), and regarding 
available services for international relations. Even less frequently, information 
was provided on arrangements for social integration (29 %), counselling services 
(19 %) and examinations boards (14 %). 

Agaiq information on the characteristics was more often made available in 
programmes involving exchange of large student numbers, as Table 4.3 shows. 
However, we note another Pattern as well: local directors of ICPs involving a 
small number of partners reported most often that they received infomation on 
the characteristics of the partner institution (see Table 4.4). We conclude that 
information on administrative issues is most liiely to be disiributed well in pro- 
grammes involving exchange of large students numbers in which some kind of 
professional administration of the ERASMUS Programme tends to be estab- 
lished (reduced teaching load of ICP local directors etc.). This also contributes 
to information on study issues. Information on study issues seems to flow well 
not only, if the programmes are administratively well-arranged, but also when 
ICPs involve small numbers of parhiers thus allowing for easier oral comrnuni- 
cation or visits. 

As one rnight expect, ICP coordinators were much better informed than ICP 
local directors who are not in charge of the overall coordination of the ICP (see 
Table 4.5). On average across the eight categones, the proportion of the ICP 
coordinators receiving the respective information was 11 percent higher than 
that of ICP local directors, Notably, more ICP coordinators received information 
on recognition issues. 

The ICP local directors or their colleagues at their institution participated on 
average in 2.3 meetings with their ICP partners during the academic year 
1991192 - ICP coordinators in 3.2 meetings and ICP local directors without 
overall coordination function in 1.9 meetings. The participation in meetings witli 
partners, again, seems to be influenced by two contrasting factors: large student 
numbers participating as well as small networks in terms of Ilie number of part- 
ners are often linked to frequent meetings among the ICP partners (sec Chart 
4.1). The number of students seems to be the stronger factor: Local directors of 
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departments sending at most four students abroad most often named one meeting 
annually with their Partners. L€ five to ten students were sent abroad, two meet- 
ings annually were the most common practice. Finally, if more than ten students 
were sent abroad, four and more meetings were reported by a substantial number 
of the local directors. 

Table 4.3 
Information Received About the ICP-Partner Institution, by Number of 
Students Sent Abroad (percent of ICP local directors, multiple reply possible) 

Number of students sent abroad Total 
1-2 3-4 5-6 7-10 11 and None* 

more 

Academic curriculum 
and academic year 

Academic recognition 
arrangements 

Examination boards 

Availability of 
counselling service 

Accommodation 
arrangements 

Arrangements for 
social integration 

Institutional facilities 

Availability of service 
for internat. relations 

Other information about 
partner institutions 

Not ticked 

Total 

(n) 

Question 3.3: What information if any, did you receive about the characteristics of the other 
partner institution in this ICP? 

* I. e. only hosting students 



Table 4.4 
Information Received About.the ICP-Partner Institution, biv Number of 
Partners within the ICP (percent of ICP local directors, multiple reply possible) 

Number of partners in the ICP Total 

2-3 4-5 6-10 llandmore 

Academic curriculum and 
academic year 87 83 85 80 84 

Academic recognition arrangements 5 1 42 36 30 40 

Exarnination boards 17 14 13 10 14 

Availability of counselling service 18 19 18 20 19 

Accommodation arrangements 73 70 71 66 70 

Arrangements for social integration 33 27 27 28 29 

Institutional facilities 47 39 41 37 4 1 

Availability of service for 
international relations 40 33 37 35 37 

Other information about 
partner institutions 4 4 6 7 5 

Not ticked 7 8 7 11 8 

Total 

(n) 

Question 3.3: What information if any, did you receive about the characteristics of the other 
partner institution in this ICP? 

In communicating with their ICP partners, the majority of local directors used 
more than one language regularly. 42 percent used one language only, 35 Per- 
Cent two languages, and 23 percent three or more languages. 

As Table 4.6 shows, only 12 percent used exclusively the language of the 
home institution in communication with their ICP partners. This was true for 63 
percent of the Irish and 37 percent of the British, but for less than 10 percent of 
the ICP local directors from other countries surveyed. 39 percent used both the 
home institution language and other languages, and 50 percent used only other 
languages in communication with their ICP partners. Notably, almost all Greek 
and Danish local directors used only other languages. 

English was used by 79 percent of local directors as the only or as one of the 
languages in communication with their Partners; French was used by 48 percent, 
German by 23 percent, Spanish by 15 percent and Italian by 12 percent, Tlie 
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other official EC languages were named by 1 to 5 percent of the local directors 
each, as Table 4.7 indicates. It might be worthwhile to mention that among 
1990/91 ERASMUS students surveyed 41 percent reported English as the lan- 
guage of instruction abroad, 22 percent French, 15 percent German, 10 percent 
Spanish, 7 percent Italian and about one percent each the remaining four official 
EC languages. 

English and Frenchplayed a less important role in ICPs with up to three part- 
ners. In larger ICPs, other languages were named as frequently, but notably 
English was named in addition. This suggests that other languages also play 
frequently a role for bilateral communication in large ICPs, but English is the 
more often the lingua franca the larger the ICP. 

Chart 4.1 
ICP Local Directors' Average Participation in Meetings with Partners in 
the ICP, by Number of Partners (mean) 

- - - P - - - - - -  

- - - - - ----  

2 - 3  4 - 5 6-10 11 -32 Total 

Number of partners 

Question 3.4: How often did you or your colleagues at your institution participate in meetings 
with one or more of your partners in this ICP during the academic year 1991/92? 

~\ 



Table 4.5 
Information Received About the ICP-Partner Institution, by Status of 
Respondents (percent of ICP local directors, multiple reply possible) - 

Status within the ICP Total 
Coordinator Partner 

Academic curriculum and academic year 

Academic recognition arrangements 

Examination boards 

Availability of counselling service 

Accommodation arrangements 

Arrangements for social integration 

Institutional facilities 

Availability of service for international relations 

Other information about partner institutions 

Not ticked 

Total 

(n) 

Question 3.3: What information if any, did you receive aboutthe characteristics of the other 
partner institution in this ICP? 

Table 4.6 
Correspondence of Language of Country of Institution and Language of 
Communication, by Country of Respondents (percent of ICP locai directors, 
multiple reply possible) 

Language of Country of respondents Total 
communication B D DK E F GR I IRL NL P UK 

Language of country 
of institution 6 3 0 3 8 0 2 6 3  1 0 3 7  12 

Language of country 
of institution and 
otherlanguages 46 39 11 49 57 8 33 23 25 34 35 39 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

(n) (174)(498) (90) (252) (471) (72) (252) (71) (179) (77) (488) (2624) 

Question 1.4: Whichforeign language(s) do you use regularly when communionting with your ICP 
partners? 
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Chart 4.2 
ICP Local Directors' Average Participation in Meetings with Partners in 
the ICP, by Number of Students (mean) 

more 

Number of students sent abroad 

Question 3.4: How often did you or your colleagues at your institution participate in meetings 
with one or more of your partners in this ICP during the academic year 19911927 



Table 4.7 
Languages Regularly Used for Communication Between the Partners, by 
Country of Respondents (percent of ICP local directors, multiple reply possible) 

Country of respondents Total 

B D DK E F GR I IRL NL P UK 

Danish 

Dutch 

English 

French 

German 

Greek 

Italian 

Portuguese 

Spanish 

Other languages 

Not ticked 

Total 228 186 157 207 195 167 192 134 237 227 153 188 

( 4  (177)(501) (92) (255) (476) (73) (253) (73) (183) (77) (522) (2682) 

Question 1.4: Which foreign language(s) do you use regularly when communicating with your 
ICP partners? 

4.3 Administrative and Pinancial Issues 

Two-thirds of the ICP local directors reported that the ICP budget was adminis- 
tered centrally by the coordinating institution: 5 percent reported a sub- 
allocation of part of the funds, and 28 percent a general sub-allocation to each 
partner on the basis of an agreed budget split. Again, a budget split was more 
frequent among programmes involving large numbers of students as well as 
among Programmes involving a small number of partners (see Chart 4.3). This 
link between administration of budget and size of the Programme was weaker 
than the previously observed link between information and size of the pro- 
gramme. 

Some local directors reported problems regarding the fmancial administra- 
tion: 
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- 19 percent pointed out considerable problems due to a delay in the receipt of 
the institutional grant; 

- 12 percent faced difficulties with the administration of the grant; 
- 8 percent stated problems due to what they conceived as unbaianced distribu- 

tion of funds between the partners; and 
- 9 percent stated other financial problems (notably shortage of funds). 

Chart 4.3 
Administration of ICP Grant Budget, by Number of Partners within the 
ICP (percent of ICP local directors) 

Grant administered centrally ~ A g r e e d  budget split i Other 
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Question 3.5: On what basis was your ICP grant budget administered? 

The problems regarding financiai administration were not related to the size of 
the ICP. As Table 4.8 shows: 
- German local directors most often (28 %) criticized the delay in the receipt of 

the institutional grant, 



- Italian local directors stated most often (22 %) diiculties with the admini- 
stration of the grant, and 

- Greek local directors complained most frequently (16 %) about unbalanced 
distribution of fimds between Partners. 

Table 4.8 
Considerable Financial Problems, by Country of Respondents (percent*) 

Country of respondents Total 

B D D K  E F G R I  m m  P UK 

Delay in receipt 
of institutional grant 6 28 23 23 15 23 19 12 11 11 19 19 

D i c u l t y  with admi- 
nistration of grant 3 15 3 11 11 17 22 4 7 7 13 12 

Unbalanced distri- 
bution of funds 
betweenpartners 5 8 4 9 8 16 7 9 5 8 9 8 

Question 3.6: Please state the extent to which the following financial problems for your insti- 
tution in particular occurred. 
* Percent responding "1" or "2" on a scale from 1 = "very considerable" to 5 = "not at all". 

As one rnight expect, some of these problems are less likely to affect the depart- 
ments where the local directors are overall coordinators of the ICPs. As Table 
4.9 shows, local directors not in charge of the overall coordination of the ICP 
complained about three times as often about the unbalanced distribution of funds 
between the partners than ICP coordinators did. They also faced problems due to 
a delay in the receipt of the institutional grant more often. 

The majority of local directors voiced satisfaction regarding the dissemina- 
tion of information within the ICP (ratings of 2.1 on average on a scale from 1 = 
"very satisfied" to 5 = "very dissatisfied"), the administration of the ICP grant 
budget (2.2), and the reporting procedures (2.4): 
- 10 percent were dissatisfied (ratings of 4 or 5) with the dissemination of in- 

formation; 
- 14 percent with the administration of the ICP grant budget; and 
- 15 percent with the reporting procedures. 

Greek, Portuguese and Irish ICP local directors were clearly more satisfied than 
others in those respects, as Table 4.10 shows. As regards fields of study, we note 
that local directors in arts and design were clearly least satisfied regarding dis- 
semination of information and regarding reporting procedures, wliile local direc- 
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tors of architecture were least satisfied regarding the administration of the grant 
budget . 

Table 4.9 
Considerable Financial Problems, by Status of Respondents (percent*) 

Status within the ICP Total 

Coordinator Partner 

Delay in receipt of institutional grant 13 22 19 

Difficulty with administration of grant 13 11 12 

Unbalanced distribution of funds between partners 3 10 8 

Question 3.6: P1e.e state the extent to which the following financial problems for your institu- 
tion in particular occurred. 
* Percent responding "1" or "2" on a scale from 1 = "very considerable" to 5 = "not at d" 

Table 4.10 
Satisfaction with the Pramework of the ICP, by Country of Respondents 
(mean*) 

Country of respondents Total 

Dissemination 
of information 

Administration 
of the ICP grant 
budget 2.2 2.3 2.2 2.2 2.3 1.8 2.3 2.0 2.2 2.1 2.2 2.2 

Reporting 
procedures 2.4 2.5 2.6 2.4 2.3 1.9 2.3 2.1 2.6 2.0 2.3 2.4 

Financialmatters 2.5 2.6 2.7 2.7 2.5 2.3 2.9 2.7 2.6 2.3 2.4 2.6 

(n) (157)(450) (75) (225) (394) (60) (205) (65) (165) (69) (479) (2344) 

Question 3.7: How satisfied are you overd regarding the following aspects of this ICP? 

* On a scale from 1 = "very satisfied" to 5 = "very dissatisfied" 

ICP coordinators surveyed were somewhat more satisfied regarding the dissemi- 
nation of information within the ICP than local directors not in charge of the 
overall coordination of the ICP (74 % as compared to 65 %). The same holds 



tme regarding administration of the ICP grant budget (71 % as compared to 
63 %), while ratings on reporting procedures did not differ. 

