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Preface

The European Community Action Scheme for the Mobility of University Students
(ERASMUS), established by the Council Decision of 15 June 1987, became one
part of the new EC programme in the field of education, SOCRATES, as of 14
March 1995. While ERASMUS focuses on higher education Socrates taken as a
whole aims to provide opportunities for co-operation in every area of educational
provision. Its general aim is, trough co-operation, to contribute to developing the
quality of European education at all levels. SOCRATES comprises ERASMUS,
COMENIUS (for school-level education), LINGUA (promotion of language
learning), Open and Distance Learning, Adult Education, plus various activities
concerned with the exchange of information and experience.

ERASMUS is open to all types of higher education and all subject areas, and
aims to promote wide-ranging institutional co-operation for activities related to
teaching. It is mainly known for its student mobility programmes, which offer
university students a chance to undertake a substantial period of study (3-12
months) in another EU Member State and have that study fully recognised by the
home institution as an integral part of their degree. Under SOCRATES, it supports
a number of different activities, broadly divided into 'mobility’ actions (for stu-
dents and staff) and 'curricular actions' (including the development of new
courses, intensive programmes and measures to ease cross-border recognition
through use of the European Credit Transfer System of ECTS), the latter extend-
ing the benefits of European co-operation to a wider audience than those able to
take advantage of mobility programmes. Student mobility, nevertheless, remains
an important component.

ERASMUS activities have evolved to take account of the changing environ-
ment as well as feedback from participants over the years. Two new developments
deserve particular mention: one is the encouragement, through Thematic Network
Projects, to academics to examine the future directions for university studies in
Europe, and the other is the move to increase the institutional support given to
European co-operation activities through the introduction of a so-called 'institu-
tional contract'. It is this last change that has largely motivated the present study.

The role of the institution in supporting subject-based inter-university co-
operation activities is crucial, not least in the area of the academic recognition of
studies undertaken abroad, yet higher education institutions across Europe come
in a number of different shapes and sizes, with varying structures, means of or-
ganisation, and priorities. This study provides an excellent basis for understanding
the current institutional context in which ERASMUS activity under SOCRATES




must take place, and informs the reader, in a non-prescriptive way, of the condi-
tions under which co-operation currently flourishes.

Interesting studies on ERASMUS form part of the ERASMUS Monograph se-
ries. The series listing appears elsewhere in the current volume. The information
contained in the present study does not necessarily reflect either the position or
views of the European Commission.




Objectives and Methods of the Survey

1.1 The Changing Role of Mobility and Co-operation

Student mobility and co-operation between institutions of higher education are not
new phenomena: experts emphasise, for example, that mobility of students was a
matter of course at medieval universities. In the 20th century, when travel over
long distances became much easier, talented, wealthy and adventurous students
decided to study abroad for some period or all of their course programmes. Nota-
bly, large numbers of students from developing countries went to richer countries
offering high quality higher education in order to enharce their academic and ca-
reer opportunities. In addition, temporary study abroad became a popular mode in
student exchange between industrialised societies.

Current debates in Europe focus on a specific kind of student mobility which
might be called "organised" or "integrated" study abroad: institutions of higher
education themselves take the initiative to send their students abroad for some pe-
riod of study, help them and the incoming students administratively, academically,
linguistically and socially to spend a valuable period abroad, and eventually en-
sure that study achievements abroad are recognised upon return or even conceive
a study period abroad as an integral part of a course programme of the home insti-
tution.

The idea to increase opportunities of temporary study abroad got momentum in
the 1970s. When concerns grew that the proportion of students going abroad
might decline in the process of higher education expansion and its social opening,
efforts were made in some European countries to promote temporary study
abroad. When the European Community stepped up its involvement in higher
education during the 1970s, promotion of temporary study abroad was viewed as
an important means to foster mutual understanding and co-operation in higher
education in general, to reinforce the development of skills increasingly needed in
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the process of European co-operation and integration, and to promote and ease
professional mobility within Europe. The so-called Joint Study Programme (JSP),
established in 1976 and phased out in 1986, provided institutional support for
networks of departments exchanging students for periods of mostly up to one
year.

In 1987, the Commission of the European Communities inaugurated the Euro-
pean Community Action Scheme for the Mobility of Students (ERASMUS). This
eventually became the largest scheme of promoting temporary study abroad with
altogether almost 200,000 students within seven years receiving supplementary
grants which aimed to bear the additional costs for studying for a period in an-
other European country. The grants were predominantly awarded to students tak-
ing part in Inter-University Co-operation Programmes (ICPs), where two or more
departments from institutions of higher education of different European countries
co-operate in the provision for regular exchange of students. The ICPs were also
awarded support for part of the institutional costs incurred.

The means of supporting student exchange and the scope of support widened
over the years from the inauguration of ERASMUS until 1993, i.e. the year in
which the survey summarised here was undertaken. In 1989, the European Com-
munity Course Credits Transfer System (ECTS) was introduced as a pilot scheme
stimulating a common way of counting achievement in 60 credits per year and
promoting networks in which any conceivable mobility would be mutually rec-
ognised. Since 1990/91, students in foreign language studies and respective de-
partments have the opportunity of being awarded support for similar purposes in
the framework of the so-called Action II of the LINGUA programme. Since the
academic year 1992/93, the EFTA countries (Austria, Finland, Iceland, Liechten-
stein, Norway, Sweden and Switzerland) were included in the mobility and co-
operation activities of ERASMUS.

ERASMUS, in addition, promoted co-operation in higher education in various
ways. Support is provided for short study visits of academic and administrative
staff, for co-operation in matters of curriculum development, teaching staff ex-
change and intensive programmes, for co-operation of national agencies in charge
of information and recognition of study achievements and degrees abroad, for as-
sociations, publications etc. relevant for co-operation and the European dimension
of higher education.

1.2 The Institutional Role of Department-based Co-operation and Maobility

ERASMUS is a department-based programme. Students are supported, as a rule, if
they are mobile in the framework of networks of departments aiming to raise the
success of mobility through various ways and means of co-operation. This is in




1. Objectives and Methods of the Survey 11

contrast to the idea of institution-based student exchange managed by central of-
fices for international exchange as the dominating model in the US. An evaluation
study undertaken in the 1980s came to the conclusion that institution-based ex-
change activities are more likely to underscore organisational efficiency and
cross-disciplinary academic as well as cultural objectives, while department-based
exchange activities are more likely to seek for curricular integration of study
abroad, for academic achievement during the study period abroad as possibly to
consider the career implication of study in another country.' As the promotion of a
European dimension in curricula, of academic co-operation, of recognition of
study abroad and the ease of professional mobility are inherent goals associated
with ERASMUS, the departmental thrust is likely to be the most successful one.

This does not mean, however, that ERASMUS is solely linked to the depart-
mental level of higher education. The institutional level, i.e. the decision-making,
administration and infrastructure on the central level of the whole institution of
higher education, came into play from the inauguration of the ERASMUS pro-
gramme and is intended to play an increasing role in SOCRATES, the programme
beginning its operation in 1995 as an umbrella for various educational measures
of the European Union, including the continuation of the ERASMUS student
mobility scheme.

From the inauguration of ERASMUS, the officials in charge of the financial
administration at the institutions of higher education involved were expected to
co-sign the applications to both ensure general institutional support and sound fi-
nancial operations. Indeed, co-operation and mobility the way they were envis-
aged in ERASMUS are more likely to succeed, if they rely on various kinds of
administrative and infrastructural support. The international offices, which exist at
the majority of European institutions of higher education, were the natural part-
ners of academics and possibly administrators in charge of ERASMUS in the de-
partments. Language centres, where available, were bound to be involved in co-
operation and mobility activities in the framework of ERASMUS and LINGUA.

Over the last few years, debates have focused on the administrative shortcom-
ings of the ERASMUS-programme, namely difficulties of ensuring timely award
and financial support and the relatively time-consuming administrative procedures
in comparison to the relatively small amount of support involved for each benefi-
ciary. Contrary proposals gained momentum and eventually were incorporated
into the new SOCRATES which seeks to channel the financial support to the insti-
tutions and departments, no longer through the networks of departments, but
through contracts between the Commission and the respective universities, where

1 Ulrich Teichler and Wolfgang Steube, "The Logics of Study Abroad Programmes and Their
Impacts”, Higher Education, vol. 21, no. 3, 1991, pp. 325-349.
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the basic structure of ICPs as major channels of co-operation is supposed to be
upheld.

At various institutions of higher education, efforts were undertaken in recent
years to support and to co-ordinate the international activities in a more systematic
manner. European and international co-operation activities, notably those of ex-
change of information and co-operation between academics, tend to be decen-
tralised in their character and more infrequent and varying than continuous and
targeted to a few major partners. The increasing magnitude, the need for more
systematic and costly support and the visible opportunities of international co-op-
eration, however, led a considerable number of institutions to consider and even-
tually implement a strategy of Europeanisation and internationalisation.

Also and finally, the European Union aims to step up support for the promotion
of an European dimension of higher education also by other means than the prime
emphasis on student mobility. If the aim is to provide instruction for non-mobile
students in addition to the major role played by mobility, new possible roles and
functions of the decision-makers, the administration and of the infrastructure on
institutional level are naturally on the agenda.

1.3 Aims and Contents of this Study

The ERASMUS programme has been accompanied by various evaluation and
monitoring studies in order to make all actors involved aware of the broad range
of experiences gained as well as to stimulate thought about possible means of im-
provement. Notably the European Commission supported the collection of basic
information of the various activities and also commissioned surveys gathering ex-
periences from the various groups of actors and beneficiaries. The Centre for Re-
search on Higher Education and Work was entrusted a seven-year programme of
about 20 studies. Up to now, the views of students shortly after return from the
study abroad period and some years later after their transition to employment,
those of the ICP-coordinators and local directors at the individual departments and
those of the mobile teaching staff were the only data analysed.

This study aims to take a considerable step further in rounding up information
on ERASMUS and LINGUA related activities by addressing those in charge of
European co-operation and mobility at the institutional level of higher education
institutions. The 'Survey on the Institutional Management for Co-operation
1992/93' addresses two major themes:

- firstly, it gives an account of the various European and international, primarily
teaching and learning-related activities and the place ERASMUS and LINGUA
have in this framework: about the range of programmes the institutions par-
ticipate in, the number of staff and students going to or coming from other




1. Objectives and Methods of the Survey 13

countries, the participation in the ERASMUS and LINGUA programmes, and
notably some basic information on change over time in those respects, etc.; and

- secondly, it aims to explore the managerial, administrative and infrastructural
support for co-operation and mobility, and notably ERASMUS and LINGUA,
as well as the role the institution itself - at the highest level - level plays in this
context: for example, about policies of supporting mobility and co-operation,
language training provisions and teaching of courses in foreign languages, the
relative weight of the central and departmental level in deciding upon, as well
as running the daily affairs of co-operation and mobility, and the role the vari-
ous actors play in administering ERASMUS and LINGUA.

An account of basic information on the institutions surveyed is a matter of course
in such a study in mapping the international activities and the related managerial,
administrative and infrastructural support. Information was gathered on the type
of institution, its country, its size in terms of the number of students and teaching
staff as well as the number and range of fields of study involved.

These three areas of information are, of course, not surveyed in order to be
looked at in isolation. Rather, such a survey provides the opportunity to ask: are
certain European and international activities more likely to be found in certain
institutional settings? Are certain managerial styles and certain ways of support
regarding international activities more frequent in connection with certain inter-
national activities?

One should bear in mind that a survey asking persons at the institutional level
to provide corresponding information cannot provide clear evidence of causal re-
lations, though exaggerated interpretations of that kind are tempting. In most
cases, we cannot establish firmly whether the growth of student exchange trig-
gered off certain managerial policies and the establishment of infrastructures
serving mobility and co-operation or whether, conversely, those policies and in-
frastructure were instrumental for student and staff mobility.

1.4 Methods Employed

A questionnaire survey was undertaken in order to analyse European and interna-
tional activities at institutions of higher education participating in the ERASMUS
and LINGUA programmes as well as the managerial, administrative and infra-
structural support the institutions provided for co-operation and mobility. The
twelve-pages, predominantly structured questionnaire comprised 29 questions
with altogether about 600 variables. As in the case of previous surveys, the origi-
nal questionnaire was developed in English and subsequently translated into all
other eight official EU languages.
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The questionnaire was sent to the rectors (presidents, vice-chancellors, princi-
pals, etc.) of the respective institutions. The rectors were expected to contact the
units and persons most suitable to answer the respective questions, since some
questions might be best answered by persons in charge of regular administrative,
others by staff specialised on international relations and others by the rectors
themselves.

All institutions which were awarded any support for student mobility and re-
lated co-operation in the framework of the ERASMUS and LINGUA (Action II)
programmes in the academic year 1992/93 were asked to respond to the question-
naire. Altogether 1,361 institutions were named as possible candidates according
to the award decisions and, eventually, 1,347 institutions were sent a ques-
tionnaire. Since EFTA countries joined the ERASMUS programme in 1992/93,
they were included in the survey.

The first questionnaire was sent in March 1994. A reminder letter was sent in
May 1994 to all institutions of higher education which had not returned the ques-
tionnaire within eight weeks. Actually, 25 questionnaires were returned because
the addresses were invalid or the envisaged ERASMUS and LINGUA activities
did not take place. Thus, the number of valid addresses, i.e. the population of the
survey, was reduced to 1.322. Within 20 weeks after the first mailing, altogether
698 institutions of higher education had responded to the questionnaire. The re-
turn rate, thus, was about 53 percent (see Table 1.1). The return rate might be
considered satisfactory, though it is lower and more dispersed by country than in
the case of the ERASMUS student surveys undertaken by the Kassel Centre.

It should be noted that the tables and graphs do not provide distinct information
on responding institutions from Liechtenstein, Iceland and Luxembourg or on the
European institution of higher education which responded, because information
on individual institutions would neither be justifiable in respect to data protection
nor allow any statistical analysis. The four respective institutions are, however,
included in the data set.

Formal checks of the responses and the coding of open questions was taken
care of by the research team with the help of students from various European
countries. The data processing and the statistical analysis took place on the UNIX
computer of the University of Kassel using the programme package SPSS-5.0 for
the statistical analysis and the provision of the tables. 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). Friedhelm
Maiworm, Winnetou Sosa and Professor Ulrich Teichler, the head of the research
team, carried out the study and wrote this report. Formal checks of the responses,
the coding of open questions, help in the analysis and the data processing were
done by Skarlatos Antoniadis, Angela Antona, Anna Gerdes, Klaus Klein, Bern-
hard Krede, Isabelle Le Mouillour and Sabine Stange. Kristin Gagelmann took
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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 substantial support from the Task Force Human Resources, Educa-
tion, Training and Youth, the predecessor of DG XXII, and from the ERASMUS
Bureau. Many experts in charge of academic or administrative aspects of the
ERASMUS programme in various member states of the European Union provided
valuable advice and support at all stages of the project.







Profile of the Institutions

2.1 Information About the Respondents

This chapter provides a basic profile of the ERASMUS and LINGUA supported
institutions of higher education. The institutional type, the student population, the
number of academic staff employed as well as the institution's range of offered
course programmes are the most commonly employed data in order to character-
ise institutions of higher education.

It should be noted, though, that complete information of that kind could be
traced, in principle, on the basis of the directories of institutions receiving
ERASMUS and LINGUA support and of handbooks informing about institutions
of higher education and their students, staff and departments. In comparison to
this kind of information, the respective data of this survey presented here would
only serve to inform about the profile of the respondents as well as to give evi-
dence about the extent to which the responding institution is representative to the
target group of all institutions of higher education supported by the ERASMUS
and LINGUA 1I programme in 1992/93.

However, data in the respective handbooks are not always complete and clear,
the data presented here might be taken in some respects as approximations of the
profile of all institutions of higher education supported by the European Union in
the framework of its ERASMUS and LINGUA II programmes.

2.2 Countries Participating
Of the 698 institutions of higher education responding, 198 (28 percent) were

located in France. As the number of responses stated in Table 2.1 (cf. below)
show, the respective figures were 117 institutions (17 percent) in Germany and 78
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(11 percent) in the United Kingdom. 249 institutions (36 percent) were located in
other EU countries and 55 (8 percent) in EFTA countries (one of the institutions
responding is a supra-national European institution).

Table 2.1

Number of Higher Education Institutions in EU and EFTA Countries Eligible
for ERASMUS Support, Approved for Support in the Framework of ICPs in
1992/93, and Responding to the Questionnaire

0] 2 (3) 4 (3)
Country Eligible Approved for Percent Respondents Percent
support 21 4/1
B 421 100 23.8 66 15.6
D 357 186 52.1 117 327
DK 221 56 25.3 37 26.3
76 55 724 20 26.3
F 1963 369 188 198 10.0
G 65 26 40.0 9 13.8
I 117 72 61.5 26 222
IRL 67 31 46.3 11 16.4
LUX 6 2 333 1 16.6
NL 369 88 238 37 10.0
P 191 67 35.1 29 15.1
UK 485 197 40.6 78 16.0
EUR 2 2 100.0 1 (50.0)
A 57 20 35.1 12 21.0
CH 132 14 10.6 11 8.3
FL 3 1 333 1 (33.3)
IS 13 2 154 1 7.7
154 19 12.3 7 4.5
S 73 25 342 12 16.4
SF 282 29 10.3 21 74

Total 5054 1361 26.9 698 13.8
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The high proportion of French and also of Belgian, Danish and Portuguese insti-
tutions included in this survey as compared to the proportion of ERASMUS stu-
dents from these countries is primarily due to the fact that the number of institu-
tions with a small student population is relatively large. Other factors, such as dif-
ferences in the return rates and different proportions of students participating in
ERASMUS, play only a secondary role in this context.

As Table 2.1 shows, only 27 percent of all institutions of higher education in

EU and EFTA countries received ERASMUS support in 1992/93, and only 14
percent answered this questionnaire. It should be noted, though, that most of the
institutions not awarded ERASMUS support and hence not answering to the
questionnaire were very small in terms of student numbers. Actually, the 14 per-
cent of the institutions of higher education responding accounted for about 60
percent of students from EU and EFTA countries.

The varying numbers of institutions per country served to highlight the differ-

ent sizes of the institutions. A large number of small institutions can be found in
Finland, France, Belgium and Norway while, on the other hand, very high average
numbers of students per institution were found in Spain and Italy.

2.3 Type of Institution

Altogether, 63 percent of the institutions participating in the ERASMUS pro-
gramme responding to this survey are categorised here as universities and 37 per-
cent as non-university institutions of higher education. The largest proportion of
non-university institutions among all institutions of the respective country partici-
pating in ERASMUS can be observed, according to this survey, in the Nether-
lands (78 percent) and Belgium. Also, as Table 2.2 shows, more than half of the
Portuguese and the few Greek institutions responding were from this sector.

As there is no generally agreed upon definition, we might briefly list the defi-

nitions of non-university institution employed here:

Belgium: institutions offering only short courses,

Germany: Fachhochschulen,

Denmark: not universities or hajere lereanstalter,

France: Instituts Universitaires de Technologie, Sections des Techniciens
Supérieurs,

Greece: Anotati Scholi Kalon Technon, Technologika Ekpaideftika Idrimata,
Ireland: Regional Technical Colleges, Colleges of Technology and Colleges of
Education, when not associated with an university,

Netherlands: Hogescholen (HBO),

Portugal: Instituto Superior Politécnico,

United Kingdom: Higher Education Colleges, Further Education Colleges, etc.,
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- Austria: Fachhochschulen,

- Switzerland: Hohere Fachhochschulen / Ecole Supérieure Spécialisée,
- Norway: Distrikt hogskoler, other colleges without research function,
- Sweden: Hogskola (grundutbilning),

- Finland: Ammattikkorkeakoulu / Yrkeshogskola.

In Spain and Italy, only universities are included in the survey.

Table 2.2 ’
Type of Higher Education Institution Among ERASMUS and LINGUA Sup-
ported Institutions, by Country (percent)

Country

B D DK E F G I IRL NL
University 36 44 92 100 76 44 100 73 22
Non-university 64 56 8 0 24 56 0 27 78
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
(n) 66y 117y @7 (20) (198) ® @9 A1 @37

P UK A CH N S SF Total
University 45 64 75 73 57 75 62 63
Non-university 55 36 25 27 43 25 38 37
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
() 29 @8 012y an O 12y @ (694)

Question 1.1: Please state the type of your higher education institution.

2.4 Student Population

The average number of students at the ERASMUS and LINGUA supported insti-
tutions of higher education was 6,865 students. It should be noted that the ques-
tion as asked in the survey refers to the overall number of students, i.e. irrespec-
tive of full-time or part-time enrolment. This measure was viewed as appropriate,
because the number of full-time equivalents is calculated in only some of the
countries included.
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Table 2.3
Number of Students per Institution Enrolled in the Academic Year 1992/93,
by Country of Institution of Higher Education (percent and mean of institutions

of higher education)
Country

B D DK E F G I IRL NL
Up to 500 25 5 39 5 35 13 14 18 11
501 -2,000 60 19 36 10 42 0 7 0 29
2,001 -5,000 9 30 6 5 7 36 26
5,001 - 10,000 2 19 14 5 4 25 11 36 17
10,001 - 20,000 2 15 6 40 7 50 25 9 14
More than 20,000 3 12 0 35 8 13 36 0 3
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
(n) (65) (113) (36) (20) (195) @ @8 A1) (35
Mean 2124 8565 2594 24049 4138 18737 27731 4446 5368

P UK A CH N S SF  Other Total
Up to 500 15 9 8 20 14 9 19 100 21
501 -2,000 37 26 33 0 29 9 29 0 31
2,001 -5,000 19 16 8 20 29 18 19 0 14
5,001 - 10,000 22 29 8 30 14 36 14 0 13
10,001 - 20,000 7 18 17 20 14 9 14 0 12
More than 20,000 0 1 25 10 0 18 5 0 9
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
(n) @n @6 1 o ™ Ay @H @ (679
Mean 4290 6109 10306 7563 4185 8656 5045 349 6865

Question 1.2: Please state the overall number of students (full-time and part-time) enrolled at
your institution in the academic year 1992/93

As Table 2.3 shows, slightly more than half of the institutions had at most 2,000
students. At the same time, the institutions accommodating more than 20,000 stu-
dents comprised 9 percent of all respondents.
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Small institutions were most frequent among Belgian, French and Danish insti-
tutions participating in ERASMUS and responding to.this questionnaire survey.
On the other hand, large institutions dominated among ERASMUS supported ones
in Spain, Italy and Greece. While the average institution of higher education in
Belgium granted ERASMUS-support had little more than 2,000 students, the
average Italian university had more than 27,000 students. Beside Italian, Spanish
and Greek institutions, the Swiss, German, Swedish and Austrian institutions
tended to be larger than the European average.

As for higher education systems in Europe in general, universities tend to be
larger than non-university institutions of higher education, for example 14 percent
of the universities, but none of the other institutions reported a student population
of more than 20,000. At the same time, as Table 2.4 shows, 66 percent of non-
university institutions, in comparison to 43 percent of universities had at most
2,000 students enrolled.

As will be demonstrated in detail below, the size of the institutions reflects the
number and the range of fields of study offered.

Table 2.4

Number of Students per Institution Enrolled at ERASMUS and LINGUA
Supported Institutions in the Academic Year 1992/93, by Type of Institution
of Higher Education (percent)

Type of institution of higher education

University Non-university Total
Up to 500 19 22 20
501 -2,000 24 44 31
2,001 -5,000 9 22 14
5,001 - 10,000 16 9 13
10,001 - 20,000 17 4 12
More than 20,000 14 0 9
Total 100 100 100
(n) (425) (250) (675)

Question 1.2: Please state the overall number of students (full-time and part-time) enrolled at
your institution in the academic year 1992/93
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2.5 Academic Staff

On average, the ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions of higher educa-
tion surveyed have 420 academic staff members. The question as asked addresses
the number of full-time equivalents,

The academic staff number varied by country, as Table 2.5 shows, from 120 on
average in Denmark and 185 in Ireland to more than 1,000 in Sweden, Spain and
Switzerland.

Table 2.5
Average Number of Academic Staff at ERASMUS and LINGUA Supported
Institutions in 1992/93, by Country of Institution of Higher Education (mean)

Country
B D DK E F G I IRL NL
Mean 255 559 120 1288 234 557 727 185 499
(n) (63) (105) (35) (200 (175) (8) (28) (1) (33)

P UK A CH N S SF Other Total

Mean 361 402 547 1172 403 1336 317 39 420
(0) @n 8 a0 a0 (¢ an @) @) (641

Question 1.3: Please state the number of academic staff at your institution in 1992/93: (Please
calculate in full-time equivalents)

The number of academic staff, of course, reflects the number of students, and

thus, also the type of higher education institution and the range as well as the

number of fields of study offered. There are, however, in addition substantial dif-

ferences by country, as shown in Chart 2.1:

- smallest student/academic staff ratios might be noted among ERASMUS and
LINGUA supported institutions in Switzerland (11.3) the Netherlands (11.8),
Belgium (12.3), Norway (13.1), and Sweden (14.0);

- a substantial number of countries were about average or somewhat higher. As
Table 2.5 shows, this ranged from 14.9 in Finland to 22.1 in Germany; and

- in three countries, the student-staff ratio was exceptionally high among the
institutions surveyed: Italy (32.8), Greece (32.4) and Ireland (30.5).

The student-staff ratio at ERASMUS and LINGUA supported universities hardly
differed from that of participating non-university higher education institutions.
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According to those responding to the survey, the ratios were 18.6 and 17.6 respec-
tively across all countries.

Chart 2.1
Student - Academic Staff Ratio at ERASMUS and LINGUA Supported Insti-
tutions, by Country of Institution of Higher Education (mean of percent)

Country

40

Percent

Question: 1.2 Please state the overall number of students (full-time and part-time) enrolled at
your institution in the academic year 1992/93.

Question: 1.3 Please state the overall number of academic staff at your institution in 1992/93
(please calculate in full-time equivalents).




2. Profile of the Institutions 25

2.6 Disciplinary Profile and Course Programmes Offered

More than half of the ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions of higher
education had a broad range of subjects and might be called "general". This is
defined here as covering both, on one hand, the subjects of humanities and social
sciences and, on the other hand, the subjects of sciences and engineering. As
Table 2.6 shows, 26 percent of the institutions offered only courses in the
humanities and social sciences, and 20 percent only in scientific and engineering
fields.

Table 2.6
Subject Areas Represented at ERASMUS and LINGUA Supported Institu-
tion of Higher Education, by Country (percent)

Country
B D DK E F G I IRL NL

General (hum./soc. sc.

and nat. sc./engin.) 27 72 25 89 38 78 66 73 53,
Humanities/social sc. 41 12 44 11 28 11 24 27 39

Nat. sc./engineering 32 9 31 0 34 11

Other 0 7 0 0 0 0 3 0 0

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

(n) 66) (117) (36) (19) (198) ® @9 d1) @36)

P UK A CH N S SF  Other Total

General (hum/soc. sc.

and nat. sc./engin.) 52 77 42 64 43 73 52 0 53
Humanities/social sc. 34 18 33 18 43 9 29 25 26
Nat. sc./engineering 14 5 25 9 14 9 19 75 20
Other 0 0 0 9 0 9 0 0 2
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
(n) ' 2y @8 @12 anp O an e @ (69

Question 1.4: Please fill in the chart below, which refers to several aspects of the disciplinary
profile of your institution in 1992/93 (multiple reply possible). In which subject areas were
1992/93 course programmes offered?
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Specialised institutions of both kinds were frequent among ERASMUS and LIN-
GUA supported ones in Denmark, Belgium and Austria and, in addition, those
specialising in humanities and social sciences in Norway, the Netherlands and
Portugal as well as those specialising in sciences and engineering in France.

Altogether, 28 percent of the institutions offering engineering programmes
were specialised institutions. Similarly agriculture, architecture, art and design,
business studies as well as education and teacher training were frequently offered
at specialised institutions (23-20 percent respectively).

Universities slightly more often offer a broad range of subjects - according to
the definition chosen here - than non-university institutions of higher education.
The respective proportions are 57 percent and 47 percent. A comparatively larger
percentage of non-university institutions were specialised in the areas of humani-
ties and social sciences (34 percent) compared to 21 percent of the universities.

More than 80 percent of all ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions
which were specialised either in the humanities and social sciences or in sciences
and engineering had a student population of at most 2,000, as Table 2.7 shows,

Table 2.7
Number of Students per Institution Enrolled at ERASMUS and LINGUA
Supported Institutions, by Subject Areas Offered (percent)

Subject areas offered

General Human./ Nat. sc./ Other Total
(hum./ social sc. engin.
soc. sc. and

nat./eng.)
Up to 500 7 37 36 10 21
501 -2,000 18 46 42 80 31
2,001 - 5,000 17 11 11 0 14
5,001 - 10,000 22 2 6 10 13
10,001 - 20,000 20 3 4 0 12
More than 20,000 16 1 1 0 9
Total 100 100 100 100 100
(n) 357 (176) (133) (10) (676)

Question: 1.2 Please state the overall number of students (full-time and part-time) enrolled at
your institution in the academic year 1992/93.
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The average number of students at these institutions was lower than 2,000 while,
in contrast, only 25 percent of the institutions with a general subject profile had
such a small number of students. More than a third of the latter institutions
reported student numbers between 2,000 and 10,000 as well as more than 10,000.
The average student population in these general institutions amounted to more
than 11,000 students.

Table 2.8
Course Programmes Offered, by Country (percent of institutions of higher
education)

Country
B D DK E F G I IRL NL
9 5

Agricultural sciences 15 16 3 35 9 11 34

Architecture/urban and
regional planning 18 36 11 30 13 33 21 18 22
Art and design 5 33 16 20 11 33 28 45 22

Business studies/
management sciences 39 69 19 85 4 78 66 64 43

Education/teacher

training 33 31 32 80 16 11 28 18 38
Engineering/technology 27 62 32 70 51 56 48 64 35
Geography/geology 8 24 5 65 17 22 45 9 11
Humanities 6 25 16 75 20 11 52 55 14
Languages/philological

sciences 29 26 24 75 19 22 66 27 16
Law 11 19 5 75 18 11 52 9 11
Mathematics/informatics 20 50 14 75 30 67 55 45 19
Medical sciences 26 15 8 70 12 44 52 9 24
Natural sciences 18 31 19 65 20 33 55 45 14
Social sciences 20 46 22 70 22 33 45 45 46
Communication/

information sciences 14 17 19 35 21 33 28 36 24
Other fields of study 9 28 11 25 6 44 7 18

Not ticked ] ] 3 5 0 ] ] 0
Total 297 529 259 955 327 544 679 518 354
(n) 66) (117 (37 (20) (198) ® @9 an @n

(continued)



28

(Table 2.8 cont.)

Country
P UK A CH N S SF  Other Total

Agricultural sciences 10 23 8 9 0 0 10 0 13

Architecture/urban and
regional planning 7 29 42 27 0 8 10 25 21

Art and design 28 38 17 9 29 33 19 0 21

Business studies/
management sciences 66 68 33 64 43 75 48 25 54

Education/teacher
training 48 54 58 45 43 67 48 0 33

Engineering/technology 41 56 33 27 29 58 29 75 48
Geography/geology 21 42 17 64 29 50 19 0 23

Humanities 28 59 17 55 43 67 29 25 29
Languages/philological

sciences 41 54 17 64 29 58 38 0 32
Law 14 40 17 55 29 42 29 25 23
Mathematics/informatics 52 53 42 73 43 67 43 25 39
Medical sciences 14 33 8 64 29 25 19 25 22
Natural sciences 24 55 42 64 29 50 29 0 31
Social sciences 28 60 25 64 43 58 43 25 37
Communication/infor-

mation sciences 28 44 8 55 29 67 24 0 25
Other fields of study 14 35 25 27 14 33 24 25 17
Not ticked 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 1
Total 462 744 408 764 457 767 457 275 467
@) @9 @8 a2 an O 12) @) (@) (69

Question 1.4: Please fill in the chart below, which refers to several aspects of the disciplinary
profile of your institution in 1992/93 (multiple reply possible). In which subject areas were
1992/93 course programmes offered?