Only half of the local directors were satisfied (1 or 2 on the five-point-scaie) 
with fmancial matters in general. Italian locai directors were least satisfied in 
this respect (40 %). l0 

l0 Satisfaotion regardingthe 4 aspects oorrelated highly (batween 4 6  and .63). 



Academic Arrangements of the Programmes 

5.1 Selection of Students 

In 6 1 percent of the departments participating in the ERASMUS Programme in 
terms of student exchange, processes of selection were employed in order to 
decide who should take part in study periods abroad within the ERASMUS pro- 
gramme. Five percent of the ICP local directors reported that no selection took 
place because participation was mandatory while 24 percent stated that no se- 
lection was needed, because ail interested students could go. In 6 percent of the 
cases, students were selected on a "first come, first served" basis. Finally, 4 
percent of those sending students abroad did not provide any information about 
the selection procedure. 

Academic achievement of the students were taken into consideration in 59 
percent of all the departments sending students abroad, i.e. almost all of those 
selecting systematically. Also, aspects of the students' motivation and personal- 
ity and their proficiency in the host country language were taken into account 
each in exactly half of the departments and thus in more than three quarters of 
those selecting systematically. Active preparation for the study abroad period 
was a criterion for the selection of the students in 19 percent of the departments, 
i.e. almost one third of those selecting systematically, while other criteria played 
a rninor role. 

At first glance, these fmdings seem to differ substantially fiom those reported 
by ICP coordinators 1989/90,84 percent of whom named academic achievement, 
73 percent motivation and personality, 71 percent host countty language profi- 
ciency, and 34 percent active preparation as selection criteria. The most striking 
difference, however, is due to the fact that some Partners of an ICP did not se- 
lect systematically (because of smaller numbers of students interested) whereas 
other did. Therefore, it is natural that systematic selection will be least often 
stated in a survey addressing individual departments rather than the whole ICP. 



Table 5.1 
Criteria Applied in Selecting the ERASMOS-Students, by FieId of Study (percent of ICP local directors, 
muitiple reply possiile) 

Field of study* Total 

Agr Arc Art Bus Edu Eng Geo Hnm Lau Law Mat Med Nat Soc Com 0th Fra 

Not applicable 4 0 3 1 7 5 2 2 1 9 8 2 2 3 3 0 7 2  5 
Noselectionneeded 36 25 33 10 29 21 24 28 22 17 36 27 27 24 33 39 22 24 
First a plicants 
servec!' 1 2 7 9 3 8 7 4 7 7 3 6 9 5 9 0 7 6  6 
Systematic selection 
applied 44 64 53 66 55 65 69 60 60 69 49 57 61 59 67 53 70 61 
Not ticked 4 4 2 4 3 5 1 2 2 3 7 5 4 5 0 4 0 4  

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

(n) (84) (76) (86) (269) (76) (326) (85) (1 18) (348)(155) (102) (126) (235) (231) (21) (28) (49) (2415) 

Systematic selection criteria: 
Acadernic 
performance 43 58 55 61 50 64 64 64 59 71 51 50 58 61 57 50 69 59 
Language 
proficiency 40 50 50 59 43 55 62 50 42 66 32 48 40 57 52 43 53 50 
Personality 39 53 55 52 53 57 58 44 47 49 41 49 49 55 57 29 49 50 
Activepreparation 17 21 29 17 24 22 13 14 16 22 12 17 14 25 38 14 24 19 
No other support 
schemes 2 4 2 0 3 1 1 4 6 1 0 2 1 2 0 0 8 2  
Social need 0 4 7 3 0 2 0 1 5 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 2 2  
Ability to afford 
additional costs 7 5 1 0 4 7 9 9 9 5 3 2 1 2 9 6 5 7 6 7  

Question 5.1: Which cntena did you apply in selecting your students in this ICP for study abroad? 
* Explanation See Table 5.3 
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Among those 1991/92 ICP local directors stating systematic selection, the indi- 
vidual criteria were almost as frequently stated as arnong ICP coordinators 
1989/90 reporting systematic selection procedures within their ICP. 

Systematic selection processes were most frequently reported by Spanish 
(79 %), Greek (75 %), Italian (71 %) and Portuguese (68 %) local directors. It is 
interesting to note that these four counbies are those countries where ERAS- 
MUS students are awarded the highest ERASMUS grants. 

As Table 5.1 shows, selection differed somewhat according to field of study. 
Systematic selection was least often employed in mathematics (49 %) and most 
often in law as well as in geography and geology (69 % respectively). The in- 
clusion of motivation and personality into the selection criteria varied by field of 
study to a lesser extent (39-58 %) than that of the proficiency in the host country 
language (32-62 %). The humanities and sociai science departments put stronger 
emphasis on the latter than mathematics and natural science departments. The 
fact that host country language proficiency was given different emphasis (as a 
criterion for student selection) in different fields of study cannot be explained by 
the information available. It might indicate a different status for foreign lan- 
guage knowledge and proficiency in each subject area, but it could also reflect 
the importance placed on students' foreign language proficiency in particular 
subject areas. The choice of a particular host country for the study abroad period 
might have had some influence - the respective host country language may al- 
ready be well known (e.g. usually taught in secondary school), or proficiency in 
the host country language might not have been necessary, since students were 
not instructed in the host country language during their study abroad penod. 

5.2 Foreign Language Preparation and Language of Instruction 

Most departments expect incoming ERASMUS students to take all or most of 
the Courses in the language generally used for instruction at the respective insti- 
tution. According to the 1989/90 ICP coordinator survey, students in 65 percent 
of all Partner institutions of the ICP were exclusively taught in the host country 
language, 23 percent partially in the host country language, and only in 12 per- 
Cent in another language. ERASMUS students surveyed in 1990191 reported 
almost identical figures: 65,26 and 9 percent. 

In this survey, 1991/92 ICP local directors were asked to state the language of 
instruction for incoming students. If more than one language was used, they 
were asked to estimate the respective percentages. On the basis of their re- 
sponses, we estimate that altogether about three quarters of the instruction was 



offered on average in the language generally used at the respective institutions 
of higher education. 

The responses by 1991192 ICP local directors also show that on average for 
the partners involved in the ERASMUS Programme, 40 percent of instniction 
was provided in English, 22 percent in French, 17 percent in German, 8 percent 
in Spanish, 7 percent in Italian, and 6 percent in the remaining languages. This 
finding is very similar to that reported by 1990191 ERASMUS students, for 
whom 41 percent of instruction was provided in English, 22 percent in French, 
15 percent in German, 10 percent in Spanish, 7 percent in Italian, and 5 percent 
in the remaining languages. 

The data provided also allow us to examine the extent to which the language 
of the respective country was used for incorning students. On one hand, English 
was the language for 98 percent of the instruction offered by the Irish and Brit- 
ish partner departments involved in the ERASMUS Programmes. On the other 
hand, as Chart 5.1 shows, Danish was the language of instruction for only 19 
percent of instniction offered to ERASMUS students spending the study period 
abroad in Denmark. 

We did not collect exact data on how much of the instruction is provided in a 
third language, i.e. a language different from both, the host country language 
and the mother tongue of the ERASMUS students. According to the 1991192 
ICP local directors, we might estimate that only about 12 percent of the instruc- 
tion was provided in the language of the respective partners and about the Same 
proportion in a third language. l2 

These data show that, as a rule, ERASMUS students are expected to be ca- 
pable to listen, read, write and taik in a foreign language in an academic context, 
even though this language, in many cases, was not taught in school. Most 
ERASMUS students, therefore, are in need of foreign language preparation for 
study during the ERASMUS supported period, 

Foreign language preparatory courses, prior to the ERASMUS-supported 
study period abroad, were provided by 62 percent of the partners. In 1989/90,75 
percent of ICP coordinators reported that foreign language preparatory courses 
were offered within the ICP. Again, the different data do not allow to draw any 
conclusion about the change over time, because within each ICP some partners 
might provide those courses whereas others do not. The responses by local di- 

Actually, if all institutions used the sole or the major language for tho respective country 
and if there was no mix of French and Dutch instniction at Belgian institutions of higher 
education, the figure would be 78.6 percent. 

12 The proportion refers to the langunge of the partner different from thnt of tlio Iiost country. 
For emmple it does not includo courses bught in English to Irish students in thu Unitud 
Kingdom. 
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Table 5.2 
Provision of Foreign Language Preparatory Courses, by Number of Stu- 
dents Sent Abroad (percent of ICP local directors) 

Number of students sent abroad Total 

1-2 3-4 5-6 7-10 1 1 and more 

Yes, at own institution 39 46 49 50 59 46 

Yes, at other institution 8 9 8 9 4 8 

Interna1 and external 
offer of courses 4 7 7 9 9 7 

Yes, not specified 2 1 0 1 1 1 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

( 4  (714) (549) (366) (314) (309) (2252) 

Question 5.2: Do you provide foreign language preparatory courses for your students? 

Altogether, 47 percent of the partner depar&ents provided foreign language 
preparatory courses exclusively at their own institution, 7 percent only exter- 
nally (language school etc.), and 7 percent both intemally and extemally. Danish 
institutions most often relied on external language courses (19 % exclusively 
and 12 % in addition to intemal courses). 

Foreign language preparatory courses were available, on average, for about 
half of the host countries to which the respective partner departments and insti- 
tutions sent students. Actually, 
- among the departments sending students to France, 62 percent provided 

French language courses, and among those sending students to Gennany, 60 
percent provided German language courses. 

- Among those sending students to Italy, 54 percent provided Italian language 
courses. The figure regarding Spain and Spanish tuition was identical to that 
regarding Italy and Italian tuition. Among those sending students to the 
United Kingdom and Ireland, 53 percent and 50 percent respectively pro- 
vided English language courses. 

- Among those sending students to Portugal, 45 percent provided Portuguese 
language courses. The respective figure regarding Greece and Greek was 41 
percent. 

- Among those sending students to Belgium, 37 percent provided French and 
10 percent Dutch language courses. 



5. Academic Arrangements of fhe Programmes 5 9 

- Among those sending students to the Netherlands and Denmark, only 28 per- 
cent and 24 percent provided Dutch and Danish language courses respec- 
tively. 

Of those local directors stating that their department provided foreign language 
preparatory courses, 56 percent reported that the courses were optional. In 18 
percent of the cases, courses were in part optional and in part compulsory - 
mostly depending on the host country to which the students were heading. Fi- 
nally, in 26 percent of the cases, foreign language preparatory courses were 
compulsory for al1 future ERASMUS students. Notably, many students going to 
Germany were required to take foreign language preparatory courses. 

On average, foreign language training provided comprised 63.8 hours. If the 
number of students sent abroad was up to ten, courses comprised about 60 hours, 
whereas 76 hours were provided on average, if more than ten students went 
abroad. 

Among the departments providing foreign language preparatory courses, 25 
percent granted credit for students' foreign language performance - 14 percent 
granted fdl credits and 11 percent partially. British and French departments 
(41 % each) were most inclined to grant credits for foreign language preparatory 
courses. 

Chart 5.2 provides information on differentes of the provision of foreign lan- 
guage preparatory courses according to field of study. Only large fields, in terms 
of the number of partners, are included. Chart 5.2 clearly demonstrates that pro- 
grammes in law and business studies put most emphasis on foreign language 
preparatory courses. 

Local directors were not explicitly asked about the foreign language tr*g 
provisions for incoming ERASMUS students. However, they were asked to state 
in general the extent to which they provided assistance, guidance and advice 
regarding various areas, among them language training. As shown below in 
Table 5.5, 57 percent of the local directors stated that considerable assistance 
was provided in this respect. 

67 percent of all ICP local directors surveyed reported that no ERASMUS 
grants were spent on foreign language preparatory courses. If ERASNUS grants 
were spent, the sum ranged from less than 100 ECU to more than 3,000 ECU 
with about 1,150 ECU on average. British partners (43 %) most often spent part 
of the ERASMUS grant for foreign language preparatory courses. Among those 
partners actually using ERASMUS grants for foreign language preparatory 
courses, British partners spent less than 1,400 ECU on average. This was the 
second largest amount - respective French Programmes spent more than 1,800 
ECU. 



Chart 5.2 
Foreign Language Preparatory Courses in Major Fields of Study (percent of 
ICP local directors) 

Provision of courses Provision of cornpukoty c o u r s ~ ~  
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Question 5.2: Do you provide foreign language preparatory courses for your students? 

Question 5.4: Was attendance of foreign language couises compulsory or optional? 

Question 5.5: How many hours (total) of foreign language preparatory courses did your students 
attending take as a mle? 

Question 5.6: 1s academic credit granted for students' foreign language performance during the pre- 
paratory courses? 

About 20 percent of the departments spending ERASMUS grants on foreign 
language instruction actually used them for the establishment of new courses. A 
further 20 percent used the grant to extend existing provisions, while about 60 
percent stated that they used ERASMUS grants without changing the existing 
range of foreign language provisions. 