Similarly, more than 70 percent of the ERASMUS and LINGUA supported spe-
cialised institutions had up to 100 academic staff members only. The respective
proportion among general institutions was only 17 percent, while 46 percent had
between 100 and 500, and 38 percent even more than 500 academic staff mem-
bers.
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Among all ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions of higher education
responding, the number of course programmes taught amounted to 40 on average.
Naturally, general institutions provided a much larger number of course pro-
grammes (65) than those specialised in the humanities and social sciences (6) and
those specialised in sciences and engineering (12). Beyond that, the type of higher
education institutions here plays a role. Though the proportion of general univer-
sities was not much higher than that among non-university institutions of higher
education, the average number of course programmes at universities (58) by far
surpassed that at non-university institutions of higher education (17).

Table 2.8 provides an overview of the proportion of fields of study taught by
the ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions of higher education. Course
programmes in business studies (54 percent) as well as in engineering (48 percent)
were offered in about half of the institutions included in this survey. Course pro-
grammes in mathematics (39 percent), social sciences (37 percent) and education
and teacher training (33 percent), foreign language studies (32 percent) and natu-
ral sciences (31 percent) were offered by about one-third of the institutions sur-
veyed.

At ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions of higher education:

- 23 percent of the students were enrolled in engineering;
- 18 percent in business studies;

- 9 percent in education and teacher training; and

- 7 percent in social sciences.

In contrast, two other fields of study quite visible among ERASMUS students,
accounted for relatively small student numbers among all institutions responding
(see Table 2.9): foreign language studies (4.5 percent) and law (3.2).

Among students of the fields named above at ERASMUS and LINGUA sup-
ported institutions, those enrolled in foreign languages, law and business over-
proportionally go abroad with the help of the European programmes. In contrast,
engineering students notably comprised a much smaller proportion among
ERASMUS students than they do among all students at ERASMUS and LINGUA
supported institutions of higher education.
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Table 2.9
Proportion of Students Enrolled in Subject Areas at ERASMUS and LINGUA
Supported Institutions of Higher Education, by Country (mean of percent-

ages)

Country
B D DK E F G I IRL NL
Agricultural sciences 3.8 1.3 35 1 6.1 2.6 1.9 5 3.2
Architecture/urban
and regional planning 8.0 35 4.5 i 5.1 .0 6.0 1.5 33
Art and design 23 7.4 9.3 6 2.4 2 145 1.6 125

Business studies/
management sciences 17.7  17.2 49 140 203 320 151 259 160

Education/teacher

training 17.5 7.1 275 38 33 1.6 2.3 1.0 6.2
Engineering/

technology 162 306 240 9.0 332 164 70 196 123
Geography/geology 1 i 4 2.1 1.2 2.8 1.1 0 2
Humanities 3 35 37 6.6 2.9 2.6 57 177 43
Languages/philo-

logical sciences 10.8 3.1 20 113 2.0 28 115 3.6 6.0
Law 14 24 0 151 32 52 120 1 2.5
Mathematics/

informatics 2.0 3.7 .5 79 41 100 5.6 1.5 1
Medical sciences 7.5 1.9 1.5 4.6 3.7 7.4 4.1 1.5 8.2
Natural sciences 3.6 34 1.5 8.0 4.8 1.0 2.9 7.3 .0
Social sciences 6.4 59 118 6.4 4.6 52 46 133 165
Communication/

information sciences 1.3 4 5.0 53 2.7 1.0 7 44 6.3

Other fields of study 1.2 8.2 .0 4.7 7 9.2 4.8 5 2.4

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
(n) G2 @ @2 O 130 G @) a0 @9

(continued)
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(Table 2.9 cont.)

Country Total
P UK A CH N S SF  Other

Agricultural sciences 4.9 43 22 1.0 .0 .0 ) .0 35

Architecture/urban and
regional planning 2 24 7.1 4.1 .0 1.3 5 5.0 4.1
Art and design 70123 6.1 2 167 .8 59 .0 5.8

Business studies/
management sciences 27.4 11.0 123 91 21.7 308 292 58 17.8

Education/teacher

training 176 100 372 1.1 32 5.0 7.3 .0 8.7
Engineering/

technology 18.0 77 113 89 17.2 238 21.1 563 225
Geography/geology 1.0 24 .0 1.2 3 8 4 .0 .9
Humanities 1.9 119 3.1 5.0 43 3.0 54 6.3 44
Languages/philo-

logical sciences 3.8 4.0 .0 101 1.8 33 39 0 45
Law 35 2.0 2.1 7.3 2.0 3 2.8 7.0 32
Mathematics/

informatics 44 33 53 5.3 3.2 20 29 5.0 3.5
Medical sciences 1.4 8.8 1.1 7.0 1.2 1.3 44 2.5 44
Natural sciences 22 55 102 120 1.8 1.3 5.6 .0 4.1
Social sciences 9.3 8.0 1.2 161 102 13 7.3 6.0 7.1
Communication/

information sciences 32 1.1 .0 4 2.7 5 8 .0 2.1

Other fields of study 3 54 6 113 138 250 1.7 6.3 3.6

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
(m) @ ¢ O O © @ (1% @ (0

Question 1.4: Please state the percentage of students enrotled in each subject area.




32

2.7 The Changing Profile

Some institutions got involved in the ERASMUS programme from the beginning
at the time of its inauguration (or were already involved in the Joint Study Pro-
gramme, the predecessor programme) while others started applying for ERAS-
MUS (or possibly LINGUA II) subsequently. Finally, all the 55 institutions of the
EFTA countries responding were only eligible in 1992/93. Actually, 639 of the
698 institutions from EU countries responding provided information about the
first year they participated in the ERASMUS and possibly LINGUA 1II pro-
grammes. In terms of numbers of institutions, there were slightly more than 100 in
the first two years, i.e. the academic years 1987/88 and 1988/89, between 80 and
90 through the subsequent three years (1989/90 through 1991/92), and 163 in
1992/93 (institutions participating for the first time in 1993/94 were not included
in this study).

Chart 2.2

Average Enrolment in 1992/93 at Institutions of Higher Education Partici-
pating in the ERASMUS and/or LINGUA II Programme, by Year of First
Participation in ERASMUS and/or LINGUA II (rounded mean)
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In analysing the profile of institutions of higher education of EU countries
according to the year of their first participation in the ERASMUS and possibly
LINGUA II programmes, we note the most striking differences according to the
number of students. As Chart 2.2 shows, the institutions having joined ERASMUS
activities already in 1987/88, had an average enrolment of about 12,700 students
in 1992/93. The respective enrolment was somewhat lower among institutions
participating since 1988/89 and 1990/91. Since 1990/91, predominantly small
institutions of higher education joined the ERASMUS and possibly the LINGUA
II programme, i.e. reporting an average enrolment of less than 5,000.







European and International Activities of
Mobility and Co-operation

3.1 Institutional Participation in Programmes

All ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions participating in 1992/93

were asked to respond to this questionnaire. In reality, 95 percent of those re-

sponding reported that they participated in the ERASMUS programme in the re-
spective year, with 14 percent specifically in ECTS, and 28 percent of the institu-
tions beneficiaries of the LINGUA (Action II) programme.

As Table 3.1 shows, the ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions par-
ticipated in 1992/93 on average in a further 2.5 EU programmes of student and
staff exchange or other activities of higher education co-operation linked exclu-
sively or partly to teaching, study and training functions in higher education. Ac-
tually,

- COMETT, i.e. the programme promoting relationships between higher educa-
tion and industry, and TEMPUS, i.e. the programme creating and reinforcing
co-operation between Central and Eastern Europe on the one hand and on the
other countries of the West, were made use of by about half each of the
ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions,

- Human Capital and Mobility, i.e. the mobility programme for young research-
ers, as well as Action Jean Monnet, i.e. the programme supporting professor-
ships serving the European dimension in higher education, were named re-
spectively by almost one-fifth of the ERASMUS and LINGUA supported insti-
tutions,
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Table 3.1

Proportion of ERASMUS and LINGUA Supported Institutions of Higher
Education Concurrently Participating in Various EU Exchange and Co-

operation Programmes in 1992/93, by Country (percent)

Country

B D DK E F G I IRL NL
ERASMUS 98 94 100 100 93 89 97 100 97
ECTS 9 9 16 45 8 33 28 27 8
LINGUA (Action II) 27 28 30 75 19 44 52 27 27
COMETT 32 56 32 65 51 56 59 64 35
TEMPUS 44 49 43 70 46 78 59 36 54
ACTION JEAN
MONNET 11 17 8 50 16 56 45 18 19
MED CAMPUS 6 2 5 20 8 22 17 9 5
HUMAN CAPITAL
AND MOBILITY 11 17 11 15 17 33 48 18 16
Other EU programmes 17 23 16 10 24 11 17 27 30
Other non-EU
programmes 29 36 54 25 41 11 28 27 51
Not ticked 0 4 0 0 4 11 3 0 3
{11)] (66) (117) (37 (200 (198) (9H 29 A (37
(continued)

- some 7 percent of the responding institutions were involved in MED CAM-
PUS, i.e. a programme supporting academic co-operation with the Mediterra-
nean countries; the comparable ratio was about one-fifth among Greek, Span-
ish and Italian institutions surveyed and less than one-tenth among other EU

countries (EFTA countries were not eligible).

It might be added that 22 percent of the ERASMUS and LINGUA supported in-
stitutions reported participation in other EC programmes (mostly research pro-
grammes) and 37 percent in other programmes, not funded by the European Com-

mission.

There were differences in the participation in exchange and co-operation pro-
grammes according to the country of the institution of higher education, as Table
3.1 shows. For example, the highest proportion of institutions participating in
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(Table 3.1 cont.)

Country
P UK A CH N S SF  Other Total
ERASMUS 90 96 100 100 100 83 100 75 95
ECTS 14 15 25 27 29 17 19 25 14

LINGUA (Action II) 34 45 0 0 14 0 0 0 28

COMETT 28 53 58 36 57 58 67 50 49
TEMPUS 38 63 50 0 14 58 43 25 49
ACTION JEAN

MONNET 14 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 18
MED CAMPUS 3 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 7
HUMAN CAPITAL

AND MOBILITY 21 27 33 36 14 17 10 0 19
Other EU programmes 31 29 25 18 14 0 10 25 22
Other non-EU

programmes 14 29 58 27 57 58 62 25 37
Not ticked 3 4 0 0 0 17 0 0 3
(n) @ 08 a an O (12 @2 @ (698

Question 7.1: Please describe the participation of your institution in European/international
programmes of student/staff exchange, higher education co-operation etc. in the academic year
1992/93.

LINGUA (Action II) were those in Spain (70 percent) and in Human Capital and
Mobility those in Italy (48 percent). Naturally, there were respective differences,
as named above, in MED CAMPUS. It should be noted, though, that other differ-
ences were more substantial than those according to country. For example,
COMETT was more likely to attract engineering and business studies, and Hu-
man Capital and Mobility focused on sciences in general.

The most substantial differences might be observed according to the size of the
higher education institution in terms of the number of students enrolled. As Table
3.2 shows, among institutions of higher education with an enrolment of more then
20,000 students, the proportion of those participating, in addition to ERASMUS
and its ECTS component as well as LINGUA (Action II), in TEMPUS was 90
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percent, in COMETT 78 percent, in Human Capital and Mobility 61 percent, and
in Action Jean Monnet, 56 percent. In contrast, of those institutions with an en-
rolment of up to 500 students, the participation quota was one-quarter each in
TEMPUS and COMETT, and less than 5 percent each in HCM and Action Jean
Monnet.

Table 3.2

Proportion of ERASMUS and LINGUA Supported Institutions of Higher
Education Concurrently Participating in Various EU Exchange and Co-
operation Programmes in 1992/93, by Number of Students Enrolled (percent)

Number of students enrolled Total

Up to 501- 2,001- 5,001- 10,000- More than
500 2,000 5,000 10,000 20,000 20,000

ERASMUS 95 92 96 94 100 100 95
ECTS 2 4 10 17 29 56 14
LINGUA (Action II) 7 14 21 37 65 71 28
COMETT 25 37 59 62 72 78 49
TEMPUS 25 33 48 63 84 90 49
ACTION JEAN

MONNET 2 4 13 28 54 56 19
MED CAMPUS 1 2 2 10 13 31 7
HUMAN CAPITAL

AND MOBILITY 4 6 8 36 45 61 19
Other EU programmes 10 16 21 29 37 46 22
Other non-EU

programmes 36 29 45 38 47 47 38
Not ticked 3 5 3 3 0 0 3
Total 211 242 326 417 547 636 342
(n) (140) (211) (96) 90) (83) (59) (679)

Question: 7.1 Please describe the participation of your institution in European/international
programmes of student/staff exchange, higher education co-operation etc. in the academic year
1992/93.
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3.2 Size of Co-operation and Exchange Activities

The ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions were on average involved in
9.6 projects of ERASMUS and its ECTS component as well as LINGUA (Action
II). The number of projects varied between institutions according to country, but
again the number of students enrolled explains the differences to a larger extent.

Table 3.3

Number of International Projects at ERASMUS and LINGUA Supported In-

?titutions of Higher Education in 1992/93, by Number of Students Enrolled
mean)

Number of students enrolled Total

Upto 501-  2,001- 5,001- 10,001~ More than
500 2,000 5,000 10,000 20,000 20,000

ERASMUS 2.1 3.1 53 11.2 18.0 33.8 9.0
ECTS 0 .0 .1 1 2 5 1
LINGUA (Action 11) 0 2 4 8 1.6 3.0 7
COMETT 5 7 1.6 1.5 20 6.0 1.6
TEMPUS 3 5 1.7 2.7 6.1 1.5
ACTION JEAN MONNET .0 .0 1 4 .6 .9 2
MED CAMPUS 0 .0 .0 .0 1 7 1
HUMAN CAPITAL

AND MOBILITY .0 1 2 8 1.8 28 7
Other EU programmes 2 3 1.1 1.0 43 4.3 13
Other non-EU programmes .4 1.0 2.1 9 6.0 49 20
(n) (121)  (190)  (90) 81) (79) (56) 617)

Question 7.1: Please describe the participation of your institution in European/international
programmes of student/staff exchange, higher education co-operation etc. in the academic year
1992/93.

As Table 3.3 shows, institutions with 20,000 and more students were involved in
37 projects, while institutions with up to 500 students were involved, on average,
in two projects. The number of other EU projects similarly varies between 21 in
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one extreme and one in the other, and that of non-EU projects on average be-

tween 6 and less than one half.

Chart 3.1

ICP Coverage Quota* at ERASMUS and LINGUA Supported Institutions of

Higher Education in 1992/93, by Country (percent)

EU country

EFTA country

Percent

100

* Percentage of subject areas (at an institution of higher education) which participate in ICPs

Question 1.4,1: In which subject areas were 1992/93 course programmes offered?
Question 1.4,2: In which subject areas were 1992/93 Inter-university Co-operation Pro-

grammes (ICPs) established?
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Table 3.4
ICP Coverage Quota* at ERASMUS and LINGUA Supported Institutions,
by Type of Institution of Higher Education (mean of percentages)

Type of institution of higher education Total
University Non-university

Agricultural sciences 66.2 53.6 62.4
Architecture/urban and
regional planning 69.8 34.7 57.9
Art and design 56.7 50.0 54.1
Business studies/management
sciences 78.4 68.8 75.1
Education/teacher training 549 62.7 56.9
Engineering/technology 774 62.4 72.2
Geography/geology 589 20.0 56.5
Humanities 73.3 26.3 68.8
Languages/philological sciences 835 60.6 80.1
Law 74.5 11.1 70.9
Mathematics/informatics 61.3 323 54.7
Medical sciences 715 524 68.9
Natural sciences 714 333 67.1
Social sciences 66.1 46.2 61.0
Communication/information
sciences 45.1 23.1 40.1
Other fields of study 45.7 54.1 483
(n) (81) @37 (118)

* Percentage of subject areas offered of those institutions of higher education participating in
ICPs.