Foreign language preparation for study abroad pnmanly takes place at the 
home institution pnor to the study period abroad. According to the ICP coordi- 
nators and ERASMUS students previously surveyed, however, many depart- 
ments offer foreign language courses for incoming ERASMUS students as well. 





1991192 ICP local directors pointed out in this survey that ERASMUS support 
for foreign language preparations played a significant role in providiig oppor- 
tunities for ERASMUS students to continue their language training at the host 
institution. According to the local directors, incoming ERASMUS students com- 
prised about 43 percent and other host students two percent of those benefiting 
fiom this kind of ERASMUS support. 

As Table 5.3 shows, ERASMUS grants for foreign language tuition were 
used most offen by incoming students in foreign language studies and business 
studies. In contrast, outgoing home students were most likely to use ERASMUS 
grants for this purpose if they were studying natural sciences, engineering and 
mathematics. 

5.3 Assistance Provided for Horne and Host Students 

At many institutions and departments participating in the ERASMUS pro- 
gramme, substantial assistance, guidance and advice for home students pnor to 
the study period abroad is a matter of course. Also, assistance, guidance and 
advice provided by the host institution is generally viewed as a factor in success- 
ful study abroad and might be crucial during the first days and weeks abroad. 
Local directors, therefore, were asked to state the extent to which their depart- 
ments and institutions provided assistance, guidance and advice both to their 
home students prior to the study period abroad and to incoming ERASMIJS stu- 
dents. They were given a list of (regarding home students) 12 or (regarding host 
students) 14 areas coverjng academic issues, foreign language Courses, host 
culture and society, and practical and personal matters abroad. 

As regards home students, 78 percent of ICP local directors of departments or 
institutions sending students abroad and responding to this question, actually 
stated that considerable activities involving dissemination of information about 
the ERASMUS Programme were undertaken. About two-thirds each named 
assistance and advice regarding academic matters in general (69 %), regarding 
registration and course selection abroad (67 %) as well as fmancial support 
(67 %).I3 Notably, assistance and advice regarding financial support were pri- 
marily provided for the home students prior to the study period abroad, as a 
comparison between Tables 5.4 and 5.5 shows. 

l3 If respondents stated that assisbnce was provided to a different extent according to the 
host country, the percentage presented here refers to the mean according to host country. 



Table 5.4 
Provision of Assistance to Horne Students Prior to Their Stay Abroad, by Country of Respondents* (percent 
of ICP directors of departments/institutions sending students abroad)** 

Country of respondents Total 

B D D K E  F GR I IRL Ni. P UK 

Information about ERASMUS 
programme 85 80 84 81 77 83 78 69 76 82 73 78 .U 

Registration,couneselection 67 59 63 71 72 77 72 57 68 73 65 67 k 
P 

Accommodation 58 60 44 62 58 61 51 60 61 77 62 59 s. 
Matten regardiig financial 
support 

Other practical matters 

Academic matten 

Work placement matten 

Information about host 
institution / country 

Language training 

The host country in general 

The local commudy 

Personal matten 37 35 25 48 45 47 36 44 40 38 39 40 

Question 5.1 1: To what extent did your departmentlinstitution provide assistance/guidance/advice to your students concerning the 
ERASMUS study period abroad prior to their stay abroad? 
* If assistance differed accordiig to the host country, the percentage presented refers to the mean by host country. 

** Percent responding "1" or "2" on a scale from 1 = "vexy considerable" to 5 = "none". 



Table 5.5 
Provision of Assistance/Guidance/Advice to Incoming Students by Country of Respondents* (percent of ICP 
directors of departments receiving students fiom abroad**) 

Country of respondents Total 

B D DK E F GR I IIU NL P UK 

Information about the 
ERASMUS Programme 64 56 39 61 58 79 68 53 45 78 49 57 
Registration, Course selection 
Accommodation 
Matters regarding students 
financiai report 
Other practicai matten 
Academic matten 
Work placement matten 
Information about your 
institution 
Language training 
Your country in general 
Local cornmunity 
Personal matten 
Social contacts with people 
in your country 35 47 55 51 35 62 53 50 50 52 46 46 
CulturaI, sports, recreational 
activities 47 48 55 57 47 51 42 52 57 41 56 5 1 

Question 62: To what extent did your departrnenthstitution provide assistance/guidance/advice to the incoming students in any of 
foflowing areas? 
* Eassistance differed according to the host country, the percentage presented refers to the mean by host country. 
** Percent respondiig "1" or "2" on a scaie fiom 1 = "vexy considerable" to 5 = "none". 

the 
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As regards host students, the number of departments o f f e ~ g  substantial assis- 
tance and advice was higher than for home students, both for academic issues in 
general as well as registration and course selection. Assistance regarding ac- 
commodation of host students (83 % of the local directors of partner depart- 
ments and institutions receiving students and responding to this question), re- 
garding registration and course selection (82 %) and regarding academic matters 
in general (77 %) were most often rated as considerable.14 

ICP coordinators 1989190 had been asked the Same questions on assistance, 
guidance and advice provided for host students (questions on assistance for 
home students were phrased differently thus not allowing a comparison). Again, 
we note that assistance reported by ICP coordinators looks more impressive than 
that reported by local directors (about five percent higher on average). The most 
substantial difference might be observed regarding advice on academic matters: 
According to the 1989190 ICP coordinators, considerable academic advice for 
host students was provided in 89 percent of the ICPs while the 1991192 ICP 
local directors reported that considerable advice of this kind was provided at 77 
percent of the partner departments. 

ICP coordinators might state considerable activities took place, even if they 
were undertaken only by some of the Partners involved. Therefore, we consider 
the information provided by the local directors more realistic as far as the aver- 
age availability of assistance, guidance and advice for students is concerned. 
This assumption is also supported by the fmding that considerable support both 
for outgoing and incoming students was provided slightly more often in 1991192 
at those departments and institutions where the ICP local director was overall 
coordinator as well. The difference was four percent and three percent across the 
average of the 12 categories provided. Obviously, ICP coordinators are selected 
from the most active departments within an ICP. 

In comparing the responses by 1991192 ICP local directors to those of the 
ERASMUS ICP students surveyed in 1990191, we observe somewhat less fa- 
vourable ratings on the part of the students. As regards those areas in which 
most assistance, guidance and advice was provided and the areas in which least 
support was provided, the students' ratings were similar to the ICP local direc- 
tors' ratings. 

l4 Ag&, if rospondents stated that wsistance was provided to a different extent according to 
tlie Iiost country, the percentage presented here refers to the mean according to host coun- 
try. 



Table 5.6 
Provision of Assistance to Horne Students Prior to Their Study Period Abroad [percent of ai i  remondin~ ICP 
directors of departmentslinstitutions sending students abroad)* 

- .. - - 

Country students are sent to Total 
B D DK E F G I IRL NL P UK 

Information about the 
ERASMSJS Programme 

Regktration, Course selection 
Accommodation 

Matten regarding students' 
hancial support 

Other practical matters 

Academic matters 

Wo& placement matten 

Information about host 
institution~country 

The host country in gened 

The local community 

Personal matten 

Qnestion 5.1 1: To what extent did your department~institution provide assistance/guidance/advice to your students concerninp the 
JZRASMüS study period abroad prior to their stay abroad? 

* Percent responding "1" or "2" on a scale fiom 1 = "very considerable" to 5 = "none". 
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The amount of assistance and advice provided for home and for host students 
varied considerably according to the subject area of the ICPs. In comparing the 
average level of assistance and advice across all aspects, we note that the highest 
level of support was provided - according to the local directors - in business 
studies (63 % considerable assistance and advice to outgoing home students and 
65 % to incoming students). On the other hand, the mean percentage of consid- 
erable assistance and advice was relatively low in the case of architecture (45 
and 46 % respectively) as well as in communication and information sciences 
(44 and 44 % respectively). 

Provision of assistance and advice for students prior to the study period 
abroad differed to a moderate extent according to the host country ERASMUS 
students eventually went to.15 As Table 5.6 indicates, students going to Den- 
mark and to Germany most often received considerable assistance and advice 
prior to the study penod abroad (60 % and 58 % respectively on average of the 
12 categones according to the local directors' assessment), while those going to 
Greece received least assistance and advice (59 % on average). 

Similarly, provision of assistance and advice to incoming ERASMUS stu- 
dents was not provided evenly according to the students' host country. Again, 
differences were relatively small.16 Danish students were most often provided 
assistance and advice by the hosting department according to the host depart- 
ments' ICP directors (63 %). In contrast, Dutch students were provided assis- 
tance and advice least frequently (56 %), as Table 5.7 indicates. 

Peer students might play a very important role as advisors for ERASMUS 
students. They obviously play such a role not only on their own initiative, but 
many of them are explicitly asked to advise future ERASMUS students. ICP 
local directors were asked: "To what extent were students actively involved in 
preparing the 1991192 students?" The questions did not delineate clearly whether 
informal individual activities are excluded or included. As Table 5.8 shows, 
ERASMUS students of previous years played a considerable role in 36 percent 
of the institutions and departments in preparing later generations of ERASMUS 
students. Also ERASMUS students from partner institutions were involved in 
the preparation at 24 percent of the departments and institutions. Former ERAS- 

l5 This could be measured, first, by taking into account the respective host country partners 
the respective ICP director's departments sent students to. This measure was applied, if the 
ICP directors reported the sameassistance and advice to all home students - irrespective of 
the country they went to. ICP directors, however, were asked to state the extent of assis- 
tance and advice provided to students separately according to each host country, if in fact 
assistance and advice varied according to host country. 

l6 The same methods of analysing differences regarding host students were employed as in 
the question on provision of assistance and advice for home students prior to the study pe- 
riod abroad. 



Table 5.7 
Provision of Assistance/Guidance/Advice to Incoming Students (percent of all responding ICP directors of 
departments/institutions receiving students from abroad*) 

- -- - --- - - - 

Sending countnes Total 

B D DK E F G I IRL L NL P UK 

Information about the 
ERASMUS Programme 59 
Registration, Course selection 83 
Accommodation 82 
Mattes regarding students 
financial report 26 
W e r  practical matten 68 
Academic matten 77 
Work placement mattes 55 
Information about your institution 60 
Language training 48 
Your country in general 39 

Personal matten 49 
Social contacts with people 
in your country 52 
Cuitural, sports, recreational 
activities 56 

Question 62: To what extent did your departmentiinstitution provide assistance/guidance/advice to the incoming students in any of the 
following areas? 
* Percent respondiig "1" or "2" on ascale fiom 1 = "very considerable" to 5 = "none". 
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MUS students or current host ERASMUS students are less fiequently involved 
in the preparation of future generations of ERASMUS students, if the number of 
ERASMUS students at the respective department is very small. By and large, 
ERASMUS students in humanities and social sciences are more likely to be 
involved in preparation of the future ERASMUS students than science and engi- 
neering students. 

Support for accommodation is considered as one of the most essential but 
also as one of the most difficult and time-consurning activities host institutions 
undertake for ERASMUS-students. As Table 5.9 shows, diverse activities were 
employed by the host departments and host institutions: 
- 61 percent provided rooms in university owned halls of residence to (all or 

part of their) ERASMUS host students; 
- 29 percent rented private rooms and departments for incoming students in 

advance; 
- 28 percent gave active help in fmding accommodation upon abival; 
- 19 percent made arrangements in halls of residence not owned by the institu- 

tion of higher education; 
- 18 percent arranged room swaps between incoming and outgoing students. 

Notably, Dutch (33 %), Belgian (32 %), Danish (29 %) and German (27 %, 
as compared 8-15 % of the other countries) departments and institutions were 
active in this way; 

- 14 percent reserved provisional accommodation upon axrival; 
- 14 percent gave information on accommodation but left students to make 

their own arrangements; 
- 2 percent stated other arrangements; and 
- 2 percent explicitly stated that they did not provide assistance regarding ac- 

cohmodation. l7 

In aggregating the responses we note that 95 percent of the departments provide 
accommodation for at least part of the incoming students. Only five percent left 
all the bwden of the search for accommodation to the students themselves. 

1991192 ICP local directors stated that on average they provided student ac- 
commodation in halls of residence (irrespective of university ownership or not) 
to 57.6 percent of the students. 51 percent of the ERASMUS students 1988189 
responding to a questionnaire stated that they had lived in university accommo- 
dation, compared with 49 percent for 1990191 ERASMUS students. Although 
we assume that local directors tend to overestimate the proportion of students 
provided accommodation in halls of residence to some extent, as obviously 

l7  Two percent of ICP directors of departmenis and institutions receiving students did not 
respond. 



1989190 ICP coordinators did as well, it is possible that a moderate increase of 
accommodation in halls of residence might have occurred. In Chart 5.3, ICP 
local directors' responses regarding 1991192 are compared to those made by 
ERASMUS students 1990191. Boih studies confinn ihat accommodation in halls 
of residence is provided least fi-equently in Spain, while in France, the United 
Kingdom and Germany accomrnodation in halls of residence is provided for a 
relatively large proportion of incoming students. 

According to the 1991192 ICP local directors, Greek, Dutch and Belgian insti- 
tutions played a much stronger role in providing accomrnodation in halls of 
residence &an 1990191 students' responses suggested. 

Table 5.8 
Other ERASMUS Students' Involvement in Preparing the 1991192 ERAS- 
MUS Students, by Field of Study (percent of ICP local directors)" 

Home institution's Current incoming 
previous ERASMUS students ERASMUS students 

Agricultural sciences 

Architecture 

Art and design 

Business studieslmanagement sciences 

Educatiodteacher training 

Engineeringltechnology 

Geography/geology 

Humanities 

Languageslphilological sciences 

Law 

Mathematics/informatics 

Medical sciences 

Natural sciences 

Social sciences 

Communicatiodinformation sciences 

Other areas of study 

Framework agreements in various areas of study 

Total 36 24 

Q""D" 5.10 To what extont wero students actively involvcd in preparing ths 1991192 
E SMUS students? 
* Percent responding "1" or "2" on a scale from 1 - "to it groat extontu to 5 "not ut all", 



Tabk 5.9 
Assi ince  in Accommodation Matters for the Incoming Students, by Country of Respondents 
Qxrcena muItipIe reply possible) 

Country of respondents Totd 
B D DK E F GR I IRL NL P UK 

Rooms m university ouned 
halk of residence 

Arrangements in othex haiis 
of residence 
Private rooms 

Room exchange 

Active help for students 

I n f o d o n  for students 
Provisional accommodation ff 
memed 12 10 5 33 11 6 21 28 12 5 14 14 'a 

Wer assistance 1 3 5 2 3 6 4 1 2 3 2 3 5 
Not ticked 1 5 1 2 1 3 5 0 4 3 1 2 3 3 

E 
Total 197 193 189 212 181 157 219 193 199 208 175 191 

(U) (156) (440) (76) (217) (445) (63) (221) (72) (171) (65) (502) (2428) 

Question 6.3: How did your institution/department handle the accommodation of the incoming students? 



Chart 5.3 
Proportion of incoming ERASMUS Students Provided University Accom- 
modation According to the 1991192 ICP Local Directors' Estimates in Com- 
parison to 1990191 Students' Statements, hy Host Country 
(percentage of students) 

- 
0 ICP directon 1991192 92ERASMUS students 1990191 

B D DK E F GR I IRL NL P UK 

Host country 

Question 6.3: How did your institution/department handle the accommodation of  the incoming 
students? (multiple reply possible) 
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5.4 Host Students' Study Activities 

A high degree of curricular integration is undoubtedly reached, when a study 
period abroad is a mandatory component of the course programme for all stu- 
dents enrolled. This holds tme for 13 percent of the partner departments and 
institutions according to the 1991192 ICP local directors responses. A further 5 
percent stated that study abroad is mandatory for some areas and subspecialisa- 
tions, while 82 percent reported that study abroad was optional. 

21 percent of the 1989190 ICP coordinators stated that the study abroad pe- 
riod was a mandatory component of the course programme for students either in 
all or in some of the participating departments. 23 percent ticked the statement 
"The ICP is a more or less jointly agreed course programme at all or at least sev- 
erd of the participating departmental units." Again, we might assume that this 
differente is most likely due to the fact that in some ICPs study abroad was only 
mandatory at some partner institutions, but optional at others. Thus, the re- 
sponses by the local directors might be more realistic. 

Table 5.10 
Status of the Study Period Abroad Within the Overall Degree Course, by 
Country of Respondents (percent) 

Country of respondents Total 

B D DK E F GR I IRL NL P UK 

Mandatory part of 
courseprogramme 13 5 5 9 18 18 3 13 7 11 27 13 

Mandatory for sub- 
specialisation or in 
SOme Course pro- 
grammes 5 4 4 3 3 8 0 2 5 5 1 1  5 

Optional 82 91 91 88 79 73 96 85 88 83 62 82 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

( 4  (157)(473) (79) (241) (389) (67) (230) (52) (156) (72) (406) (2322) 

Question 4.1: 1s the study period abroad within this ICP compulsory or optional for your stu- 
dents? Please tick one box only. 

As Table 5.10 shows, mandatory study abroad penods were most common at 
British departments involved in ICPs (27 %) and least common in Italian (3 %), 
Danish and German departments (5 % each). British departments most often opt 



for a mandatory period in order to assure that those studying abroad do not have 
to study longer than those not studying abroad: they either tend integrate the 
study period into the regular duration of a course programme or to extend the 
whole course programme by one year in order to accornmodate the study period 
abroad on top of what is generally studied at home. In contrast, individual pro- 
longation of study due to the study period abroad is of lesser concem in coun- 
tnes in which some prolongation of the overall period of study is quite custom- 
W .  

Mandatory study periods abroad were most frequent in a few fields of study 
such as business studies, foreign language studies and laws (see Table 5.11). 

In addition, 1991192 ICP local directors were asked about differences in par- 
ticipation in the course programme between incoming students and (home) stu- 
dents at their institution. 55 percent of ICP directors responding to this question 
stated that incoming students had more or less the sarne course load as home 
institution students, in 21 percent of the departments host students followed 
fewer courses than customary in the regular course programme for home stu- 
dents, and 4 percent host students took more courses. The figures do not add up 
to 100 percent - one reason being that a substantial number of ERASMUS stu- 
dents spent most of their time abroad on individual study. A course load more or 
less equivalent to that for home students was most cornmon for students spend- 
ing the ERASMUS supported study period in the United Kingdom (69 % of the 
respective departments) and in Denmark (62 %), while it was least common for 
those going to Greece (30 %), as Table 5.12 shows. 

Some students took courses abroad which were provided for the home institu- 
tion students at an earlier level of study; 11 percent of the local directors re- 
ported this practice; most commonly for ERASMUS students spending the study 
period abroad in Germany (20 %). It should be noted in this context that 
1990191 ERASMUS students going to Germany more frequently stated that they 
took more demanding courses in the host country than at home, in contrast to 
students going to other EC countries. 

In addition, ERASMSJS host students faced some restriction in the choice of 
courses at 20 percent of departments. This was most often the case in Spain 
(30 %), the Netherlands and Greece (28 % and 27 % respectively). 
17 percent of the local directors stated that special courses for foreign students 
were offered. This was most common in Denmark (36 %), the Netherlands 
(29 %), Belgium (27 %) and Greece (24 %) - notably, if ERASMUS students 
were not expected to learn the host country language. Arnong the 199019 1 stu- 
dents surveyed, 13 percent stated that all the courses they took were especially 
for foreign students - notably a high proportion of those studying in Greece, 
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Denmark and Portugal. A fiu-ther 25 percent of students stated that they took 
some courses abroad provided especially for foreign students. 

At 26 percent of the departments, ERASMUS students spent more time on 
individual study than home students. This arrangernent was certainly chosen in 
part, but not exclusively in those cases in which ERASMUS students could not 
participate in courses provided in the host countty language, for it was most 
often reported by Greek (38 %), Dutch (37 %), irish (35 %), Portuguese (34 %), 
and Danish and Italian (34 % and 33 %) ICP local directors. 

The proportion of 1991192 ICP local directors reporting that host students 
took more or less the same course load did not differ significantly from the pro- 
portion of 1989190 ICP coordinators stating the same for the whole ICP (56 %). 
In contrast, 1989190 ICP coordinators had stated more frequently almost all the 
categories refening to different activities on the part of host students. For ex- 
ample, fewer courses were stated by 25 percent of the 1989/90 ICP coordinators 
(as compared to 21 % of the 1991192 local directors), and special courses for 
host students by 22 percent (as compared to 18 %). Again, these findings do not 
provide any evidence for a change over time, but seem more likely to be due to 
the fact that ICP coordinators name a variety of different solutions within the 
ICP which do not occur at all the individual departments of the respective ICP.18 

It should be noted that the proportion of departments where incoming 
ERASMUS students took more or less the same course load as home students 
did not differ as much according to the field of study as it did according to 
countty. However, we observe striking differentes by field of study regarding 
the proportion of departments providing special courses to foreign students and 
those expecting host students to spend more time on individual study. As Table 
5.13 shows, more than a quarter of the departments in education, law, business 
studies, framework agreements and foreign languages offered special courses to 
host students, in contrast to less than 10 percent in mathematics, natural sci- 
ences, engineering, hmanities as well as art and design. ERASMUS students 
were expected to spend more time on individual study notably in natural sei- 
ences, a@culme and engineering as well as geography arid geolog~ (at more 
#an 40 % of the respective departments). This practice was least frequenfly 
encouraged in business studies and law (less than 10 % each). 

The ICP coordinators among the 1991192 ICP local directors sunteyed did not state more 
frequentiy restricted choice of courses, fewer courses, courses on lower level and special 
Courses for host students than ICP local direotors did not being in charge of the overall ICP 
CO-~rdinati~n. This supports the view that 1989189 ICP coordinators referred to the range 
of practice within their ICP. 



Table 5.11 
Status of the Study Period Abroad Within the Overall Degree Course, by Field of Study (percent) 

Field of study Total 

Agr Arc Art Bus Edu Eng Geo Hum Lan Law Mat Med Nat Soc Com 0th Fra 

Mandatory part of 
courseprogramme 11 8 7 24 11 9 6 9 18 18 9 12 10 9 5 23 4 13 

Mandatoly for sub- 
specialisation or 
111 some Course 
Programmes 8 0 0 9 8 4 1 4 6 4 3 3 7 5 ' 0 4 6  5 

Optional 81 92 93 67 81 87 93 86 76 77 87 85 84 87 95 73 90 82 
P- - - 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Agr = Agricultural sciences Geo = Geography, geology Nat = Natural sciences 
Arc = Architecture, urb. and reg. planning Hum = Humanities Soc = Social sciences 
Art = Art and design Lan = Languages, philological sciences Com = Communication and information SC. 
Bus = Business studies, management sciences Law = Law 0th = Other areas of study 
Edu = Education, teacher training Mat = Mathematics, informatics Fra = Framework agreernents in various 
Eng = Engineering, technology Med = Medical sciences areas of study 

Question 4.1: 1s the study period abroad withii this ICP compulsory or optional for your students? Please tick one box only. 



Tabk 5.12 
Differcace Betwten Incoming md 0n.n Studcnts in Course Programme Partieipation, by Country of 
Rtspomrdents Qercent of ICP directors of deparments/institutions rccciving studcnts fronl abroad, 
muiriplle re& posnile) 

Counts. sf respandents 'Sottil 
I P D D K E  F GR I IKL NI I' IJR 

Samc conxse Ioad for hast 
"n 

stodcnfs 42 52 62 52 43 30 52 50 47 35 SI Ci 

Restrictcd choice fer host E 
d e n %  23 21 18 30 24 27 14 13 28 17 13 20 $ 
F~mcourscsforhoststudcnts 33 20 18 29 28 21 16 21 16 12 12 20 $ 
More canxses for host students 1 5 1 4 4 0 5 4 2 0 5 4 4 
Courses on lowa level 10 20 3 7 12 0 1 4 8 2 12 11 1 
S p e c i l  couxses far host studenis 27 16 36 3 21 24 8 14 29 X 14 17 G- 

Individual study 27 17 34 31 23 38 33 35 37 34 23 26 C 
Q, 
0 

W e r  diierencesin courses 4 12 21 5 10 16 8 3 15 5 9 10 
Not tieked 3 5 5 4 7 6 9 3 2 14 2 5 

Total 169 168 199 164 171 162 139 146 187 126 158 164 

Question 6.1: In what way, if any, did the ineoming students participation in the Course Programme at your institution differ from thnt of 
your stndents at your institution? 