Question 1.4: Please fill in the chart below, which refers to several aspects of the disciplinary profile
of your institution in 1992/93 (multiple reply possible). In which subject areas were 1992/93 Inter-
University Co-operation Programmes (ICPs) established?

Most activities supported by ERASMUS are undertaken in the framework of In-
ter-University Co-operation Programmes (ICPs) which link departments of insti-
tutions of higher education together in order to facilitate student exchange and to
ease other types of co-operation activities. Institutions participating in ERASMUS
and possibly LINGUA (Action II) reported that, on average, departments offering
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three subject areas were involved in ICPs. One should note that this figure is not
that of the number of ICPs the respective institution is involved in, because one
field of study might be involved in more than one ICP and a department might be
smaller or larger than the respective category of subject area employed in this sur-
vey. Actually, in 1992/93, the number of ICP-involvement per institution of
higher education was 7.3 on average.

The question as posed in this survey, however, allows us to examine the extent
to which the respective subject areas at ERASMUS and LINGUA supported insti-
tutions were covered by ICP activities. This finding is extraordinary impressive,
namely if an institution of higher education participated at all in ERASMUS, al-
most two-thirds of its subject areas were involved in ICPs.

We might call this the 'ICP coverage quota’. As Chart 3.1 shows, the coverage
quota on average of all subject areas at all institutions was highest among EU
member states in Spain, the Netherlands (78 percent each), Italy (76 percent) and
France (72 percent). It was around two-thirds in various other EU countries, and
just above half in Ireland (56 percent), Portugal (54 percent) and Greece (53 per-
cent). It was amazing to note that the coverage quota in EFTA countries already,
on average, surpassed 50 percent in the first years of ERASMUS involvement of
these countries.

As Table 3.4 shows, universities have a higher ICPs coverage in all subject ar-
eas, except for education and teacher training, than non-university institutions of
higher education. These differences, however, are in part due to the fact that insti-
tutions of higher education (mostly universities) with more than 20,000 students
have a clearly higher ICP coverage than all other universities and other institu-
tions of higher education.

3.3 The European and International Dimension of Curricula

Institutions were asked to provide information on a few elements of the possible
European and international dimension of their course programmes, namely the
number of course programmes devoted to European and international studies and
the extent of involvement in European credit transfer. As will be discussed in an-
other chapter, institutions were also asked to provide information about the use of
foreign languages as the language of instruction.

About half of the ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions responding
to this questionnaire provided course programmes devoted to European and inter-
national studies which might be called 'area studies' or something similar. The
number of European and international course programmes provided is about two
on average at the institutions responding to this question, i.e. about four at those
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institutions providing such types of international programmes at all. As the data
were incomplete, it is not possible to determine exactly the proportion of pro-
grammes devoted to European and international studies among all course pro-
grammes: it was however possible to estimate a proportion of at least 5 percent.

The proportion of institutions of higher education offering European or inter-
national programmes was highest, as Table 3.5 shows, in Sweden where 10 out of
11 institutions responding provided such programmes. It was also relatively high
in the United Kingdom (71 percent), Switzerland (70 percent), Finland (67 per-
cent) and Spain (65 percent).

Table 3.5

Provision of Course Programmes Devoted to European/International Studies
at ERASMUS and LINGUA Supported Institutions of Higher Education, by
Country (percent and mean)

Country

B D DK E F G 1 IRL NL
No 66 43 69 35 55 50 44 60 63
Yes 34 57 31 65 45 50 56 40 37
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
(n) (65) (115) (35) (20) (193) ® @n 10 @35
Mean .8 14 8 21 29 N 1.7 1.4 24
L)) 63 M4 @5 a6 (77 ® @ an @Y

P UK A CH N S SF  Other  Total

No 7229 5 30 71 9 33 75 51
Yes 22 71 45 70 29 91 67 25 49
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
(n) @) n anp a9 M Ay @y @ (678
Mean 4 43 14 42 5 29 17 5 2.0

Question 2.1: Does your institution provide course programmes devoted to European/interna-
tional studies (such as areas studies or similar courses)?
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As one might expect, the size of the institution played a role. Only about one-
third of the institutions having less than 2,000 students, almost two-thirds of in-
stitutions where 5,000 to 10,000 students are enrolled, and eventually more than
five out of six institutions with more than 20,000 students provided European and
international programmes. As Table 3.6 indicates, a student body of at least 5,000
seemed to be the watershed for offering a range of international programmes.

Most course programmes conceived to be European or international were in
the domain of humanities and social sciences, as one might expect. Few institu-
tions of higher education specialising in sciences and engineering reported such
programmes (16 percent). In contrast, the majority of general institutions of
higher education (62 percent) and half of those specialising in the humanities and
social sciences (50 percent) provided them.

It is interesting to note that institutions of higher education which have partici-
pated in the ERASMUS programme since 1987/88 and 1988/89 were more likely
to provide European or international programmes than those joining in 1989/90 or
later. 65 percent (1987/88) and 59 percent (1988/89) of the former as compared to
45 percent (1989/90), 41 percent (1990/91), 36 percent (1991/92) and 42 percent
(1992/93, only EU member states) of the latter provide European and interna-
tional programmes (see Chart 3.2). Also the number of programmes offered, as
well as the proportion of European and international programmes among all
course programmes offered, fit into the same pattern.

Table 3.6

Provision of Course Programmes Devoted to European/International Studies
at ERASMUS and LINGUA Supported Institutions of Higher Education, by
Number of Students Enrolled (percent and mean)

Number of students enrolled Total
Upto 501- 2,001- 5,001- 10,001- More than
500 2,000 5000 10,000 20,000 20,000

No 70 64 46 37 29 16 50
Yes 30 36 54 63 71 84 50
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
(n) (136)  (206) (96) (87) (80) 57 (662)
Mean 9 1.0 1.1 3.8 35 35 2.0

Question 2.1: Does your institution provide course programmes devoted to European/interna-
tional studies (such as "areas studies" or similar courses)?
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Chart 3.2

Proportion of Institutions Providing European and International Pro-
grammes Among All ERASMUS and LINGUA Supported Institutions of
Higher Education, by Year of First Participation in ERASMUS (percent)

Percent
[4,]
o
t

1987/88 1988/89 1989/90 1990/91 1991/92 1992/93
Year of first participation in ERASMUS/LINGUA Il

Question 2.1: Does your institution provide course programmes devoted to European/interna-
tional studies (such as area studies or similar courses)?

The data do not allow us to test the causal relationships. We might assume that
the provision of European and international programmes led many institutions to
get involved in ERASMUS at an early stage. On the other hand, there might be
cases where involvement in ERASMUS triggered off the establishment of Euro-
pean and international programmes after some years of participation.

The European Community Course Credit Transfer System (ECTS) was intro-
duced in 1989 as a pilot scheme, in order to stimulate co-operation among insti-
tutions of higher education in such a way that eventually each institution partici-
pating would accept all prior achievements of students at any of the institutions
participating in ECTS. The mechanism of credit transfer is designed to ease rec-
ognition at each and every occasion of mobility. Of the institutions responding to
the survey, 14 percent actually comprised departments participating in ECTS (see
the proportion of those "formally involved" in Table 3.7)
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Table 3.7
Current and Intended Application of ECTS Among ERASMUS and LIN-
GUA Supported Institutions, by Country (percent)

Country
B D DK E F G I IRL NL

Formally involved,
widening intended 6 8 14 45 7 38 21 27 3

Formally involved, no
widening intended 3 2 3 0 1 0 7 0 6

ECTS in use without
formal involvement,
widening intended 3 4 5 0 7 0 4 0 3

ECTS in use without
formal involvement, no
widening intended 6 4 3 10 2 0 0 27 3

ECTS not in use,
introduction intended 36 23 16 30 36 25 43 18 47

ECTS not in use, no
introduction intended 45 59 59 15 47 38 25 27 39

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
(n) 66) (112) (37) (20) (190) ® (@28 An (36

P UK A CH N S SF  Other Total

Formally involved,

widening intended 7 15 25 18 0 10 19 25 12
Formally involved,
no widening intended 4 1 0 9 29 10 0 0 2

ECTS in use without
formal involvement,

widening intended 7 3 0 9 0 0 10 0 5
ECTS in use without

formal involvement, no

widening intended 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 3

ECTS not in use,
introduction intended 50 32 50 27 0 40 19 0 32

ECTS not in use, no
introduction intended 32 49 25 36 71 40 38 75 46

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
() @ @5 1 an @ a0 @) @ (©676)

Question 2.3: Does your institution make use of the European Community Credit Transfer System
(ECTS)? Question 2.4: Does your institution intend to introduce or widen the use of ECTS in the
near future?
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Table 3.8

Current and Intended Application of ECTS Among ERASMUS and LIN-
GUA Supported Institutions of Higher Education, by Number of Students
Enrolled (percent)

Number of students enrolled Total

Upto 501-  2,001- 5,001- 10,001- More than
500 2,000 5,000 10,000 20,000 20,000

Formally involved,

widening intended 2 3 8 15 20 51 12
Formally involved,

no widening intended . 0 1 3 2 7 5 2
ECTS in use without

formal involvement, )

widening intended 4 5 6 5 2 5 5
ECTS in use without

formal involvement,

no widening intended 3 4 1 2 6 2 3
ECTS not in use,

introduction intended 27 36 32 34 34 29 33
ECTS not in use, no

introduction intended 63 50 49 41 30 8 45
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
(n) (136) (201) 93) 87) (83) (59) (659)

Question 2.3: Does your institution make use of the European Community Credit Transfer
System (ECTS)? Question 2.4: Does your institution intend to introduce or widen the use of
ECTS in the near future?

A further 8 percent of institutions reported that they made use of ECTS in one or
even more course programmes. One might assume that they calculated credits
similarly in student exchange with partner institutions without being involved in
the ECTS networks established by the European Commission.

The current data on the actual use of ECTS were strongly influenced by the
idiosyncrasies of the pilot scheme. For example, a large proportion of universities
in small European countries were involved, because departments of small coun-
tries had a higher chance of being involved in the pilot scheme. Also, the fact that
29 percent of universities, as compared to only 10 percent of non-university in-
stitutions of higher education, reported making use of ECTS, might be explained,
in part, by the stronger emphasis of the pilot scheme on the university sector. In
addition, one should bear in mind that only one department each makes use of
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ECTS at two-thirds of the institutions reporting some application of ECTS. Thus,
larger institutions are more likely than smaller ones to state making use of ECTS,
which, in turn makes universities more likely to be involved than non-university
institutions of higher education.

Table 3.7 shows that more than one-fifth of the higher education institutions
who were formally involved in the ECTS pilot scheme or making use of it in-
tended to widen their use of ECTS. In addition, almost one-third of the institu-
tions reported that they were currently neither formally nor otherwise involved in
ECTS but intended to introduce it. If we add all those, we note that altogether 54
percent of the ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions were interested in
the application of European credit transfer. This ratio was highest among institu-
tions in Spain (85 percent), Italy, Austria (75 percent each) and Ireland (73 per-
cent). It was lowest among ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions in
Norway (29 percent), Denmark and Germany (41 percent). Notably in Germany,
a system of credit transfer was frequently viewed as not matching the prevailing
modes of examination.

The proportion of those institutions currently not making use but expressing
interest in introducing ECTS was more or less evenly distributed according to the
number of students per institution (see the fifth item in Table 3.8) and the type of
institutions. Thus, if all institutions realised their intention, involvement in ECTS
would continue to differ substantially according to size and type of institution.

3.4 Student Mobility

ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions sent on average - the data refer
to the academic year 1992/93 - about 40 students abroad in the framework of
ERASMUS and LINGUA (Action II) and received on average about 40 students
as well from their partner institutions abroad. These findings are documented in
greater detail in the annual statistics of ERASMUS student mobility. This study
allows us in addition to present the number of students mobile without ERAS-
MUS-support as well as to analyse the proportion of ERASMUS students of all
students of the respective institutions.

As Tables 3.9 and 3.10 show, the highest proportion of ERASMUS student
mobility was reported by French (2.4 percent outgoing and 1.8 percent incom-
ing), Danish (1.8 percent outgoing and 1.0 percent incoming) and Belgian institu-
tions (1.3 percent outgoing and 1.1 percent incoming). These data would be mis-
leading, though, if viewed in isolation. The proportion of students going abroad
with ERASMUS support varied only moderately by country of home institution,
because a more or less even distribution was guaranteed through the basic award
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Table 3.9

Average Number and Quota of Own Students Going Abroad Temporarily in
1992/93 per ERASMUS and LINGUA Supported Institution of Higher Edu-
cation, by Country (mean) ‘

Country

B D DK E F G I IRL NL
ERASMUS and
LINGUA students
Number 27.0 541 236 1308 350 268 1006 295 433
Quota* 1.3 1.0 1.8 .6 24 i 1.0 7 9
Other outgoing students
Number 60 460 194 278 288 48 355 57 84.0
Quota* .6 9 1.1 3 35 .0 1.3 2.1
All outgoing students
Number 33.0 1001 430 1586 63.8 31.5 1361 352 1273
Quota* 1.9 2.0 29 9 59 i 23 8 3.0
(n) 66) (113) (37 (20) (191 @8 (28 (A1) (3%

P UK A CH N S SF  Other Total
ERASMUS and
LINGUA students
Number 20 454 399 270 290 565 266 23 430
Quota* .8 9 6 i 1.0 8 8 1.4
Other outgoing students
Number 25 466 1594 206 229 837 419 S5 355
Quota* 4 1.8 1.1 3 1.0 1.7 1.6 2 1.8
Al outgoing students
Number 245 920 1993 476 519 1402 684 28 785
Quota* 1.2 2.7 1.7 1.0 20 2.6 25 9 32
() @y (8 a2 anp 7 Ay @) @ (676)

Question 7.3: How many of your students studied abroad temporarily in 1992/93?

* Percent of all students enrolled

regulations of the ERASMUS programme. The differences notably of outgoing
students by country in Table 3.9 are due, however, to the respective differences in
the size of the institutions. As Tables 3.11 and 3.12 show, institutions of higher
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education with large numbers of students send and receive smaller proportions of
ERASMUS students. If a certain proportion of departments participated in
ERASMUS and LINGUA (Action II), we might expect small institutions either to
participate or not, but if that if they did participate, the quota of students partici-
pating would be high. In contrast, large institutions were overall more likely to
participate, though with a smaller number of departments on average and thus
with a smaller proportion of students as well. As French, Danish and Belgian re-
sponding institutions were most frequently among those with at most 2,000 stu-
dents, a higher proportion of students participating in ERASMUS and LINGUA
was found in the cases of these countries.

The number of students going temporarily abroad with other means (i.e. not
supported by ERASMUS or LINGUA) was slightly lower than those supported
by ERASMUS or LINGUA. On average of the ERASMUS and LINGUA sup-
ported institutions, 55 percent of the temporarily outgoing students in 1992/93
were supported by ERASMUS or LINGUA.

As Table 3.9 indicates, ERASMUS and LINGUA supported students:

- accounted for between 90 and 70 percent of all temporarily outgoing students
on average of the institutions responding from Portugal, Ireland, Spain, Bel-
gium and Italy. ERASMUS was the prime source for temporary mobility in
these countries;

- comprised about half or slightly less of the students on average of the institu-
tions responding from France, Germany, Denmark and the United Kingdom;
and

- accounted for only a little more than one-third in the case of the Netherlands.

As one might expect, the proportion of ERASMUS and LINGUA supported stu-
dents among all students studying abroad temporarily was on average lower in
EFTA countries than in EU countries. One has to bear in mind that the data refer
to the first year of EFTA participation in ERASMUS.

The quota of students studying abroad was indirectly related to the size of the
higher education institution. This finding, as already discussed above, is due to
the fact that small institutions with few departments were highly represented if
one of their departments joined the ERASMUS programme.

The number of students incoming for a temporary study period without
ERASMUS and LINGUA was, on average at participating institutions, clearly
higher than the number of students outgoing without ERASMUS support (65 as
compared to 36). One might assume that a certain proportion of such students
came from countries which were not usually the target countries of students from
EU and EFTA countries, for example Eastern Europe, Asia, Latin America and
Africa. As Table 3.10 indicates, most temporarily incoming students (more than
70 percent on average at ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions) in
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Table 3.10
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Average Number and Quota of Incoming Foreign Students in 1992/93 per
ERASMUS and LINGUA Supported Institution of Higher Education, by
Country of Institution of Higher Education (mean)

Country

B D DK E F G I IRL. NL
ERASMUS and
LINGUA students
Number 238 376 156 1138 331 245 748 471 369
Quota* 1.1 N 1.0 ) 18 6 12 1.1 N
Other incoming students ’
Number 52 954 112 737 503 1.5 888 135 511
Quota* 5 1.2 1.1 4 1.8 .0 .5 3 .8
Foreign students staying
for the whole course
programme
Number 203.5 4559 262 1555 1708 .8 1662 11.7 102.2
Quota* 32 4.6 7 7 24 .0 9 2 5.8
All foreign students
Number 256.2 626.6 686 456.6 2873 513 4045 1194 227.1
Quota* 59 72 38 21 78 11 3.7 238 8.0
(n) 66 (113) (379 @200 @9 @& 28 (1) (3%

P UK A CH N S SF  Other Total
ERASMUS and
LINGUA students
Number 150 61.7 236 209 154 346 6.4 1.3 373
Quota ) 1.2 5 .6 6 .6 4 4 1.1
Other incoming
students
Number 348 935 6368 51.8 159 387 198 68 652
Quota* .6 1.3 35 6 1.1 9 1.1 2.1 12
Foreign students
staying for the whole
course programme
Number 473 2592 3922 5729 2119 1965 809 468 2175
Quota* 3 47 43 7.2 3.6 1.0 12 18.1 31
All foreign students
Number 112.0 476.1 1076.0 666.5 2586 3045 113.5 56.0 3573
Quota* 2.0 85 8.7 9.1 5.8 32 31 210 6.5
(m) ey M a2 any M ay e @ (676)

Question 7.4: How many foreign students studied at your institution in 1992/93? Please state the

number.
* Percent of all students
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Greece, Belgium and Ireland were supported by ERASMUS and LINGUA. This
was also true for the majority of incoming temporary students in Spain and Den-
mark, while those supported by ERASMUS and LINGUA formed the minority of
temporarily incoming students in the remaining EU and also in all EFTA coun-
tries.

Finally, the number of foreign students staying at the ERASMUS and LIN-
GUA supported institutions for a whole course programme exceeded, on average,
the number of all students incoming temporarily. The quota was, as Table 3.10
shows, highest on average at Swiss (7.2 percent of all students at theinstitutions
responding), Dutch (5.8 percent), British (4.7 percent) and German (4.6 percent)
institutions of higher education. The respective quota was lower than one percent
each in Italy, Spain, Denmark, Portugal, Ireland and Greece.

Table 3.11

Average Number and Quota of Own Students Going Abroad Temporarily in
1992/93 per ERASMUS and LINGUA Supported Institution of Higher Edu-
cation, by Number of Students Enrolled (mean)

Number of students enrolled Total
Upto 501 - 2,001- 5,001- 10,001- More than
500 2,000 5,000 10,000 20,000 20,000

ERASMUS and

LINGUA students

Number 7.2 16.5 322 53.3 86.0 170.3 43.6
Quota* 2.7 1.6 1.0 7 .6 5 1.4
Other outgoing

students

Number 9.3 20.6 312 51.7 48.9 117.3 35.7
Quota* 3.6 23 9 7 K] 4 1.8
All outgoing students

Number 16.5 37.1 63.4 105.1 134.8 287.6 79.3
Quota* 6.4 4.0 1.9 1.4 9 9 32
() (137) (205) 95) (83) (82) (58) (660)

Question 7.3: How many of your students studied abroad temporarily in 1992/93?
* Percent of all students
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The total number of foreign students accounted for about 7 to 9 percent on aver-
age at responding institutions in Switzerland, Austria, the United Kingdom,
France and Germany. On the other hand, it was about 2 percent or less on average
at Spanish, Portuguese and Greek institutions which responded.

An additional question allows us to examine, in detail, the quantitative devel-
opment of the total number of outgoing students to EU and EFTA countries and
the number of ERASMUS and LINGUA supported students among them (see
Table 3.13). In this way, we might examine the respective role of the ERASMUS
and LINGUA programmes in student exchange in Western Europe.

Table 3.12

Average Number of Incoming Foreign Students in 1992/93 per ERASMUS
and LINGUA Supported Institution of Higher Education, by Number of Stu-
dents Enrolled (mean)

Number of students enrolled Total

Upto 501-  2,001- 5,001- 10,001- More than
500 2,000 5,000 10,000 20,000 20,000

ERASMUS

and LINGUA

Number 6.0 12.1 219 508 79.8 152.2 37.8
Quota 22 1.2 7 7 5 5 1.1
Other incoming

students

Number 3.8 13.8 24.7 74.0 143.8 349.5 66.5
Quota 1.7 14 .8 9 1.0 1.3 1.2
Foreign students

staying for the whole

course programme

Number 9.3 29.3 104.1 232.0 570.7 1096.2 2224
Quota 2.7 28 3.1 3.0 39 3.8 3.1
All foreign students

Number 251 67.4 172.7 407.6 874.0 1750.1 364.6
Quota 8.7 6.6 52 54 5.9 6.0 6.5
(n) (137) (205) 95) (83) (82) (58) (660)

Question 7.4: How many foreign students studied at your institution in 1992/93? Please state
the number.
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We should note, however, the limitations of the data. Firstly, we have information

available on students of institutions of higher education, irrespective of the first

year of ERASMUS support, still receiving ERASMUS support in 1992/93. Thus,

institutions dropping out of ERASMUS and LINGUA support prior to 1992/93

were not included. Secondly, the question asked about students going to EU and

EFTA countries. Thus, the data include students going to EFTA countries from

1987/88 through 1991/92 who were not eligible for ERASMUS and LINGUA

support. Thirdly, the data were based, as all the other data, on about 60 percent of

responses to the questionnaire and thus not complete for all ERASMUS and

LINGUA supported institutions.

In Table 3.13, the figures on outgoing students for temporary study abroad
were sorted according to generations of ERASMUS participation in terms of the
first year of any department or course programme sending students abroad within
this framework. We note, first that the number of ERASMUS and LINGUA stu-
dents grew more or less continuously from the year of first participation until
1993/94, i.e. the most recent year for which the questionnaire could ask informa-
tion.

We also note, secondly, a more or less continuous growth of the number of
students at these institutions going to EU and EFTA countries without any
ERASMUS or LINGUA support. This increase was lower on average than those
going with support and actually fell between 1992/93 and 1993/94. Although a
perfect measure would require complete data on student exchange in the year be-
fore the first involvement in ERASMUS, the data indicate clearly that the provi-
sion of ERASMUS and LINGUA student fellowships did not lead to a displace-
ment effect of other sources. If this occasionally happened, it was true for a very
brief period. Immediately or shortly thereafter the number of students funded dif-
ferently clearly surpassed the initial shift from other to ERASMUS and LINGUA
support.

There are substantial differences in the ERASMUS and LINGUA support of
outgoing students for temporary study in other EU or EFTA countries:

- institutions of higher education who participated from the first year of the
ERASMUS programme, i.e. 1987/88, started off with a relatively low quota,
i.e. 39 percent, of outgoing students to EU and EFTA countries being sup-
ported. Over the next six years, the number of ERASMUS and LINGUA sup-
ported outgoing students became seven times higher than it was initially, while
the number of those going abroad temporarily without ERASMUS and LIN-
GUA more than doubled. The ERASMUS and LINGUA support quota in-
creased from 39 to 67 percent;

- institutions joining the ERASMUS programme from its second year, i.e. 1988/
'89, started off with a much higher quota of ERASMUS recipients (59 percent).
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Total Number of Outgoing Students to EU and EFTA Countries 1986/87 to
1993/94 from ERASMUS and LINGUA Supported Institutions of Higher
Education, by Year of the Institution’s First Participation in ERASMUS and
Possibly LINGUA (absolute numbers, ratios of increase, and proportion of those

supported by ERASMUS/LINGUA among all outgoing)

Number of students Increase Proportion’
With Without Total’  With  Without Total®

Year ER supp.l ER supp.2 ER supp.4 ER supp.s

a) First participation in 1987/88

1986/87 0 1078 1078 - - - -
1987/88 1285 2022 3307 - 876 206.8 389
1988/89 2340 2421 4761 822 19.7 440 491
1989/90 4085 2697 6782 74.6 114 424 60.2
1990/91 5451 3240 8691 334 20.1 28.1 62.7
1991/92 7053 3634 10687 294 12.2 23.0 66.0
1992/93 8579 4508 13087 21.6 24.1 225 656
1993/94 9203 4488 13691 73 -04 46 672
b) First participation in 1988/89

1988/89 1518 1040 2558 - - - 593
1989/90 2478 1157 3635 63.2 113 421 68.2
1990/91 3721 1460 5181 50.2 262 425 71.8
1991/92 5123 1688 6811 37.7 15.6 315 752
1992/93 6602 1832 8434 289 85 238 783
1993/94 7502 2020 9522 13.6 103 129 788
¢) First participation in 1989/90

1989/90 1336 454 1790 - - - 74.6
1990/91 2045 631 2676 53.1 39.0 495 76.4
1991/92 2744 872 3616 342 382 314 759
1992/93 3664 1265 4929 335 45.1 402 743
1993/94 4354 1669 6023 18.8 319 222 723
d) First participation in 1990/91

1990/91 1202 547 1749 - - - 68.7
1991/92 1513 955 2468 259 74.6 41.1 61.3
1992/93 2255 1630 3885 490 70.0 574 58.0
1993/94 2522 1524 4046 11.8 -6.5 4.1 62.3
e) First participation in 1991/92

1991/92 946 1286 2232 - - - 424
1992/93 1442 1618 3060 524 25.8 36.6 47.1
1993/94 1908 1644 3552 323 1.6 16.5 537

Question 7.5: Please state the number of students sent and received in order to describe the development of

student exchange in EC and EFTA countries since the inauguration of ERASMUS.
1 Number of outgoing students with ERASMUS-support

2 Number of students without ERASMUS-support
3 Total number of outgoing students
4 Increase over previous year: students with ERASMUS-support

5 Increase over previous year: students without ERASMUS-support

6 Increase over previous year: all outgoing students
7 Proportion of students with ERASMUS-support among all outgoing students
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In a growth of the number of students going to EU and EFTA countries with or
without ERASMUS and LINGUA support similar to the growth of the preced-
ing cohort of institutions getting involved in ERASMUS, we note a growth of
the ERASMUS and LINGUA support quota from 59 to 79 percent;

- institutions getting involved in ERASMUS and LINGUA in the third year, i.e.
1989/90, started off with sending - from the very beginning - three-quarters of
their mobile outgoing students to host institutions with the help of ERASMUS
or LINGUA. This support quota of about three quarters remained about the
same over time. It should be noted that the number of students per institution
was relatively small; and

- subsequent cohorts, i.e. institutions involved for the first time in 1990/91 or
1991/92, started off with lower level of ERASMUS support than in the preced-
ing years. The support quota never reached the level it had for institutions who
had already joined in 1987/89 and remained clearly lower than that of institu-
tions participating since 1988/89 or 1990/91. Again, the average number of
students at these institutions was relatively small.

The data altogether suggest that, at institutions of higher education, the depart-
ments joining the ERASMUS programmes for the first time in 1988/89 and, no-
tably, in 1989/90 had the highest ERASMUS and LINGUA support quota of all
students going abroad temporarily within the EU and EFTA countries. Before that
and after, the quota of ERASMUS and LINGUA recipients among students going
to the respective countries was mostly smaller.

3.5 Staff Mobility

The number and quota of foreign teaching staff is one most visible indicator for
the internationalisation of an institution of higher education. On average, the
ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions reported a quota of 4.8 percent
foreign academic staff in 1992/93. On the one hand, 33 percent of the institutions
had no foreign academic staff at all and 23 percent at most 2 percent foreign aca-
demic staff. On the other hand, 10 percent of the institutions reported a foreign
academic staff quota of more than ten percent.

Notably, several of the few Swiss, Greek and Austrian institutions stated a high
quota of foreign academic staff, as Table 3.14 shows. Though the number of
cases is small, they seem to be indicative for these countries.

As Table 3.15 shows, foreign staff were considerably more frequent among
academic staff at universities than among non-university institutions of higher
education with 70 percent of the latter institutions having at most a quota of two
percent of foreign staff as compared to 48 percent of the former.
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Table 3.14
Percentage of Academic Staff from Abroad at ERASMUS and LINGUA
Supported Institutions, by Country of Institution of Higher Education
(percent and mean)
Country

B D DK E F G I IRL NL
None 69 22 65 22 37 50 29 44 8
Up to 2 percent 8 32 15 44 23 0 0 11 33
3 - 4 percent 0 18 0 11 0 14 22 17
5 - 6 percent 14 10 12 0 0 0 11 25
7 - 8 percent 8 0 0 0 0 0
9 - 10 percent 2 0 22 0 43 0 4
More than 10 percent 4 0 11 50 14 11 13
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
) G @®) @26 9 @2y @ O O @
Mean 20 43 1.3 30 40 150 84 6.1 6.4

P UK A CH N S SF  Other Total
None 38 18 0 0 0 25 6 33 33
Up to 2 percent 13 33 29 0 20 25 31 0 23
3 - 4 percent 0 8 0 0 0 0 25 0 9
5 - 6 percent 31 20 14 0 20 50 13 0 13
7 - 8 percent 0 2 0 0 20 6
9 - 10 percent 13 10 14 13 20 19 33
More than 10 percent 6 8 43 88 20 0 33 10
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
) ae @ O @ G @ 46 (3 425
Mean 44 45 110 275 8.2 3.0 43 267 4.8

Question 1.3: Please state the number of academic staff at your institution in 1992/93: (Please
calculate in full-time equivalents)
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Temporary staff exchange in the framework of the ERASMUS and LINGUA
programme might either be undertaken in the framework of so-called 'Short Study
Visits', i.e. a scheme providing travel subsidies for academic or administrative
staff staying between one week and one months for purposes of information and
co-operation, or it might be undertaken as 'Teaching Staff Exchange' supposedly
for a period of one to three months, but actually mostly shorter than one month.

Table 3.15

Percentage of Academic Staff from Abroad at ERASMUS and LINGUA
Supported Institutions in 1992/93, by Type of Institution of Higher Educa-
tion (percent and mean)

Type of institution of higher education Total
University Non-university

None 25 46 33
Up to 2 percent 23 24 23
3 - 4 percent 9 9 9
5 - 6 percent 15 11 13
7 - 8 percent 5 1 3
9 - 10 percent 11 3 8
More than 10 percent 12 6 10
Total 100 100 100
n) (255) 167) 422)
Mean 57 29 4.6

Question 1.3: Please state the number of academic staff at your institution in 1992/93: (Please
calculate in full-time equivalents)

Of the ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions, on average little more
than one academic staff member was sent abroad in the framework of the
ERASMUS and LINGUA programmes (see Table 3.16). Academic staff ex-
change supported by ERASMUS and LINGUA, according to the ERASMUS and
LINGUA supported institutions responding, accounted for about 40 percent of
academic staff exchange within the EU and EFTA countries.