Table 5.13 
Differente Between Incoming and Own Students in Course Programme Participation, by Field of Study 
(percent of ICP directors of departments/institutions receiving students from abroad; multiple reply possible) 

Field of study Total 

Agr Arc Art Bus Edu Eng Geo Hum Lan Law Mat Med Nat Soc Com 0th Fra 

Same course load 
forhoststudents 43 47 55 57 42 49 44 50 55 49 53 66 44 55 54 48 69 52 

Restricted choice 
forhoststudents 7 23 14 20 28 15 26 21 25 28 16 17 15 25 25 13 14 20 

Fewer courses 
forhoststudents 14 23 15 25 25 10 18 24 24 34 19 10 15 19 33 17 19 20 

More courses 
forhoststudents 0 4 4 3 4 3 2 3 8 2 2 0 3 6 13 4 0 4 

Courses on lower 
level 5 10 4 16 9 6 10 11 15 16 16 5 4 9 8 13 19 11 

Special courses 
forhoststudents 11 20 8 27 30 7 13 9 26 28 3 13 4 18 13 17 33 17 

Individualstudy 48 28 25 6 39 43 43 26 14 9 24 24 49 20 21 26 14 26 

Other differentes 
in  courses 4 14 12 12 19 8 10 11 9 6 6 14 6 9 21 9 5 10 

Not ticked 1 1 7 1 2 4 2 4 6 3 4 4 9 5 5 1 4 9 5  5 

Total 143 177 148 170 199 146 173 158 180 176 148 155 147 163 192 157 179 164 

( 4  (81) (81) (85) (279) (89) (316) (88) (115) (355) (160) (97) (128) (227) (238) (24) (23) (42) (2428) 

* Explanation see Table 5.1 1 
Question 6.1: In what way, if any, did the incoming students participation in the course Programme at your institution differ from that of 
your students at your institution? 
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5.5 Certification 

The importance of the academic study period abroad is underscored by the fact 
that ERASMUS students at 70 percent of the departments received some kind of 
written certification about their study period abroad upon graduation. As Table 
5.14 shows, some ICP local directors named more than one way of certification: 
- at 8 percent of the partner departments and institutions, a double degree was 

awarded, i.e. degree both by the respective host and home institutions; 
- at 9 percent of the departments and institutions, a joint certificate was issued 

by the home and host institutions; 
- 21 percent reported the attestation of the study period abroad in the degree 

document; 
- 35 percent reported a separate attestation; and 
- 10 percent named other ways of certification. 

Formal certification is least frequent in architecture: only half of the respective 
local directors stated some kind of formal certification. In contrast, more than 
three quarters of the law and business studies provided some kind of formal 
certification. In the latter two subjects, certification both by the home and host 
institutions was most often awarded, while a double degree was the dominant 
pattern in business studies and a joint certificate in law. 

As Table 5.15 indicates, national modes of degree-granting and certification 
come into play as well. Formal certification was undertaken by more than 80 
percent of the partner departments and institutions in Denmark, Spain, Belgium, 
Greece and the Netherlands on the one hand and on the other by less than 60 
percent of the German, British and Portuguese departments. In comparison 
across the countries, a double degree was clearly more often granted at French 
partner departments and institutions (16 %), while a joint certificate was more 
frequent at Greek (21 %) and Belgian departments and institutions (20 %). 

Certification is more likely to be undertaken if the number of students sent 
abroad is large. 68 percent of local directors where the departments sent only 
one or two students abroad reported some kind of certification of the study pe- 
riod abroad upon graduation, compared with 86 percent of respondents where 
the departments sent more than 10 students abroad. The number of partners 
involved, however, does not determine the practice of awarding any kind certifi- 
cation. 

A double degree, however, is most likely to be awarded in networks with a 
small number of partners sending large numbers of students abroad. A double 
degree was twice as often awarded in ICP comprising only two or three partners 
(13 %) than in those comprising more partners. It was most often awarded, if the 
partners sent more than 10 students abroad (20 %). 



Table 5.14 
Type of Formal Certification of the Studies Undertaken Abroad, by Field of Study (percent of ICP directors of 
departments/inStitutions sending students abroad; multiple reply possibly) 

Field of study Total 

Agr Arc Art Bus Edu Eng Geo Hum Lan Law Mat Med Nat Soc Com 0th Fra 

No formal 
certification 33 49 34 19 22 27 22 34 38 12 33 31 33 32 29 21 31 30 

Double degree 0 3 6 1 7 3 1 4 4 4 4 1 0 8 0 8 5 5 2 1 6  8 

Jointcertificate 11 5 2 15 21 9 7 6 6 18 11 7 4 10 10 11 10 9 

Attestationindegreelg 9 12 28 9 24 32 23 18 30 19 22 19 20 19 14 22 21 

Attestation separate 
fium degree 31 26 40 36 34 28 40 31 35 50 29 27 29 42 57 21 41 35 

Othercertification 11 13 17 10 20 10 12 14 8 8 7 14 10 4 14 18 6 10 

Not ticked 7 4 2 4 8 6 9 6 7 1 7 8 7 6 0 7 8  6 
- 

Total 112 109 113 131 117 120 126 118 115 130 114 110 111 119 133 114 124 119 

(n) (84) (76) (86) (269) (76) (326) (85) (1 18) (348) (155) (102) (126) (235) (231) (21) (28) (49) (2415) 

Agr = Agncultural sciences Geo = Geography, geology Nat = Natural sciences 
Arc = Architecture, urb. and reg. planning Hum = Humanities Soc = Social sciences 
Art = Art and design Lan = Languages, phiiological sciences Com = Communication and information SC. 
Bus = Business studies, management sciences Law = Law 0 th  = Other areas of study 
Edu = Education, teacher training Mat = Mathematics, informatics Fra = Framework agreements in various 
Eng = Engineering, technology Med = Medical sciences areas of study 

Question 9.1: What formal written certification do students fiom your institution receive upon graduation for their studies undertaken 
abroad in the h e w o r k  of this ICP? 



Tmbk 5.15 
Type of  FomaiI Certification of the Studies Undertaken Abroad, by Country of Respondents (percent of ICP 
dnectors of departmentslinstitutions sending students abroad, multiple reply possible) 

Country of respondents Total 

B D D K E  F GR I IRL NL P UK 

So fwmal certification 16 44 11 13 25 15 36 35 16 36 38 30 
9 

Double degree 4 8 6 9 16 1 1 4 5 4 7 8 A 

Joint certificate 20 6 7 9 10 21 5 7 11 13 8 9 8 E?- 
Atksbtion in d e m  39 13 47 26 23 11 19 12 36 8 15 21 d 0' 
AäestaIionseparatefi.omdegree27 27 46 49 31 44 30 44 52 26 33 35 $, 

Other ceriification 9 12 9 11 I0 17 15 4 8 13 7 10 
1 

Not ticked 6 5 7 3 5 10 5 4 9 10 7 6 1 
Toial 120 116 133 120 121 120 111 109 137 110 115 119 

$ 
% 

(4 (163) (486) (81) (251) (404) (71) (236) (57) (166) (72) (428) (2415) % 

Question 9.1: What formal written certification do students fiom your institution receive upon graduation for their studies undertaken 
2 

abroad in the fiamework of this ICP? 3 9 

3 





Achievements and Problems 

6.1 Academic Problems Students Face During the Study Period Abroad 

ICP local directors were asked to state the extent to which their students faced 
academic problems during their ERASMUS supported study period abroad as 
well as the extent to which incoming ERASMUS students faced academic 
problems at the local director's department. In contrast to the students' surveys 
undertaken in previous years, ICP local directors were not asked about the stu- 
dents' problems regarding living and study conditions as weil as regarding social 
contacts. 

As regards incoming students, local directors most often observed problems 
in coping with courses and subsequent esaminations in a foreign language: 14 

8 and 15 percent respectively each stated "1" or "2" on a scale from 1 = "very 
serious problems" to 5 = "no problems at all".19 As Table 6.1 shows, other acade- 
mic problems of incoming students were stated by 9 to 12 percent of the respon- 
dents each: 12 percent regarding differentes in teaching and leaming methods; 
10 percent due to too high academic level of courses at the host institution; and 
9 percent regarding the class and group size. Matters of recognition were stated 
by only 6 percent of the local directors. Finally, 2 percent reported that incom- 
ing students had problems because the academic level of courses was too low. 

Asked about their own students' academic problems abroad, local directors 
clearly perceived fewer problems. On average across six areas, 11 percent of the 
local directors both sending students abroad and hosting ERASMUS students 
stated problems for incoming students but, as Table 6.2 indicates, only 6 percent 
for tlleir students during the study period abroad. Notably, foreign language 
problems (14 and 15 % as compared 7 and 9 %) as well as too high academic 

19 ICP locnl dirootors woro nskod to stnto problems speoifically regarding enoli liost oountry. 
Tlio data prosontod in Table 6.1 aiid 6.2 rofer to tlie uverayo of problems stnted for dl liost 
c»uiitrios \vliilo Tublos 6.4 md 6,5 rofor to individual liost counüies. 



Table 6.1 03 
P 

Academic Problems Encountered by Incoming Students According to the ICP Local Directors, by Country of 
Respondents (percent of ICP Directors of departmentslinsiitutions receivhg students from abroad)* 

Country of respondents Total 
B D DK E F GR 1 I R Z . m  P UK 

Mattes of recognition, 
credit transfer 1 7 9 4 5 8 10 3 9 8 4 6 

Courses inaforeignlanguage 13 20 26 18 17 18 15 5 15 27 4 14 

Examinations in a foreign 
language 15 26 26 18 17 8 14 2 12 22 4 15 

Academic level of courses 
too high 7 18 5 10 17 16 10 0 8 9 3 10 

Academic level of courses 
too low 1 2 3 1 3 13 3 0 2 3 2 2 

Dierences in teaching! 
leaming methods 9 21 5 10 14 13 14 2 12 11 5 12 

DiEerences in class/group size 1 17 6 13 11 21 13 0 6 12 3 9 

( 4  (128) (350) (58) (189) (363) (40) (164) (65) (135) (44) (450) (1986) 

Question 6.5: To what extent did the incoming students typicaily encounter major academic problems in any of the following areas 
during their study peüod abroad? 

* Percent responding "1" or "2" on a scale from 1 = "very serious problem" to 5 = "no problems at ail" 
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level (10 % as compared to 4 %) were observed more frequently for incoming 
students than for their own students during the study period abroad. 

On average across the categories, 1989190 ICP coordinators stated serious 
academic problems on the part of the ERASMUS students as frequently as 
1991192 ICP local directors did regarding incoming ERASMUS students. There 
are some differences, however, according to individual categories, as Table 6.3 
shows. In contrast, 1990191 ERASMUS students themselves clearly differed in 
their perception of academic problems. They stated fewer problems regarding 
too high academic level of courses and regarding examinations to be taken in a 
foreign language?O but stated far more frequently problems regarding recogni- 
tion. We might conclude that recognition problems are relatively frequent and 
mostly artificial according to the students, but infrequent, and, if present at all, 
well-founded according to the local directors. 

According to the local directors' views, ERASMUS students' problems seem 
to differ dramatically according to the host country. This is visible, first, by 
differences according to local directors' country in respect to their reports of 
incoming students' p r o b l e m ~ . ~ ~  On average across six possible academic prob- 
 lern^,^^ including the utilisation of a foreign language in an academic context, 
Irish ICP local directors stated only 2 percent and British local directors only 4 
percent of students had problems, while in contrast German local directors stated 
18 percent (cf. Table 6.1). Similarly, local directors reported only 3 percent 
problems on average for their students going to Ireland and 5 percent for stu- 
dents sent to the United Kingdom. According to this measure (cf. Table 6.4), 
however, ICP local directors perceived most academic problems on the part of 
ERASMUS students going to Greece (13 % on average of the six categories) and 
to Italy (1 1 %). As regards Ireland and United Kingdom, few problems emerged 
regarding foreign language competence, learning conditions and too high aca- 
demic level. It should be noted, though, that local directors slightly over propor- 
tionally stated problems faced by their students going to Ireland and United 
Kingdom regarding too low academic level of courses (7 % as compared to 5 % 
on average of all ERASMUS students, see Table 6.4).23 Altogether, the inter- 
nationally wide-spread knowledge of English, the education-minded academic 

20 In this comparison, statements by ICP local directors regarding their own students while 
studying abroad are excluded, because they seem to be less realistic than their perception 
of problems faced by incoming students. 

21 Differentes according to field of study were smaller and seem to be spurious, i.e. primarily 
due to different home and host country distributions. 

22 "Academic level of courses too low" is excluded in the aggregate Score reported here and 
elsewhere in this section because the nature of the problem obviously is quite different. 

23 This was slightly more often stated regarding students going to Greece (9 %) as well as 
France, Italy and Spain (8 % each). 



Table 6.2 
Academic Problems Encountered by Own Students According to the ICP Local Directors, by Country of 
Respondents (percent of ICP Directors of departmentslinstitutiom sending students abroad)* 

Countsy of respondent Total 

Matters of recognition, 
credit transfer 2 5 4 5 6 7 5 3 4 4 3 5 

Courses in a foreign language 5 5 8 9 6 5 3 5 4 10 15 7 

Exambations in a foreign 
1aWFage 3 7 12 12 7 8 9 2 4 18 17 9 

Academic level of courses 
too high 2 3 0 3 5 5 1 0 2 4 8 4 

Academic level of courses 
too low 1 6 10 2 8 0 5 0 4 8 5 5 

Differences in teachingl 
learning methods 4 10 14 6 9 2 7 2 12 9 17 10 

Differentes in classlgroup size 3 3 8 3 5 6 3 0 6 8 13 6 

( 4  (140) (400) (62) (218) (326) (60) (201) (44) (126) (59) (367) (2003) 

Question 5.12: To what extent did your students typicaliy encounter major academic problems in any of the following areas d u h g  their 
study penod abroad? 

* Percent responding "1" or "2" on a scale fiom 1 = 'vexy serious problem" to 5 = "no problem at ail". 



Table 6.3 
Academic Problems Encountered by ERASMUS Students - A Comparison of Different Views (percentage)* 

Own students ' Incoming students Students Students' Students' 
abroad according according to according to self reporiing seifreporiing 

to ICP local ICP local ICP coordinators 1990191 1988189 
directors 1991192 directors 1991192 1989190 

Matters of recognition, 
credit transfer 5 

Taking courses in a foreign 
language 7 

Taking examinations in 
a foreign language 9 

Academic level of 
courses (too high)*** 4 

Differences in teachingl 
leaming methods 10 

Differentes in classlgroup size 6 9 

* Percent responding "1" or "2" on a scale from 1 = "very serious problem" to 5 = "no problem at all". ** Category not included in the respective questionnaire. *** In the ICP directois survey 1991192 "too high" was added, whiie the other surveys addressed the academic level in general. 



environment and the not-too-demanding academic level of British and Irish insti- 
tutions seem to ease study periods in Ireland and the United Kingdom according 
both the ICP coordinators of the two countries as well as of the other EC mem- 
ber states. 

Students' problems also seem to differ according to the country of the home 
institutioa British ICP local directors reported most fkequently problems of their 
own students during their study period abroad (12 % percent on average of the 
six categories), followed by Porhguese respondents (9 %), while Belgian stu- 
dents seemed to face least problems according to their local directors (3 %). 
Similarly, all local directors where asked about the extent incoming ERASMUS 
students from each EC member state faced academic problems while studying at 
their department. According to this measure (6. Table 6.5), 
- Irish and British students most frequently faced serious problems abroad 

(20 % and 17 % on average of the six categories); 
- Greek, Italian and Spanish students faced more than average problems; 
- Dutch, German, Belgian, Portuguese, and French students faced fewer than 

average problems; and 
- Danish students faced least frequently serious problems (4 %). 

British and Irish students seem to face more problems abroad in part due to 
problems of foreign language proficiency. They also seem to be more disap- 
pointed about the contrasts of teaching and leaming between the host and the 
home institutions, and they perceive less assistance and guidance abroad. Some 
of them seem to face academically more demanding Course Programmes abroad. 

It should be noted that 1990191 ERASMUS students sweyed confirm these 
differences according to country, by and large, though the proportion of students 
stating problems differ substantially from the respective proportion among the 
local directors. There are some differences according to country, but the student 
s w e y  confirms that ERASMUS students going to Ireland and the United King- 
dom reported least academic and foreign language problems, and in conversely, 
British and Irish ERASMUS students reported most academic and foreign lan- 
guage problems while studying abroad. 



Table 6.4 
Academic Problems Encountered by Own Students Going to Different Countries - According to the ICP 
Local Directors (percent of ali respondents of departments/institutions sending students abroad)* 

Students going to Total 

B D D K  E F G I I R Z . N L  P U R  

Matters of recognition, 
credit transfer 4 5 3 8 5 9 6 3 5 3 5 5  

Courses inaforeignlanguage 7 11 18 12 7 22 12 4 13 16 4 7 

Examinations in a foreign P\ 

language 10 14 6 12 11 25 11 6 12 15 6 9 b 
Academic level of courses $ 
too high 3 6 8 4 6 1  6 0 3 5 2 4  

Academic level of courses 
I 
9 

too low 5 3 4 8 8 9 8 7 4 0 7 5  ¿: 

Differentes in teachingl 
9 
Q. 

leaming methods 7 11 10 16 14 18 19 5 7 7 8 10 'U 3 
Differentes in classl Z 
group size 6 7 5 9 1 1  5 1 4 2 3 3 3 6  $ 

Question 5.12: To what extent did your students typically encounter major academic problems in any of the following areas during their 
study period abroad? 

* Percent responding 1 or 2 on a scale from 1 = "very serious problem" to 5 = "no problems at all" 



Table 6.5 
Academic Problems Encountered by Incoming Students from Different Countries - According to the ICP 
Local Directors (percent of departmentslinstitutions receiving students Com abroad)* 

Students corning fiom Total 

B D D R  E F G R  I E N L  P U K  

Mattem of recognition,credit transfer 8  10 3  9 6 9 1 4 8 6 4 6  6  

Courses in a foreign language 10 9  9  21 9 22 16 23 7  13 30 14 

Examinations in a foreign language 9  9  7  21 13 27 19 28 9 16 29 15 

Academic level of courses too high 7 4 3 1 1  9  10 8 24 4  10 20 10 

Academic level of courses too low 5  2  1 4 2  1 1 4 3 0 3  2  

DBerences in teachindlearning 
methods 8  6  0  11 11 11 14 19 7  5  21 12 

Differentes in class/group size 5 6 2 6 5 6 9 1 5 6 0 1 8  9 

Question 6.5: To what extent did the incoming students typicaliy encounter major academic problems in any of the foiiowing areas 
during their study period abroad? 

* Percent responding 1 or 2 on a scale fiom 1 = "very serious problem" to 5 = "no problems at all" 
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6.2 Means of Assessment of Students 

ICP local directors were asked about the type of formal academic work the stu- 
dents were required to produce during their period abroad and how students' 
performance was assessed. According to the local directors: 
- students at 53 percent of the departments and institutions had to produce 

tests, papers, essays, oral examinations and other assessment of individual 
courses or other units; 

- at 31 percent of the departments or institutions, written reports on studies at 
host institution were required; 

- 29 percent of local directors reported that students had to take comprehensive 
W e n  tests, to write essays, etc. on the whole Programme of study abroad; 

- 25 percent of the local directors stated certification of attendance in courses 
at the host institution without formal assessment; 

- 19 percent of the local directors stated oral examinations as a type of formal 
academic work required from students; and 

- 15 percent stated that other types of formal academic work were required. 

1989190 ICP coordinators reported more frequent assessment by tests, papers 
etc. referring to individual courses and other units (75 %) and more frequent 
written reports on the overall study period abroad (46 %). As regards other cate- 
gories, responses by 1989190 ICP coordinators hardly differed from that by 
1991192 ICP local directors. 

The types of formal academic work students were required to produce varied 
according to home country. As Table 6.6 shows, French departments put strong- 
est emphasis on comprehensive assessment of the overall study period abroad, 
notably by means of an overall written test (58 %). Also, Spanish, Belgian and 
Portuguese departments put most emphasis on overall assessment, with Spanish 
departments having a preference for written tests (48 %), Belgian departments 
for oral examinations (38 %), and Portuguese for written reports on the overall 
study period (60 %). In contrast, Dutch (70 %) and German departments (68 %) 
relied most strongly on extensive assessment of individual Course units taken 
abroad. 

A certificate of attendance in courses without formal assessment sufficed most 
frequently for students returning to Denmark (39 %), Greece and Portugal 
(38 %)). This practice was least common at French (16 %) and British depart- 
ments (19 %). 

Table 6.7 indicates different examination cultures of disciplines. Compared 
across disciplines, business studies departments were more strongly in favour of 
written tests on the overall study period abroad. Law departments put strongest 
emphasis on oral examinations on the overall study period abroad. Written re- 



ports on the overall study period abroad were most common in natural sciences, 
agriculture, cornmunication science, education and engineering. A certificate 
without formal assessment was frequently reported regarding humanities and 
foreign language departments. 

Table 6.6 
Formal Academic Work Required from the Incoming Students, by Country 
of Respondents (percent of ICP local directors of departmenthnstitutions send- 
ing students abroad, multiple reply possible) 

Country of respondents Total 

B D DK E F GR I IRL NL P UK 

Certificate without 
formaiassessment 21 29 39 30 16 38 33 25 23 38 19 25 

Tests,papersetc. 56 68 49 34 47 52 24 58 70 37 65 53 

Written test on 
overallstudyperiod 26 10 22 48 58 24 17 35 23 11 24 29 

Oral examination on 
overailstudyperiod 38 11 9 13 33 19 33 6 12 6 12 19 

Written report on 
overallstudyperiod 28 25 29 31 36 33 21 32 31 60 32 31 

Not ticked 3 9 4 3 3 2 1 3 1 2 3 2  5 

Total 187 167 168 171 203 186 149 182 183 162 174 177 

(n) (1 56) (440) (76) (217) (445) (63) (221) (72) (171) (65) (502) (2428) 

Question 7.1: What type(s) of formal academio work were students who spent their study 
period abroad at your institution in this ICP required to produce? 



Table 6.7 
Formal Academic Work Required from the Incoming Students, by Pield of Study (percent of ICP directors of 
department/institutions sending students abroad, multiple reply possible) 

Field of study Total 

Agr Arc Art Bus Edu Eng Geo Hum Lan Law Mat Med Nat Soc Com 0th Fra 

Certificate without 
formalassessment 23 30 35 14 37 9 30 37 41 14 21 38 14 23 42 39 31 25 

Tests,papersetc. 46 42 34 71 38 47 65 51 64 67 47 30 36 64 63 43 60 53 

Written test on .9 

overdstudyperiod 21 14 8 47 28 22 26 30 34 35 31 20 22 34 33 22 31 29 b 

Oral examination on 
s 

overailstudyperiod 14 11 18 23 8 20 14 15 18 43 15 20 18 16 21 4 21 19 2 
Wntten report on 3 
overailstudyperiod 54 22 22 23 48 45 36 23 19 10 25 34 56 23 50 39 14 31 ¿: 

Otheracademicwork 14 42 41 11 17 20 17 7 10 9 13 23 16 10 8 17 7 15 8 
'U 

Not ticked 4 2 4 2 6 6 3 4 4 6 6 5 7 4 0 9 2 5  3 W. 

Total 175 163 162 191 182 169 191 167 190 185 159 168 168 174 217 174 167 177 

( 4  (81) (81) (85) (279) (89) (316) (88) (1 15) (355) (160) (97) (128) (227) (238) (24) (23) (42) (2428) 

Agr = Agricultural sciences Geo = Geography, geology Nat = Natural sciences 
Arc = Architecture, urb. and reg. planning Hum = Humanities Soc = Social sciences 
Art = Art and design Lan = Languages, philological sciences Com = Communication and information SC. 
Bus = Business studies, management sciences Law = Law 0th = Other areas of study 
Edu = Education, teacher training Mat = Mathematics, informatics Fra = Framework agreements in various 
Eng = Engineering, technology Med = Medical sciences areas of study 

Question 7.1: What type@) of formal academic work were students who spent their study period abroad at your institution in this ICP 
required to produce? 



6.3 Performance of Incoming ERASMUS Students 

Aitogether, incoming ERASMUS students perfomed almost as well as home 
students according to the local directors. Their performance was rated 3.1 on 
average on a scale from 1 = "host students much better" to 5 = "host students 
much worse". Altogether 10 percent of the local directors stated that host stu- 
dents were better than home students, while 20 percent considered their per- 
formance worse than that of home students. In contrast, 1990191 ERASMUS 
students rated their academic progress abroad on average clearly better than 
their academic progress at home (2.5 on a scale from 1 = "much better" to 5 = 
"much less"). 

Table 6.8 
Performance of Incoming ERASMUS Students from Different Countries 
Compared to Own Studests - According to the ICP Local Directors of the 
Hosting Departmentshstitutions @ercent of all respondents) 

Incoming ERASMUS students 
Country incoming 
students came from Better Same Worse Total (4 

B 

D 

DK 

E 

F 

GR 

I 

m 
LUX 

NL 

P 

UK 

Total 10 70 20 100 (2188) 

Question 7.2: All in all, how did the students who spent their study period abroad at your 
institution perform as compared to students studying at your institution? 
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According to the local directors, incoming ERASMUS students' performance 
differed substantially according to the host country. Gennan, Belgian and Dutch 
students were rated highest (2.9 each). As Table 6.8 shows: 
- 20 percent of the respondents rated incoming German students' performance 

higher and 11 percent lower than their home students' performance; 
- the respective figures were 17 and 11 percent regarding incoming Belgian 

students; and 
- 17 and 12 percent regarding incoming Dutch students. 