Differences by country largely reflect varying sizes of institutions. On the one
hand, institutions with more than 20,000 students sent on average more than ten
times as many academic staff members abroad than institutions with up to 500




3. European and International Activities of Mobility and Co-operation 59

students. If we note the proportion of staff exchanged among the total number of
staff, small higher education institutions involved in the ERASMUS and LIN-
GUA programmes seem to be more active in academic staff exchange than larger
ones. These patterns are similar to those of student exchange.

Table 3.16

Average Number of Academic Staff Exchanged in 1992/93 per ERASMUS
and LINGUA Supported Institutions of Higher Education, by Country of In-
stitution (mean)

Country

B D DK E F G I IRL NL
ERASMUS and
LINGUA outgoing .3 14 5 8.2 3 129 9 5 7
Other outgoing 7 39 12 104 2.0 1.6 2.1 3 1.6
All outgoing 1.0 53 1.7 186 24 145 3.0 .8 2.2
ERASMUS and
LINGUA incoming 2 8 7 52 3 3.1 1.4 6 5
Other incoming 2 23 1.8 1.9 22 9 24 .0 1.3
All incoming 4 3.1 24 7.0 2.5 4.0 38 6 1.8
(n) 66) (113) (37) (0) 191 @® (28 an @35

P UK A CH N S SF  Other Total
ERASMUS and
LINGUA outgoing 2.1 7 7 .0 7 2.1 5 .0 1.1
Other outgoing 4 9 1.5 7 9 29 212 .0 2.7
All outgoing 2.6 1.6 22 7 1.6 50 217 .0 38
ERASMUS and
LINGUA incoming 1.3 .5 .0 .0 .0 1.5 4 .0 7
Other incoming 4 1.0 32 1.7 9 20 19.2 8.8 2.3
All incoming 18 1.5 32 1.7 9 35 196 8.8 29
(n) @n (4 12 dany M A1y @2y @ (67)

Question 7.4: How many staff members did you exchange at your institution in 1992/93
(staying at least one month and longest one year)?
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Finally it is worth mentioning that the proportion of academic staff recruited from
abroad was closely linked to the number of foreign students staying permanently
or temporarily at the respective institution of higher education. As Table 3.17
shows, higher education institutions with up to 20 foreign students had a ratio of
foreign staff below 3 percent. In contrast, institutions with more than 500 foreign
students reported a ratio of foreign staff of more than 7 percent.

Only about one in ten institutions had sent an administrative staff member
abroad in the framework of the ERASMUS programme. This might be a slight
underestimation, because the applications for Short Study Visits do not require
institutional consent, but it would remain marginal as compared to academic staff
exchange, if these data were more valid.

The relatively small exchange of academic staff in the framework of the
ERASMUS programme has triggered off a debate on whether increased academic
staff exchange should be promoted under the umbrella of SOCRATES. This is
viewed also as beneficial, notably for students who are not mobile and could be
better able to share the European experience if more of their courses were taught
by academic staff from other European countries.

Table 3.17

Percentage of Academic Staff from Abroad at ERASMUS and LINGUA
Supported Institutions 1992/93, by Foreign Students Staying Permanently or
Temporarily (percent and mean)

Number of foreign students staying permanently or temporarily Total
Upto 10 11-20 21-100 101-500  More than
500

None 53 65 37 16 4 33
Up to 2 percent 16 14 23 30 29 23
3 - 4 percent 5 2 10 10 17 9
5 - 6 percent 10 12 13 19 11 13
7 - 8 percent 2 0 3 3 7 3
9 - 10 percent 9 4 7 6 15
More than
10 percent 5 4 7 15 17 10
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
(n) (88) (51) (113) 97 (72) (421)
Mean 2.6 2.1 43 6.5 74 4.7

Question: 1.3 Please state the number of academic staff at your institution in 1992/93 (please
calculate in full-time equivalents).




Institutional Policies and Provisions

4.1 The Institutions' Achievements

Asked to characterise their institutions of higher education in comparison to other

institutions in their country in terms of the degree of internationalisation

achieved, most respondents from ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions

stated relatively high levels of such achievements. They considered their institu-

tion clearly above the average of the other institutions of higher education within

their country in respect to three of the eight items they were asked to consider,

namely:

- administrative support for foreign students (3.7 on average on a scale from
1 = "by far less than average" to 5 = "by far more than average"),

- international student exchange (3.6), and

- academic support for foreign students (3.5).

These three items were, in fact, those of the eight most clearly linked to student
exchange. In respect to two further items related to student exchange, respondents
viewed institutions participating in ERASMUS and LINGUA programmes to be
somewhat above the average in terms of:

- foreign language provisions for students, and

- visits by foreign scholars (3.3 each).

Respondents considered ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions to be
close to the national averages only in respect to international co-operation in re-
search. A closer view shows that the issue of institutional types and their different
functions comes into play here. Respondents of universities stated interna tional
co-operation in research clearly above average (3.4) and those of non-university
institutions of higher education clearly below average (2.5).
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Table 4.1

Proportion of ERASMUS and LINGUA Supported Institutions Character-
ised as Above Average Regarding International Co-operation and Support

Activities, by Country (percent*)

Country

B D DK E F G I IRL NL

International coopera-

tion in research 27 32 18 47 43 56 48 33
International student

exchange 63 46 64 63 59 44 48 30
Academic support for

foreign students 58 40 64 68 51 38 59 67

Administrative support
for foreign students 66 71 68 84 56 56 56 67

Foreign language

provisions for students 40 47 29 63 48 56 54 33
Visits by foreign )

scholars 37 39 31 53 45 78 27 22
Courses taught in

foreign languages 22 9 27 56 23 25 33 11

31

49

45

48

33

35

34

P UK A CH N S SF  Other Total

International coopera-

tion in research 33 42 40 33 43 50 33 100
International student

exchange 43 45 50 50 57 55 67 50
Academic support for

foreign students 57 61 50 29 29 36 43 100
Administrative support

for foreign students 50 55 80 40 57 64 71 0
Foreign language

provisions for students 39 43 10 30 43 45 55 0
Visits by foreign

scholars 39 43 40 33 43 45 60 0
Courses taught in

foreign languages 27 13 0 33 43 36 62 100

38

54

52

61

44

41

23

Question 5.1: How would you characterise your institution in comparison to other institutions

of higher education in your country?

* Categories 4 and 5 on a scale from 1 = "by far less than average" to 5 = "by far more than
average"
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Finally, regarding the extent of courses taught in foreign languages, respondents
even regarded their own institutions as being below the national average (2.6).
This suggests that many persons in charge of international activities conceived
deficiencies in the internationalisation policies of their institutions as far as the
use of a foreign language as a medium of instruction was concerned.

Table 4.1 provides the percentages of those considering their institution to be

above average in international achievements. The international achievements of
Spanish, Finnish and Greek institutions of higher education were most strongly
pointed out by their representatives, while the Irish respondents stated most mod-
erate achievements of their institutions in those respects. By and large, represen-
tatives of institutions with more than 10,000 students tend to consider their insti-
tutions to be more international than do representatives of small institutions.
One might challenge the validity of those statements in pointing out that the
means should be close to the centre of the scale ("average") in countries with
large numbers of higher education institutions participating in the ERASMUS
programmes. The more institutions are involved, the less they likely they are to be
above average by definition.

Table 4.2

Proportion of ERASMUS and LINGUA Supported Institutions Character-
ised as Above Average Regarding Co-operation and Support Activities, by
Year of First Participation in ERASMUS (percent* of EC countries)

Year of first participation Total
87 88 89 90 91 92

International co-operation in research 44 47 43 33 28 25 37
International student exchange 67 63 47 56 49 41 54
Academic support for foreign

students 62 64 57 41 54 44 54
Administrative support for

foreign students 75 68 63 53 59 53 62
Foreign language provisions

for students 52 48 52 39 39 42 45
Visits by foreign scholars 47 50 32 38 33 .37 40
Courses taught in foreign languages 26 31 21 20 11 20 22

Question: 5.1 How would you characterise your institution in comparison to other institutions
of higher education in your country?

* Categories 4 and 5 on a scale from 1 = "by far less than average" to 5 = "by far more than
average"
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One finding presented in Table 4.2, however, underscores the validity of the re-
sponses. The longer the institution participates in ERASMUS and LINGUA pro-
grammes, the higher the respondent rates its international achievements.
The responses by institutions to the 8 items were integrated into an index. The
differences of the index scores according to country are presented in Table 4.3.

Table 4.3

Index of Degree of Perceived Internationalisation of the ERASMUS and

LINGUA Supported Institutions of Higher Education, by Country (percent)

Country

B D DK E F G I IRL NL
Comparable low 11 14 14 1 0 7 40 14
2 16 16 11 17 11 22 10 17
3 38 41 31 21 29 44 26 10 26
4 18 13 28 26 23 11 22 30 20
Comparable high 16 17 17 42 20 33 22 10 23
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
(n) 61) (109 (36) (19 18D ® @ Qo 35)

P UK A CH N S SF  Other  Total
Comparable low 11 20 0 10 0 0 0 50 12
2 14 12 40 10 43 36 19 0 16
3 39 33 20 40 29 18 19 0 32
4 21 20 30 20 0 9 24 50 20
Comparable high 14 15 10 20 29 36 38 0 20
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
() @y @5 a0 a0 (7 Ay e () (657)

Question 5.1: How would you characterise your institution in comparison to other institutions

of higher education in your country?
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4.2 Co-operation with European Partners

Co-operation with partner institutions might go beyond those activities indispen-
sable for arranging student exchange. As Table 4.4 suggests, additional joint ac-
tivities were indeed widespread:

- more than half of the institutions were active in jointly organising seminars or
other events with their partner institutions (62 percent) and in arranging lec-
tures held by foreign teaching staff (58 percent);

- about two out of five institutions each ran, together with their partners, inter-
national intensive courses, involved their partners in the creation or adaptation
of their curricula (44 percent each), and co-operated in the provision of lan-
guage training (41 percent);

- about a quarter of the institutions involved their partners in evaluating the cur-
riculum (27 percent); and

- as one might expect, a small number of the institutions surveyed co-operated
with their partners in the field of distance learning (6 percent).

As Table 4.4 shows, Dutch and Finnish institutions most frequently reported co-
operation activities with other European partners.

Some of these activities were more likely to occur in large institutions, such as
the provision of lectures by foreign staff, the organisation of joint seminars and
the co-operation in language training (see Table 4.5). In contrast, co-operation in
such matters as evaluation and curriculum development were not linked to the
size of the institution. Non-university institutions of higher education (51 percent)
were somewhat more active than universities (40 percent) in co-operation con-
cerning curriculum development.
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Table 4.4

Areas of Co-operation of ERASMUS and LINGUA Supported Institutions
with European Partners, by Country (percent of institutions of higher educa-

tion; multiple reply possible)

Country
Area of co-operation B D DK E F G I IRL NL
Organising joint
international
events/seminars* 52 71 59 65 58 56 83 55 73
Provision of lectures by
foreign teaching staff 48 53 65 55 54 78 69 64 84
Creation or adaptation
of your curriculum 56 38 22 40 42 56 38 36 81
Running international
intensive courses 45 35 54 50 32 67 62 45 73
Language training 32 41 38 60 43 56 66 45 32
Evaluation of your
curriculum 38 17 19 15 27 22 34 18 54
Creation or adaptation
of distance learning 8 5 5 10 7 33 7 36 8
Teaching distance
education programmes 2 3 5 10 8 0 7 27 3
Other 8 7 8 5 9 0 0 9 14
Not ticked 5 12 11 20 13 11 3 0 3
Total 292 283 286 330 292 - 378 369 336 424
(n) 66) (117) (37) (20) (198) ® @9 an @37

(continued)
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Country
Area of co-operation P UK A CH N S SF  Other Total
Organising joint interna-
tional events/seminars* 62 58 75 73 43 58 67 75 62
Provision of lectures by .
foreign teaching staff 28 64 58 45 43 67 86 75 58
Creation or adaptation
of your curriculum 34 51 67 18 71 33 33 50 44
Running international
intensive courses 55 51 67 73 14 42 52 25 44
Language training 31 41 33 18 43 42 48 50 41
Evaluation of your
curriculum 10 32 8 9 14 17 48 0 27
Creation or adaptation
of distance learning 3 14 8 0 0 8 24 0 9
Teaching distance
education programmes 0 4 8 0 8 14 0 6
Other 7 17 9 0 17 0 0
Not ticked 24 9 8 18 25 5 25 11
Total 255 327 350 273 229 317 376 300 309
L)) 2 @8 1 an O 12 @) @ (69

Question 2.5: Do you involve your European partner in:

* Sequence according to frequency of responses
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Table 4.5

Co-operation of ERASMUS and LINGUA Supported Institutions of Higher
Education with European Partners, by Number of Students Enrolled
(percent; multiple reply possible)

Number of students enrolled Total

Upto 501- 2,001- 5,001- 10,001~ More than
500 2,000 5,000 10,000 20,000 20,000

Organising joint

international events/

seminars 51 58 59 69 78 85 63
Provision of lectures by

foreign teaching staff 50 49 59 63 76 73 58
Creation or adaptation

of your curriculum 38 47 48 39 51 46 45
Running international

intensive courses 33 38 39 53 58 69 44
Language training 34 35 44 46 54 61 42
Evaluation of your

curriculum 24 28 30 18 35 24 27
Creation or adaptation

of distance learning 5 8 8 8 12 17 9
Teaching distance

education programmes 1 3 3 6 13 19 6
Other 10 9 8 6 2 2 7
Not ticked 15 10 11 12 2 7 10
Total 261 285 310 319 382 402 310
(n) (140) @11 96) (90) (83) 59) (679)

Question 2.5: Do you involve your European partner in:

* Sequence according to frequency of responses
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4.3 Internationalisation of the Course Programmes

The European support programmes for mobility and co-operation in higher edu-
cation did not only aim to ease student mobility administratively and financially,
but also to stimulate co-operation regarding the substance of teaching and learn-
ing and even, in some cases, to foster a mobility between institutions in such an
integrated way that study at home and abroad would eventually be like studying
one programme at different locations. The degree of substantive co-operation and
integration actually implemented could be analysed by addressing it in specific
substantive terms in the respective disciplines. This would surpass the potentials
of a questionnaire survey, targeting those in the administration of institutions of
higher education who are in charge of general policies and measures. It is possi-
ble, though, to address visible structural changes in this context aimed to serve
Europeanisation and internationalisation of course programmes.
As Table 4.6 shows:

- adaptation of curricula in order to include a European dimension occurred at
more than half of the ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions (60 per-
cent);

- at half of the institutions, credit transfer arrangements were used (50 percent);

- at about one-third of the institutions, one or several course programmes com-
prised mandatory study abroad periods (35 percent); and, finally

- more than one-quarter of the ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions
named awarding of double degrees (28 percent) and active recruitment of for-
eign staff (26 percent) as policies occurring at their institution in order to in-
ternationalise the course programmes.

It should be noted, though, that the responses to this question might have created
a distorted picture about the frequency of these activities. The respondents could
answer affirmatively, if the respective practices were found in just a single course
programme at their institution. A more realistic picture in this respect was pro-
vided by local programme directors of ERASMUS Inter-University Co-operation
Programmes surveyed in 1993. According to this survey, mandatory study peri-
ods were only employed in 18 percent of the cases or the award of double degrees
in 8 percent of the cases.

Comparing the various activities of structuring the internationalisation of
course programmes, we note that German, British, French and Dutch institutions
were most active in this respect among institutions of EC countries. Austrian,
Swiss and Finnish institutions turned out to be similarly active.
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Table 4.6

Structuring the Ways of Internationalisation of Course Programmes at
ERASMUS and LINGUA Supported Institutions, by Country (percent; mul-

tiple reply possible)
Country

B D DK E F G I IRL NL
Through use of mandatory study
abroad periods 12 31 14 35 4 11 10 55 54
Through use of double degrees 8 36 35 30 40 22 17 9 35
Through its policy on recruitment
of foreign staff 11 48 14 20 26 11 0 27 27
By adapting the curriculum to
include a European dimension 59 63 30 55 57 67 45 73 70
Through use of credit transfer
arrangements 36 88 62 55 34 33 38 82 46
Other 3% 21 22 15 34 11 24 27 38
Not ticked 12 4 19 5 6 11 28 0 5
Total 174 291 195 215 242 167 162 273 276
(m) (66) (117) (37) (20) (198) (9 (29 (1) (37

P UK A CH N S SF Other Total
Through use of mandatory study
abroad periods 60 27 43 50 38 25 35
Through use of double degrees 26 36 0 17 10 0 28
Through its policy on recruitment
of foreign staff 21 15 67 55 0 25 38 75 26
By adapting the curriculum to
include a European dimension 52 77 75 45 43 67 62 15 60
Through use of credit transfer
arrangements 7 44 67 55 29 42 95 50 50
Other 17 10 17 27 0 8 14 25 25
Not ticked 34 13 o 18 29 17 0 0 10
Total 145 245 242 264 143 225 257 250 234
L)) 29 (8 (12) Ay (M (12) 1) @ (698)

Question 2.2: How does your institution structure the internationalisation of your course programme?
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As already discussed before, a visible European dimension in the curricula was
more likely to be realised in humanities and social sciences than in sciences and
engineering, due to the nature of the respective disciplines. Thus, it is most sur-
prising to note that even 38 percent of institutions specialising in sciences and
engineering reported adaptations of the content of curricula to include a European
dimension (in comparison to 68 percent of general institutions and 60 percent of
institutions specialising in humanities and social sciences).

It is worth mentioning that institutions of higher education who participated in
ERASMUS in its inauguration year were more active internationally than institu-
tions getting involved later:

- use of double degrees (48 percent as compared to 24 percent of the remaining
institutions) as well as a deliberate policy to recruit foreign staff (44 percent as
compared to 23 percent) could be found at the ERASMUS-pioneer generation
of institutions twice as often than at institutions of higher education joining
ERASMUS later; and

- institutions already participating in ERASMUS in 1987/88 were somewhat
more active regarding the European dimension of curricula (71 percent as
compared to 59 percent), use of credit transfer arrangements (58 percent as
compared to 48 percent), and mandatory study abroad provisions (45 percent
as compared to 34 percent).

Obviously, institutions of higher education being awarded ERASMUS grants in
the year of its inauguration were a special group of institutions with strong activi-
ties in respect to internationalisation. Many of these institutions were already in-
volved in European and international co-operation activities for a long time and
had already received grants under the auspices of Joint Study Programmes.

4.4 Units Serving European and International Activities

The institutions of higher education surveyed were asked to describe the adminis-
trative or service units specifically in charge of international activities. Informa-
tion was asked regarding the prime tasks and the major functions of those units,
their allocation within the institutions, the year of establishment, the number of
professional and secretarial staff involved, and the estimated proportion of activi-
ties related to ERASMUS and LINGUA (Action II). As categories for responses
were not provided, the specific features of different institutions could be ex-
plored. However, information on some categories remained too incomplete to be
reported here.
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Table 4.7

Allocation of Service Units Specifically in Charge of International Activities,
Number of Staff Employed and Proportion of Activities Related to ERASMUS
and LINGUA in 1993 (percent and mean of institutions of higher education)

Proportion Average Average Proportion
of institutions number of number of activities
academic staff of other staff related to
ERA

a) All institutions

One central unit 51 22 14 40
Two or more central units 16 4.6 4.0 40
Specialised central unit 27 6.0 20 27
Interdepartmental unit 1 20 1.1 13
Departmental unit 22 32 1.2 46
Joint unit with other institutions 7 1.3 1.1 37
Joint unit with industry 1 3.5 2.6 40
Other 5 22 3.0 42

b) Institutions with up to
2,000 students enrolled

One central unit 38 14 1.0 40
Two or more central units 6 3.7 29 40
Specialised central unit 12 38 1.0 27
Interdepartmental unit 0 4.0 - 10
Departmental unit 10 1.2 ) 57
Joint unit with other institutions 4 9 .6 24
Joint unit with industry . 1 2.5 25 100

1.5 56

Other 3 1.3

¢) Institutions with 2,001 to
10,000 students enrolled

One central unit 69.2 2.7 1.1 40
Two or more central units 15.9 33 2.5 32
Specialised central unit 374 4.0 1.8 27
Interdepartmental unit 22 1.0 3 15
Departmental unit 34.1 3.0 1.3 42
Joint unit with other institutions 9.3 1.3 1.7 32
Joint unit with industry 1.6 40 2.5 33
Other 33 1.8 2.0 51
d) Institutions with more than
10,000 students enrolled

One central unit 57 2.7 2.5 40
Two or more central units 39 5.6 5.1 46
Specialised central unit 52 9.5 2.7 27
Interdepartmental unit 2 1.0 2.0 -
Departmental unit 38 4.4 1.4 45
Joint unit with other institutions 15 1.6 1.1 51
Joint unit with industry 1 4.0 2.8 0
Other 9 33 44 26

Question 3.2: Please describe the units specifically in charge of international activities.
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Altogether, 71 percent of the institutions reported that they had one or more units
specially in charge of European and international activities. Provision of at least
one unit was almost a matter of course.

The by far most frequent type of units established for international activities
was a central unit for international relations. Two-thirds of the institutions sur-
veyed had such a central office for international affairs, i.e. almost all of the insti-
tutions having any unit in charge of international activities at all. Actually, 51
percent had one and 16 percent more than one central units specifically in charge
of international activities (see Table 4.7)

Even if we control the number of students, we note that non-university institu-
tions of higher education were less frequently equipped with units for interna-
tional relation or any other specialised central units. As Table 4.8 shows, 66 per-
cent of the universities with at most 5,000 students stated the existence of a spe-
cial unit for international activities while the respective proportion was 54 percent
of the non-university institutions. On the other hand, only slight differences could
be observed between universities and non-universities with more than 5,000 stu-
dents enrolled.

Table 4.8

Organisation of Units in Charge of International Activities at ERASMUS
and LINGUA Supported Institutions in 1993, by Type and Size of Higher
Education Institution (percent of institutions of higher education)

Type and size of higher education institution Total

University  University = Non-univ. ~ Non-univ.
upto 5000 morethan upto 5000  more than
students 5000 students  students 5000 students

Central unit(s) 57 94 49 90 67

Specialised central unit 16 53 16 30 28

Interdepartmental unit 0 3 0 7 1

Unit on departmental level 11 33 19 60 22

Joint unit together with

other institutions 3 13 6 13 8

Joint unit together with

industry and commerce 1 2 0 0 1

Other 2 8 3 7 4

No specialised units 34 6 46 10 28

Total 126 209 139 217 159
(n) (218) (200) (216) 30) (664)

Question 3.2: Please describe the units specifically in charge of international activities.
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Some national differences came into play looking at the establishment of units in
charge of international activities, as Table 4.9 shows. A considerable number of
Dutch institutions of higher education had, in addition to central units, specialised
units at the departmental level; thus going a stage further than other countries
which opted for units specialised in international activities. Otherwise, specialised
central units were relatively frequent at Swiss, Finnish, German and British insti-
tutions of higher education. Units at departmental level were more frequent than
average in Greece, Spain, Germany and Sweden. In contrast, units for interna-
tional activities were least common in Ireland and Portugal.

Apart from specialised central units and interdepartmental units which were
most often in charge of language training, the staff of all other units in charge of
international activities focused about 40 percent of their activities on ERASMUS
and LINGUA (see Table 4.7 above). This finding underscores the importance of
these European mobility and co-operation programmes.

On average, ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions of higher educa-
tion had four professional staff and two and a half other staff positions reserved
for international activities (including those for service units such as language
centres and including positions allocated to departments). These figures varied
substantively, as one might expect, by the size of the institutions. Those with up
to 2,000 students reported about one and half professional and one other staff
member in 1993 while institutions with between 2,000 and 10,000 students em-
ployed five academic staff and two and half other staff on average for these pur-
poses; institutions with more than 10,000 students had as many as 11 professional
and six other staff.

Only 21 percent of the institutions of higher education surveyed had already at
least one unit specifically in charge of international activities in the year 1986, i.e.
in the year prior to the inauguration of the ERASMUS programme. As Table 4.10
suggests, a substantial number of those specialised units were founded at the time
the respective institution of higher education got involved in ERASMUS or dur-
ing the subsequent years.
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Table 4.9

Organisation of Unit in Charge of International Activities at ERASMUS and
LINGUA Supported Institutions of Higher Education in 1993, by Country
(percent of institutions of higher education)

Country

B D DK E F G I IRL NL
One central unit 31 67 50 32 51 56 54 9 63
Two or more central units 14 17 14 58 9 33 25 18 20
Specialised central unit 14 42 11 26 18 22 32 18 40
Interdepartmental unit 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Unit on departmental level 14 34 14 37 15 4 14 9 54
Joint unit together with other
institutions 3 14 17 5 5 11 0 0 14
Joint unit together with industry
and commerce 0 2 0 0 1 0 7 0 0
Other 5 6 0 0 4 0 7 0 3
No specialised units 49 14 3 1 32 11 14 73 9
Total 129 197 139 168 135 178 154 127 214
(n) (65) (116) (36) (19) (195) (%) (28) (11) (35)

Country

P UK A CH N S SF Other Total
One central unit 42 47 58 18 43 75 62 0 51
Two or more central units 0 21 8 36 14 8 19 0 16
Specialised central unit 4 41 33 55 14 33 52 0 27
Interdepartmental unit 0 1 0 0 0 0 5 0 1
Unit on departmental level 19 23 0 18 0 33 19 25 22
Joint unit together with other
institutions 4 5 25 18 0 0 5 0 7
Joint unit together with industry
and commerce 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Other 0 5 17 18 0 0 10 0 5
No specialised units 54 29 33 27 43 17 19 75 29
Total 123 176 175 191 114 167 190 100 159
) (260) (78) (12) (1) () (12) 1) (4) (685)

Question 3.2: Please describe the units specifically in charge of international activities.
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Table 4.10

Year of Establishment of Unit in Charge of International Activities at ERAS-
MUS and LINGUA Supported Institutions of Higher Education, by Year of
First Participation in ERASMUS (percent of institutions of higher education)

Year of first participation Total
Year of establishment 87 88 89 90 91 92
Prior to 1987 33 33 22 13 12 13 21
1987 13 14 6 2 6 4 7
1988 13 15 7 9 3 3 8
1989 20 20 20 6 4 9 13
1990 17 14 7 12 14 16 14
1991 12 13 13 16 14 18 14
1992 24 13 23 21 9 22 19
1993 10 12 10 9 10 13 11
1994 6 4 2 2 4 5 4
Not ticked 5 3 5 5 3 3 4
No specialised units 18 15 28 33 40 32 27
Total 170 156 141 128 121 138 143
(n) (104) (108) 87) (82) (90) (158) (629)

Question 3.2: Please describe the units specifically in charge of international activities.

4.5 Use of Foreign Languages in Course Programmes

At 40 percent of the institutions surveyed, some teaching and learning was under-
taken in a foreign language. The questions posed do not, however, allow us to es-
timate the number of course programmes involved and the extent to which foreign
languages were used in the framework of the respective programmes. According to
the questions posed, the 40 percent named above might include cases where only
partial teaching in one foreign language took place within a single course pro-

gramme.

Teaching and learning in a foreign language was most often reported by Finnish
(86 percent) as well as Austrian (75 percent) and Swedish (67 percent) institutions
of higher education. Among EU countries, at the time the survey was conducted,
this quota was highest at Danish institutions (54 percent) while on the other hand,
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less than 30 percent of institutions of higher education in Italy, Portugal and Bel-
gium provided any instruction in a foreign language, as Chart 4.1 shows.

Chart 4.1
Proportion of Institutions of Higher Education at Which Foreign Languages
were Used in 1992/93 as Medium of Instruction in Some Areas (percent)

SF 86
A §

Country
0
x

80 100
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Question 1.4,3: In which subject areas were 1992/93 course programmes provided wholly or
partially through the medium of foreign language?
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The survey allows us to determine the proportion of fields of studies where some
teaching and learning was undertaken in a foreign language among all the cases
in which this field was taught at the ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institu-
tions responding to this questionnaire.

For example, foreign language studies and other philological fields were of-
fered at 221 of the nearly 700 institutions of higher education responding. At 46
percent of the 221 institutions providing these fields, some instruction was under-
taken in a foreign language in at least one of the course programmes within this
group of foreign language and philological fields. As one might expect, this was
the highest quota.

Chart 4.2

Proportion of Subject Areas Providing Course Programmes Taught Wholly
or Partially in a Foreign Language in 1992/93 (percent of institutions of higher
education)
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Question 1.4,3: In which subject areas were 1992/93 course programmes provided wholly or
partially through the medium of foreign language?
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Chart 4.2 shows that teaching and learning through the medium of a foreign lan-
guage could be most frequently observed, in addition to foreign language and
philological fields, in business studies (27 percent) and law (21 percent). Of the
fields of studies grouped that way, foreign language was used as a means of in-
struction in 16 percent of the institutions offering these subjects.

Table 4.11

Proportion of Subject Areas at ERASMUS and LINGUA Supported Insti-
tutions of Higher Education Providing Course Programmes Taught Wholly
or Partially in a Foreign Language, by Country (mean of percentages)

Country Total

Other
D E F I UK EU EFTA

Languages/philological sc.* 42 40 43 37 52 45 54 46

Business studies/

management sciences 24 6 32 11 9 34 55 27
Law 18 0 20 7 55 38 21
Engineering/technology 16 14 16 0 7 19 40 17
Agricultural sciences 21 0 29 10 0 17 50 16
Social sciences 7 0 12 15 2 27 35 15
Humanities 3 7 10 9 29 24 13
Natural sciences 8 0 13 7 13 39 12
Architecture/urban

and regional planning 14 0 0 4 16 25 12
Education/teacher training 8 6 0 5 17 18 11
Art and design 3 10 0 7 21 15 10
Communication/informationsc. 0 29 7 0 3 10 23 9
Mathematics/informatics 7 13 8 13 5 8 18
Medical sciences 0 0 7 4 13 11
Geography/geology 0 0 6 0 15 14

Other fields of study 15 8 0 0 13 24 11

Question 1.4: Please fill in the chart below, which refers to several aspects of the disciplinary profile
of your institution in 1992/93 (multiple reply possible).

In which subject areas were 1992/93 course programmes provided wholly or partially through the
medium of a foreign language?

* Sequence according to frequency
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In Table 4.11, the proportion of foreign language teaching in the respective fields
is shown for the individual larger countries of the European Union, and in total
for all of the smaller European countries and all EFTA countries. This selection
was made, because the absolute number of cases per field was too small to pro-
vide any meaningful results for the other countries taken alone. The data suggest
that, as one might expect, foreign languages were by far more frequently used as
a medium of instruction in the smaller countries than in the larger countries. Re-
garding the larger countries, the use of foreign language as a medium of instruc-
tion was more wide-spread across fields of study in France and Germany than in
the United Kingdom, Italy and Spain.

4.6 Foreign Language Training Provisions

Asked about the provision of foreign language training at their institution of
higher education, only three percent reported that no foreign language training at
all was provided at their institution. A further 11 percent did not respond to this
question thus leaving open whether no language training was offered at these in-
stitutions.