In contrast, British and Irish students were rated lowest (3.3 each): 
- 32 percent of the respondents rated incoming British students' performance 

lower and 6 percent higher than their home students' performance; and 
- the respective figures were 28 and 6 percent regarding incoming Irish stu- 

dents. 

Dutch students going to Greece and to Ireland as well as German students going 
to Greece were rated most positively by the host ICP local directors (2.6 each), 
while Insh students going to France were rated most negatively by their host 
ICP local directors (3.6), as Table 6.9 shows. 



Table 6.9 
Performance of Incoming Students Compared to Own Students, by Horne and Host Country - According to 
the ICP Local Directors of the Hosting Departmenthstitution (mean)** 

Country of respondents Total 
Countty incoming 
students came fiom B D DK E F GR I IRI. NL P UK 

Belgium 2.8 3.7 3.1 2.8 2.7 2.9 2.8 3.1 2.7 2.9 2.9 

Germany 2.9 2.9 3.1 2.8 2.6 3.0 2.9 2.9 2.6 2.9 2.9 

Denmark 3.0 2.8 3.4 3.1 * * * * * 3.0 3 .O 

Spain 3.5 3.3 2.9 3.0 * 2.9 2.8 3.5 3.0 3.2 3.1 

France 3.2 3.1 3.0 3.0 2.9 3.1 3.1 3.3 3.1 3.0 3.1 

Greece 3.5 3.2 * * 3.4 2.9 * 3.3 * 3.0 3.2 

I ~ Y  3.2 3.2 3.3 3.1 3.0 3.0 2.8 3.5 3.3 2.9 3.1 

Ireland 3.4 3.4 * * 3.6 * * 3.4 * 3.0 3.3 

The Netherlands 3.1 2.9 3.0 2.9 2.9 2.6 2.8 2.6 * 2.9 2.9 

Portugal 3.4 3.3 * 3.3 3.0 * 3.1 * 3.0 3.1 3.1 

United Kingdom 3.1 3.3 3.2 3.4 3.5 2.9 3.3 3.4 3.2 3.1 3.3 

Total 3.2 3.2 3.1 3.1 3.1 2.9 3.0 2.9 3.1 3.0 3.0 3.1 

(4 (144) (370) (64) (197) (406) (62) (193) (70) (156) (52) (474) (2188) 

Quesiion 7.2: All in aii, how did the studenis who spent their study period abroad at your institution perform as compared to students 
studying at your institution? 

* Number of cases was less than 10 
** Scale fiom 1 = "host studenis much better" to 5 = "host students much worse" 
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6.4 Extent of Recognition 

Different measures were employed to exarnine the extent to which ICP local 
directors reported that study abroad was recognized by the home institution upon 
return. Identical or almost identical questions were posed to 1989190 ICP coordi- 
nators as well as ERASMUS students in 1988189 and 1990191. 

First, the degree of recognition was taken into account (i.e. the degree to which 
the academic study successfully undertaken at the host institution was recognized 
or othenvise considered equivalent). As the top line of Table 6.10 shows, local 
directors reported that 91 percent of successful study abroad was accepted on 
average by the home institution upon return. 

Secondly, the degree of correspondence was addressed (i.e. the extent to which 
study at the host institution actually corresponds to the amount of typical study at 
the home institution during a corresponding period). The second question was 
considered necessary because students might take less (or in a few cases more) 
courses abroad than at home and therefore might have to face an additional work 
load at home even if all courses taken abroad were recognized. As the centre line 
of Table 6.10 indicates, local directors stated that study abroad on average corre- 
sponded to 93 percent of study at the home institution. 

Thirdly, the degree of non-prolongation was asked for (the responses to the 
question about the expected prolongation of the overall duration of study due to 
the study period abroad provided the basis for this m e a ~ u r e ) . ~ ~  As the bottom line 
of Table 6.10 shows, local directors estimated that students will prolong their 
studies by 12 percent of the study period abroad. Thus, the degree of non-prolon- 
gation was 88 percent according to the local directors' e ~ t i m a t e . ~ ~  

The 1991192 ICP local directors estirnated the degree of correspondence and 
the degree of non-prolongation higher than the 1989190 ICP coordinators, and 
they estimated the degree of recognition as high as the 1989190 ICP coordinators 
(See Table 6.1 1). Whereas many other fmdings suggest that ICP coordinators pre- 
sented a somewhat too positive view because they had the more successful de- 
partments and institutions of the respective network in mind, their estimates re- 
garding recognition were lower according to two criteria and the same on one. 
We might conclude that recognition has improved over time. We note that ICP 

24 According to respectively detailed questions, 10 percent of the local directors stated that all 
students prolong and 17 percent that some students prolong the overall study period due to 
the study period abroad. At 6 percent of the departments and institutions, 100 percent pro- 
longation is customary, at a further 6 percent more than half, and at 11 percent less than 
half. Those actually prolonging were expected to do so by 3.5 months on average. 

25 ICP local directors were asked to state differences of recognition, correspondence and 
prolongation according to host country, if applicable. As differences according to host 
country were relatively low, they are not documented here. 



coordinators arnong the 1991192 ICP local directors surveyed even stated 94, 95 
and 90 percent respectively for statistics on recognition, correspondence and non- 
prolongation (as compared to 90, 93 and 86 percent of the local directors not in 
charge of the overall coordination of the ICP). 

However, students' surveys addressing the 1988189 and 1990191 ERASMUS 
students, firstly, suggest that both ICP local directors and ICP coordinators over- 
estimate the degree of recognition and secondly, students do not indicate any 
increase of recognition over time. Further studies will be needed in order to allow 
conclusions regarding the trends of recognition, 

It is interesting to note that recognition according to all three criteria, based on 
the local directors' estimates, differed neither according to number of departments 
involved in the respective ICP nor according to the number of students sent by the 
local directors' departrnents or institutions. Some variation according to field of 
study could be observed, ranging from 87 to 96 percent regarding the degree of 
recognition, fiom 88 to 96 percent regarding the degree of correspondence, and 
from 71 (by far the lowest in law) to 95 percent regarding non-prolongation. The 
figures according to field of study were less consistent, though, than those accord- 
ing to country of correspondents with recognition across the average of the three 
criteria highest in Denmark and lowest in Greece (See Table 6 . 1 0 ) ~ ~  

Local directors of those ICPs in which full recognition was not normally 
awarded were asked to state reasons for incomplete recognition or correspon- 
dence. Actually, 25 percent named reasons: discrepancies of teaching and leam- 
ing modes between the home and host institutions were referred to by 13 percent 
of the respondents, and 13 percent, too, named programme-related reasons (e.g. 
only a limited number of Courses abroad were equivalent). Thus, the major diffi- 
culties were primarily attributed to problems inherent in study abroad pro- 
grarnmes. Achievement problems of the individual students were stated only by 2 
percent and practical difficulties of living abroad by 3 percent, while language 
barriers were viewed as a major cause for incomplete recognition by 5 percent of 
the ICP coordinators. Four percent named other reasons. 

Programme-related reasons for incomplete recognition were most frequently 
stated by local directors in law (24 %) with discrepancies in teaching and leaming 
modes most frequently viewed as barriers to complete recognition in the case of 
architecture (26 %). Differences in this respect according to country were clearly 
smaller. 

26 Denmark and Greece were the extremes regarding recognition as well according to tlie 
1989190 ICP coordinators. 



Table 6.10 
Degree of Recognition, Correspondence and Non-Prolongation According to the ICP Local Directors, by 
Country of Respondents (mean of percentages stated) 

Country of respondents Total 

B D DK E F GR I IRL NL P UR 

Degree of recognition 94.1 89.0 96.1 93.1 92.6 88.8 90.6 86.0 95.9 96.4 86.7 91.0 

Degreeofcorrespondance 92.2 98.3 100.0 91.9 92.7 89.4 91.2 89.3 91.1 87.1 94.5 93.7 b s 

.3 

Degree ofnon-prolongation 95.1 77.1 97.8 93.0 91.9 73.5 79.4 90.7 87.6 90.7 90.4 87.5 B 

Question 8.1: What percent of academic work successfuiiy carried out at the host institution(s) was recognized on average (credit % 
granted or othenvise considered equivalent) by your institution? 

Question 8.2: To what extent did your students work load at the host institution actuaiiy correspond on average to typical work load at 
your institution during a corqsponding period? Please, state the percentage. 

Question 8.5: How many of your ERASMUS-supported students 1991192 in this ICP face prolongation of the overaii study period due to 
the study period abroad, and what period of prolongation do they face? 



Table 6.11 
Recognition of Study Abroad Upon Return - A Comparison of Different 
Views (percentage)* 

According to 

Local directors ICP coordinators Students' Students 
1991192 1989190 1990191 1988189 

Degree of recognition 9 1 90 74  77 

Degree of correspondence 94 83 7 2  74 

Degree of non-prolongation 88 77 54 56 

In response to a question about the possible consequences, about 16 percent, i.e. 
about two-thirds naming reasons for incomplete recognition, stated some conse- 
quences. In most cases (10 %), students had to make up the courses, while 
repetition of courses and exams was only required in very few cases. Some 5 
percent of the local directors stated that incomplete recognition will lead to a 
prolongation of the overall study period. 

6.5 Spin-off Activities 

Cooperation in the framework of an ICP is not solely confined to issues of stu- 
dent mobility and teaching and learning in this framework. 79 percent of the ICP 
local directors named, in response to a respective questions, "spin-offs" of the 
ERASMUS programme, i.e. outcomes beyond the ERASMUS-supported activi- 
ties such as: 
- 37 percent reported that involvement in the ICP led to research cooperation 

with partner departments and institutions; 
- in 34 percent of the departments and institutions, the ICP had led to exchange 

of staff in the respective field; 
- student exchange outside this ICP was encouraged by partnership in the ICP 

addressed in the survey in 24 percent of the cases; 
- partnership agreements set up in 23 percent of the cases; 
- and contacts between other departments in 22 percent of the cases. 

As Table 6.12 shows, Greek and Portuguese local directors most frequent named 
spin-off effects, i.e. representatives of those two countries facing most difficul- 
ties in getting successfully involved in the ERASMUS Programme in the first 
years after its inauguration. It is obvious that spin-offs will be the more impres- 



sive, when there were felver international contacts in existente at the beginning 
of the ERASMUS-related cooperation. 

As Table 6.13 indicates, local diiectors of departments sending large numbers 
of students abroad are more likely to name a broad range of spin-off activities. 
In contrast, the number of partners involved in an ICP is not clearly linked to the 
number of spin-off activities named. 



Table 6.12 
Spin-Off Activities, by Country of Respondents @ercent, muitiple reply possible) 

Country of respondents Total 

B D DK E F GR 1 I R Z . m .  P UK 

Partnership agreement 14 26 15 21 24 37 18 16 20 30 28 23 

Contacts between other 
departments 15 13 20 29 25 29 23 25 17 27 25 22 

Studentexchange outsideICP 23 21 30 21 26 38 21 22 21 27 28 24 

Studentexchangeinotherareas 19 16 21 16 20 26 12 15 27 16 20 18 

Staexchangeinthis field 35 32 34 29 30 53 30 25 38 38 37 34 

Staff exchange in other fields 9 7 1 7 10 14 6 5 8 16 7 8 

Research in this field 40 30 34 38 32 49 39 33 34 45 46 37 

Research in other fields 6 7 2 13 8 30 10 16 5 19 12 10 

Inter library services 2 2 2 2 3 4 1 3 1 4 1 2 

Administrative staff contacts 1 1 18 13 7 17 23 9 19 14 6 18 15 

Exchange of assistants 16 18 3 14 6 22 9 4 11 31 4 11 

Other foims of cooperation 16 12 5 9 11 7 13 7 11 6 14 12 

Not ticked 18 25 32 19 21 8 23 23 23 25 17 2 1 

Total 

(n) 

Question 10.3: Are there any spin-off activities resulting fkom the interaction withii the ICP? 
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Table 6.13 
Spin-Off Activities, by Number of Students Sent Abroad (percent, multiple 
reply possible) 

Number of students sent abroad Total 

1-2 3-4 5-6 7-10 11 and None* 
more 

Partnership agreement 16 23 28 25 42 14 23 

Contacts between 
other departments 17 22 24 25 33 13 22 " 

Student exchange 
outside the ICP 20 24 27 29 34 18 24 

Student exchange in 
other areas 14 17 19 24 28 13 18 

Staff exchange in 
this field 26 32 3 8 41 46 29 34 

Staff exchange in 
other fields 7 10 6 8 12 6 8 

Research in this field 40 4 1 37 35 34 30 37 

Research in other fields 10 11 11 10 8 7 10 

Inter library services 2 3 3 1 2 1 2 

Administrative staff 
contacts 11 12 16 20 32 9 15 

Exchange of assistants 10 12 15 9 11 5 11 

Other forms of 
cooperation 10 14 13 11 16 7 12 

Not ticked 24 19 16 18 11 36 2 1 

Total 206 239 253 256 309 189 237 

(n) (727) (566) (376) (322) (316) (267) (2574) 
- 

Question 10.3: Are there any spin-off activities resulting from the interaction within the ICP? 

* I. e. only hosting students 





Summary 

7.1 Content and Information Basis of the Study 

This study is based on the information provided by ICP local directors of the 
partner units (mostly departments and in a few cases framework arrangements of 
hstitutions) of ERASMUS Inter-University Cooperation Programmes (ICPs) in 
1991192. Altogether, 2,682 ICP local directors (the response rate was 59 per- 
Cent) responded to a questionnaire comprising 59 predominantly standardized 
questions. The questionnaire addressed the local directors' personal profile and 
functions, the structure of the ICP and the cooperation between the partners, 
academic and administrative arrangements of the programmes as well as rec- 
ognition and other possible outcomes of study abroad. 

A voluntary, anonymous, representative sample survey of ICP local directors 
was chosen for the academic year 1991/92 instead of a sequel of the analysis 
previously undertaken of the 1989/90 official reports provided by the ICP coor- 
dinators. As not all ICP coordinators know respective details about each depart- 
ment involved, the ICP local directors' survey was expected to provide a more 
valid picture about the provisions for the outgoing and incoming ERASMUS 
students as well as about the problems and outcomes in the view of those re- 
sponsible for student mobility. 

7.2 Profile of the Partner Departments and Institutions 

Of the 2,682 partner departments comprising by this survey, almost twenty per- 
Cent each were at British, French and German institutions, almost ten percent at 
Spanish and Italian institutions, seven percent each from the Netherlands and 
Belgium, and about three percent each from Denmark, Portugal, Greece and 
Ireland. In comparison to sending departments, Ireland, the Netherlands and the 



United Kingdom were relatively frequent hosts. The largest number of partners 
represented was in languages and philological sciences, engineering and tech- 
nology, business studies and management science, natural sciences as well as 
social sciences. 

Less than half of the departments sent students to all their partners. Possible 
"flows" were least often realized to Greece (53 %) and Portugal (55 %). Lack of 
interest on the part of the students was stated most frequently as a reason for not 
making use of all the possible partnerships within the ICP. Looking at more 
specific reasons, problems of foreign language proficiency was named most 
often. 

Work placement in the host country was offered (and in a substantial number 
required as a mandatory component of the study programme) at 21 percent of 
the partner departments and institutions, notably in teacher training, medical 
fields, business studies, agriculture and engineering. 86 percent of the respective 
departments assessed the work placement abroad formally, and 67 percent 
counted it towards a final degree. 

7.3 The ICP Local Directors 

Three percent of the ICP local directors were rectors, presidents etc. and 14 
percent senior administrators (deans etc.). One third each were full professors or 
held other professonal ranks; 16 percent were other academic staff and 3 percent 
other administrative staff and 20 percent were women. About half of the local 
directors were between their mid-forties and mid-fifties. Seven percent were not 
native speakers of the language of their institution of higher education. 

Throughout the year, local directors spent 3.3 hours on average per week on 
work related to the respective ICP. More than two-thirds had functions in the 
ICP beyond coordination of student mobility at the respective department. 
Among others, 26 percent served as coordinators of the ICP while 35 percent 
were involved in the management of more than one ICP. 

Most local directors considered active involvement in the management of the 
ICP worthwhile for improving their understanding of the host country, for better 
teaching contacts, and for acquaintance with other teaching methods. Few of 
them (14 %) considered it worthwhile for better career prospects. Greek ICP 
local directors rated the personal outcomes of involvement in the ICP manage- 
ment most positively. 
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7.4 Cooperation with Partners and Management of the ICP 

Almost half of the ICP local directors (48 %) reported that their department (or 
institution, if the ICP was based on institutional cooperation) was aiready in- 
volved in ERASMUS supported activities before student mobility started in the 
framework of the ICP addressed in the respective questionnaire. Some 37 Per- 
cent of the departments were aiready involved in another ICP, and 18 percent 
made prior use of the short study visits scheme. 

80 percent of the local directors not in charge of the overall coordination of 
the ICP received copies of the application, but only about one third got to know 
details of the ICP budget breakdown between partners. Most local directors felt 
well informed about their partners' Curricula, academic calendar and accommo- 
dation provision, but less than half each about their partners' facilities for study 
or their recognition arrangements. 

ICP local directors participated on average in 2.3 meetings with their partners 
during the academic year 1991/92. The majority used more than one language in 
communication with their partners, with English used by 79 percent, French by 
48 percent and German by 23 percent of the respondents. 

As regards the financial administration of the Programme, 14 percent voiced 
dissatisfaction with the administration of the ICP grant budget. 19 percent 
pointed out considerable problems due to a delay in the receipt of the grant, 12 
percent faced difficulties with the administration of the grant, and 8 stated 
problems due to an unbalanced distribution of the funds between the partners. 
As regards other aspects of the ICP, 10 percent were dissatisfied with the dis- 
semination of information, and 15 percent with the reporting procedures. 

7.5 Academic and Administrative Arrangements for Study Abroad 

Some 61 percent of the ICPs employed systematic criteria for the selection of 
students, others had arranged mandatory study abroad periods which could pro- 
vide study opportunities abroad for all students interested, or they selected on a 
"first come, first served" basis. In almost all cases of systematic selection, aca- 
demic achievement was taken into account, and in the majoriiy of cases per- 
sonality and motivation as well as foreign language proficiency were also taken 
into consideration. Active preparation for the study period abroad was reported 
to be a selection criterion at about one third of the departments selecting sys- 
tematically. Systematic selection was most frequently reported by Spanish, 
Greek, Italian and Portuguese local directors, i.e. from those countries where 
ERASMUS students are awarded the highest grants. 



About three quarters of the courses ERASMUS students took abroad were 
taught, according to the local directors, in the host country language, and about 
haif of the remaining courses each in the home country language and in a third 
country language. ERASMUS students at 65 percent of all the partners of the 
ICP were exclusively taught in the host country language, at 26 percent partially 
in the host country language, and only at 9 percent in other languages. Alto- 
gether, 40 percent of instniction was provided in English, 22 percent in French, 
17 percent in German, 8 percent in Spanish, 7 percent in Italian, and 6 percent in 
the remaining languages. On one hand, English was the language for 98 percent 
of the instniction offered by the Irish and British partner departments. On the 
other hand, Danish was the language of instniction for only 19 percent of 
ERASMUS students spending the study penod abroad in the Denmark. 

Foreign language preparatory courses were provided by 62 percent of the 
partner departments and institutions for students prior to the study period 
abroad, and by about haif of the partners for incoming ERASMUS students. 
More than 60 hours of language training were offered on average in those cases. 

Preparatory assistance, guidance and advice were provided by more than 
three quarters of all ICPs sending students abroad with regard to studying in the 
host country. About two-thirds each named assistance and advice regarding 
academic matters in general, registration and course selection abroad as well as 
financial issues. As regards incoming students, about 80 percent of hosting de- 
partments each offered assistance and advice referring to accommodation, regis- 
tration and course selection as well as academic matters in general. Most assis- 
tance was provided to incoming students in business studies. As regards the host 
country, Danish and German departments provided the broadest range of con- 
siderable assistance and advice, while Greek departments provided least. 

At 36 percent of the partner institutions or departments, previous ERASMUS 
students played a role in advising the next generations of students. In 24 percent 
of the cases, host ERASMUS students were instrumental in advising future 
(home) ERASMUS students. 

As regards accommodation, 63 percent of the partners provided rooms in 
halls of residence to all or some students while 18 percent arranged room swaps 
between incoming and outgoing students. The majority of partners provided 
rooms for incoming students, and less than 20 percent lefi the search, at most 
supported by information, completely to the incoming ERASMUS students. 

At 13 percent of the partners addressed in the survey, study abroad is manda- 
tory for all, and at 5 percent mandatory for some fields or sub-areas of speciali- 
zation, Study abroad was most ofien mandatory at British departments involved 
in ICPs. 



7. Summary 109 

More than half of the local directors reported that their students took more or 
less the same course load abroad as host students, while 20 percent stated a 
lower load and 4 percent a higher load. In addition, 20 percent reported some 
restnction of course selection and 11 percent stated that their students took 
courses abroad which were provided for the home institution students of earlier 
years of study. In 17 percent of the cases, special courses for foreign students 
were offered. Finally, at 26 percent of the departments, ERASMUS students 
spent more time on individual study than home students. 

Eight percent of the local directors of departments or institutions sending stu- 
dents abroad reported the practice of awarding a double degree (i.e. at the home 
and the host institution), 9 percent a joint degree, and more than 50 percent an 
attestation in the degree document or in other ways. Only 30 percent had no 
formal certification of the study period abroad. Formal certification was least 
common at German and Portuguese departments. A double degree was relatively 
frequent at French partner institutions, and a joint certficate between Greek and 
Belgian partners. 

Most of these academic and administrative arrangements abroad were less 
frequently reported by 1991192 ICP local directors than by 1989190 ICP coordi- 
nators. This seems to be due to the fact that some ICP coordinators reported the 
practice prevailing at the more active partners of the ICP. Therefore, the ICP 
local directors' survey obviously provides a more realistic picture of the aca- 
demic and administrative arrangements provided on average at the departments 
and institutions involved. 

7.6 Achievements and Problems 

Serious academic problems of incoming ERASMUS students were observed by 
15 percent of the ICP local directors of receiving departments and institutions as 
regards taking examinations in a foreign language, and by 14 percent as regards 
coping with courses in a foreign language; 12 percent stated problems regarding 
the differentes in teaching and learning methods, 9 percent regarding the class 
and group size while 10 percent perceived problems due to too high academic 
level of courses (and two percent due to too low academic level of courses). 
F w l y ,  only 6 percent stated problems regarding recognition and credit transfer. 
In respect to their own outgoing ERASMUS students abroad, local directors tend 
to believe that problems are considerably fewer than for incoming ERASMUS 
students from partner departments and institutions. 

On average across the six problems, the level of problems perceived by locai 
ICP directors regarding incoming students corresponded to that stated by ICP 



coordinators two years earlier, although 1989190 ICP coordinators had more fre- 
quently expressed concem about examinations in a foreign language and less 
concem about a too high academic level. 1990191 ERASMUS students stated 
problems due to a too high academic level far less frequently, but mentioned 
problems regarding recognition far more often. 

Least academic problems were perceived by ICP local directors regarding 
ERASMUS students going to Ireland and the United Kingdom. Most problems 
were perceived in respect to British and Irish students going abroad. 

Achievement abroad was accepted as a complete package not requiring fur- 
ther assessment anymore in only 25 percent of the departments. In most cases, 
students were offered recognition on the basis of assessment of individual 
Courses successfully completed abroad as well as some kind of additional com- 
prehensive assessment based on tests, written work or oral examination. 

Ten percent of the local directors perceived incorning ERASMUS students' 
academic performance as better than their home students' and 20 percent as 
worse, while 70 percent perceived about the Same level. German, Belgian and 
Dutch students were rated highest in this respect and British as well as Irish 
students lowest. 

According to the 1991192 ICP local directors, the home institutions recog- 
nized 91 percent of successful study abroad. Recognized achievements corre- 
sponded to about 93 percent or slightly more of study typically undertaken dur- 
ing a similar period at home, and the prolongation of the overall Course of study 
due to the study period abroad was expected to amount to 12 percent of the 
duration of the study period abroad. Recognition according to two of these three 
criteria was higher than perceived by 1989190 ICP coordinators. According to 
both the 1998189 and 1990191 ERASMUS students, ICP coordinators and ICP 
local directors tend to underestimate grossly the problems of recognition and the 
prolongation students have to face due to the study period abroad. 

More than three quarters of the local directors reported that the involvement 
of their department or institution in the ERASMUS Programme led to some 
form of spin-off. For example, 37 percent stated that cooperation regarding 
student mobility stimulated research cooperation, and in 34 percent of the cases 
staff exchange had been implemented for teaching purposes. Fewer 1991192 ICP 
local directors named the various kinds of spin-offs than 1989190 ICP coordina- 
tors did. 

Whereas the local directors, i.e. the persons in charge of the ERASMUS stu- 
dent mobility at the individual Partner departments, reported fewer academic 
and administrative arrangements for supporting the study period abroad than ICP 
coordinators did two years earlier, their assessment of the problems and out- 
Comes was not less favourable on average. Local directors stated fewer spin- 



offs, about the same level of academic problems for students while studying 
abroad, and an even higher degree of recognition. 
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