In assuming that the non-responses do not indicate lack of foreign language
provisions and excluding the institutions for which the respective language was
the home language, we note that the ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institu-
tions provided, on average, internal foreign language training in more than four
official EC languages.

As Table 4.12 shows, the majority of Swiss and Spanish institutions provided
foreign language training in at least 5 official EU languages. One has to bear in
mind, though, that the size of the institutions in the respective countries comes
into play here.

As Chart 4.3 shows, English, French, German and Spanish was offered at most
institutions. Italian was provided at about half of the institutions and the other
foreign languages at between 8 and 21 percent of the institutions.

Table 4.13 shows the internal foreign language provisions of the official EU
languages by ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions in all EU and
EFTA countries. We note for example that teaching of the languages of the small
EU countries was most frequently provided on average at Swiss and Spanish in-
stitutions. Again, we have to bear in mind that the size of the institution plays a
role. This does not disqualify the finding: It is easier for Swiss and Spanish stu-
dents to prepare themselves linguistically for study in a small EU country than for
students from institutions in other countries.




4. Institutional Policies and Provisions 81

Table 4.12

Number of EU Languages in Which Training Courses are Provided at
ERASMUS and LINGUA Supported Institutions in 1993, by Country of
Institution of Higher Education (percent)

Country

B D DK E F G I IRL NL
1-2 28 10 39 17 17 11 19 38 26
3 18 19 25 17 21 33 0 38 23
4 23 29 14 6 30 33 41 25 23
5 12 18 11 28 17 11 22 0 13
6-9 19 23 11 33 15 11 19 0 16
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

(m) G7 109 (28 (@18 (189 (9 @ G @Y

P UK A CH N S SF  Other Total

1-2 45 15 27 20 6 29 15 50 20
3 14 21 9 0 0 29 30 50 20
4 32 22 45 10 33 0 25 0 26
5 5 21 9 20 0 0 5 0 16
6-9 5 22 9 50 0 43 25 0 18
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
(n) 2) 8 an a1y @G 7 @) @ (621

Question 4.5: In which of the following European languages is language training provided to
your own students or staff members by or on behalf of your institution and where do the
courses take place, internally or externally? (multiple reply possible)

As Table 4.14 shows, students enrolled at ERASMUS and LINGUA supported
institutions with more than 20,000 students were most likely to have the oppor-
tunity to take foreign language training in at least six other official EU languages.
At 65 percent of the institutions, students could chose between 6 or more lan-
guages, at 25 percent between 4 or 5 languages, and only at 10 percent, between 3
or less foreign official EC languages. In contrast, students enrolled at institutions
with at most 500 students had the opportunity to take foreign language training in
only two other official EU languages on average.*Only 10 percent of these insti-
tutions offered foreign language training in more than 4 languages.

On average, ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions of higher educa-
tion provided courses in less than one official EU language externally, i.e. in co-
operation with other institutions (for example language schools or other institu-
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Table 4.13

Internal Language Training Provision at ERASMUS and LINGUA Sup-
ported Institutions in 1993, by Country of Institution of Higher Education
(percent, multiple reply possible)

Country

B D DK E F G 1 IRL NL
Danish 8 9 0 10 3 11 7
Dutch 27 23 3 25 7 11 14 0 0
English 80 91 59 85 94 100 86 0 73
French 35 89 32 80 0 100 72 64 54
German 55 0 49 70 81 89 69 73 46
Greek 8 17 0 20 8 0 7 0 3
Italian 24 60 8 55 49 56 0 18 16
Portuguese 12 28 5 30 19 11 28 0 11
Spanish 41 81 16 0 78 22 66 45 43
Other European
languages 12 56 3 25 18 11 28 0 19
No courses provided
internally 3 0 16 5 1 0 7 0 11
Not ticked 14 . 7 24 10 5 0 7 27 16
Total 318 461 216 415 361 411 390 227 295
() (66) (117) 37y (o) (19%8) (O (@9 aAnH @GN
(continued)

tions of higher education). This was most common for English (16 percent) and
French (14 percent) and least common for the Danish and Greek (5 percent each)
languages. Thus, we might argue that external provision of foreign languages
might serve languages not offered internally, but did not play a compensatory role
in total regarding the provision of rare languages.

About 70 percent of the foreign language provisions at each ERASMUS and
LINGUA supported institutions were offered, exclusively or in most cases among
others, to ERASMUS students and to other students going abroad. Slightly more
than half of the foreign language training was provided, exclusively, or among
others, to students enrolled in foreign language programmes and, in addition,
more than one-third of the foreign language training programmes were consid-
ered to be targeted to academic and administrative staff.
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(Table 4.13 cont.)

Country

P UK A CH N S SF Other
Danish 0 13 8 27 0 17 19 25
Dutch 3 23 17 27 0 17 24 0
English 66 0 83 82 0 0 0 50
French 45 81 75 45 43 42 90 50
German 34 74 0 45 43 42 95 50
Greek 0 10 0 36 0 25 14 0
Italian 3 55 50 73 0 17 38 25
Portuguese 0 19 25 36 0 17 10 0
Spain 21 72 42 73 14 33 71 25
Other European
languages 7 23 50 36 0 25 67 0
No courses provided
internally 10 4 0 0 0 8 0
Not ticked 24 12 8 9 57 33
Total 214 386 358 491 157 275 433 225
u) @ 08 a3 an @O @12 @y @

Question: 4.5 In which of the following European languages is language training provided to
your own students or staff members by or on behalf of your institution and where do the
courses take place, internally or externally?

Table 4.15 provides an overview of the proportion of foreign language courses
offered for students aiming to go abroad (in the framework of ERAS-
MUS/LINGUA and/or otherwise) and for students enrolled in foreign language
studies. It is obvious that more than 40 percent of the foreign language provisions
were offered exclusively for students aiming to go abroad and jointly for students
aiming to go abroad and enrolled in foreign language studies. Only 10 percent of
the foreign language provisions were offered exclusively for students enrolled in

foreign language programmes.
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Table 4.14

Number of EU Languages in Which Training Courses are Provided at
ERASMUS and LINGUA Supported Institutions in 1993, by Number of Stu-

dents Enrolled (percent)

Number of students enrolled Total
Up to 501 - 2,001- 5,001- 10,001- More than
500 2,000 5,000 10,000 20,000 20,000

1-2 43 24 13 9 6 5 20
3 26 24 21 13 14 5 19
4 20 25 43 34 23 11 27
5 6 16 14 20 27 14 16
6-9 4 10 9 24 30 65 19
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
(n) (114) (181) “n (82) 81 57 (606)

Question 4.5: In which of the following European languages is language training provided to your
own students or staff members by or on behalf of your institution and where do the courses take
place, internally or externally? (multiple reply possible)

Table 4.15

Target Groups of Foreign Language Training Provisions in the Official EU
Languages at ERASMUS and LINGUA Supported Institutions of Higher
Education in 1993 to Students Enrolled in Foreign Language Studies and
Aiming to Go Abroad (percent of institutions of higher education)

Exclusively For Exclusively Not Total
for students both for students  provided
in foreign aiming to
language studies go abroad
English 9 38 43 10 100
French 9 41 37 13 100
German 10 39 31 20 100
Spanish 9 30 33 28 100
Italian 7 19 23 51 100
Portuguese 3 11 10 76 100
Dutch 3 9 10 78 100
Greek 3 6 4 87 100
Danish 1 5 4 90 100

Question 4.6: For which of your own students and staff are language courses provided? (multiple
reply possible)
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Table 5.5

Formal Involvement of Central Institutional Level and the Departmental
Level in Selected ERASMUS and LINGUA Related Activities, by Type of
Higher Education Institution (percent of institutions of higher education)

Type of higher education institution Total
Level involved University Non-university
Taking initiative for the
establishment of ICPs
Only central 27 27 27
Central and departmental 36 34 35
Only departmental 32 34 33
None 4 5 5
Key decision regarding
academic issues
Only central 23 21 22
Central and departmental 16 15 16
Only departmental 50 48 50
None 11 16 13
Key decision regarding
administrative issues
Only central 63 47 57
Central and departmemtal 19 21 20
Only departmental 8 16 11
None 9 16 12
Key decision regarding
resources/financial issues
Only central 53 43 50
Central and departmental 25 26 25
Only departmental 10 18 13
None 12 13 13
Total 100 100 100
(n) (391) (229) (620)

Question 4.2: In which of the following ERASMUS and/or LINGUA (Action I) related activi-
ties are the central level (the rector, the general administration, committees, international office,
etc.) and the departments of your institution of higher education formally involved and which
role do they actually play?
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In comparing institutions of the university sector to those of the non-university
sector, we cannot confirm the widely held view that university departments have a
substantial control of European and international activities. On the contrary, sole
formal involvement of the central level was much more frequent among universi-
ties, while the departments in the non-university sector had more often a formal
say in international activities than those at universities (see Table 5.5).

5.2 Role Actually Played by Central Level

In response to the request to rate the role actually played by the central level and

the departmental level in terms of initiating and taking decisions about ERAS-

MUS and LINGUA related activities, respondents conceived the role actually

played as very close to the formal role. On the one hand, the departments actually

dominated somewhat, when initiatives were taken to establish ICPs, when aca-
demic issues were at stake and regarding the provision of work placements. On
the other hand, the central level was actually more influential regarding adminis-
trative issues in general, resources and financial matters of student mobility and
co-operation and support by the central level for mobility and co-operation activi-
ties.

Looking at the responses by country across all 11 items (see Table 5.6), we
note that:

- the role of the central level regarding ERASMUS and LINGUA was consid-
ered strongest in Norway and Italy. In both countries, the central level was
viewed as extraordinarily influential regarding those matters where the central
influence tended to dominate. A balance of central and departmental influence
on average was reported regarding issues where the departments tended to
dominate in other countries;

- the role of the departmental level seemed to be strongest in Ireland and Swit-
zerland. They were exceptional in stating a weak influence of the central level
in matters dominated by the central level in other countries; and

- the role of the central and departmental level was most polarised in Germany
and Austria. In these countries, according to the respondents, the central level
was very strong in those matters more likely to be dominated by the central
level and the departmental level strong where it was most likely to dominate.

Looking at the size of the institutions in terms of the number of students, we ob-
serve that the smaller the institution was the weaker also was the influence of the
departments in the typically departmental affairs of mobility and co-operation.
Notably, the departmental level played a weak role at institutions with 500 to
2,000 students and even more so at institutions with less than 500 students, as
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ble 5.7 shows. On the other hand, the influence of the central level on issues
which are typically central affairs did not, on average, vary substantially accord-
ing to the size of the institution. Thus, we note that the typical division of func-
tions between the central and the departmental level tended to be blurred at small
institutions in favour of involvement of the central level in academic matters.

Table 5.6

Actual Role of Central Versus Departmental Level Regarding ERASMUS
and LINGUA Related Activities, by Country (mean* institutions of higher
education )

Country
B D DK E F G I IRL NL

Taking initiative for the
establishment of ICPs 3.4 38 3.1 36 33 35 3.0 4.0 4.1

Preparing the academic

agenda of co-operation

and exchange 39 4.3 4.0 32 3.1 4.5 3.0 4.5 39
Preparing the admin.

agenda of co-operation

and exchange 3.7 22 22 20 25 24 1.8 35 33
Preparing funding

conditions for inter-

national activities 2.8 23 20 1.8 23 24 1.3 33 2.7
Key decision regarding

academic issues 3.1 47 37 4.0 33 34 2.6 38 39
Key decision regarding

administrative issues 2.5 1.8 1.8 2.1 22 23 1.5 3.0 2.8
Key decision regarding

resources/financial

issues 25 27 1.8 2.1 23- 20 1.7 2.7 2.7
Key decision regarding

support by the central

administration 23 1.9 1.7 1.7 19 19 1.5 2.1 2.0
Key decision regarding

support by international

offices 23 20 2.1 22 2.1 23 1.4 22 24
Key decision regarding

support by central

services 22 24 25 24 22 22 2.1 3.6 2.1
Provision of work

placements 43 36 33 2.6 35 27 37 40 42

(continued)

* On a scale from 1 = "clearly dominant at central level" to 5 = "clearly dominant on depart
mental level”
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(Table 5.6 cont.)

Country Total
P UK A CH N S SF  Other

Taking initiative for the
establishment of ICPs 3.6 39 37 32 2.0 33 2.9 33 35

Preparing the academic
agenda of co-operation .
and exchange 3.9 4.2 42 3.6 2.6 3.7 3.8 3.5 37

Preparing the admin.

agenda of co-operation

and exchange 3.2 29 2.6 2.1 1.9 22 25 23 2.6
Preparing funding

conditions for interna-

tional activities 23 2.8 26 2.1 2.0 2.1 2.1 1.0 2.3

Key decision regarding
academic issues 38 39 438 4.8 3.6 3.4 43 35 38

Key decision regarding
administrative issues 2.3 2.5 2.6 1.6 1.4 1.8 2.1 2.0 2.1

Key decision regarding

resources/financial

issues 2.0 2.6 34 1.9 1.7 24 23 2.0 24
Key decision regarding

support by the central

administration 1.8 1.8 24 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.2 2.0 1.8

Key decision regarding
support by international

offices 25 17 25 16 11 13 13 10 20
Key decision regarding

support by central

services 33 2.4 2.7 1.8 1.7 1.7 2.3 1.0 2.3
Provision of work

placements 4.1 45 34 34 32 3.0 32 4.0 3.8
(n) 7y (109) (29 (18 U157) @8 25 @10y (35

Question 4.2: In which of the following ERASMUS and/or LINGUA (Action II) related activi-
ties are the central level (the rector, the general administration, committees, international office,
etc.) and the departments of your institution of higher education formally involved and which
role do they actually play?

* On a scale from 1 = "clearly dominant at central level" to 5 = "clearly dominant on depart-
mental level”
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Table 5.7

Actual Role of Central Versus Departmental Level Regarding ERASMUS
and LINGUA Related Activities, by Number of Students Enrolled (mean*;
institutions of higher education)

Number of students enrolled Total
Upto 501- 2,001- 5,001- 11,000- 20,001 and
500 2,000 5,000 10,000 20,000 more

Taking initiative for the
establishment of ICPs 2.8 3.2 3.7 39 4.1 4.0 35

Preparing the academic

agenda of co-operation

and exchange 32 35 4.0 42 41 39 37
Preparing the admin.

agenda of co-operation

and exchange 27 28 27 27 24 20 26
Preparing funding

conditions for

international activities 22 2.5 2.5 2.3 2.3 2.1 23
Key decision regard-

ing academic issues 31 34 4.1 43 4.1 43 38
Key decision regarding

administrative issues 2.1 24 2.1 2.1 1.9 20 2.1
Key decision regarding

resources/financial issues 2.2 23 25 25 24 23 24
Key decision regarding

support by the central

administration 1.9 2.0 20 1.7 1.6 1.6 1.8

Key decision regarding
support by international

offices 23 22 22 1.7 1.8 1.6 2.0
Key decision regarding

support by central services 2.3 2.3 2.7 22 23 23 23
Provision of work

placements 35 38 35 4.0 4.1 3.6 37
n) 97 (182 1) (85) (82) (56) (593)

Question 4.2: In which of the following ERASMUS and/or LINGUA (Action IT) related acti-
vities are the central level (the rector, the geneml administration, committees, international of-
fice, etc.) and the departments of your institution of higher education formally involved and
which role do they actually play?

* On a scale from 1 = "clearly dominant at central level” to 5 = "clearly dominant on depart
mental level”
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The strong role of the central level at small institutions regarding matters mostly
dominated by the departmental level can be illustrated by presenting percentages
of those responses which indicated a dominance of either level or a balance of the
role of the central and departmental level:

the central level played a dominant role when taking the initiative for the es-
tablishment of ICPs at only 9 percent of the ERASMUS and LINGUA sup-
ported institutions with more than 20,000 students and at 10 percent of institu-
tions with 10,000 to 20,000 students. On the other hand, the central levels
dominated at 36 percent of the institutions with 500 to 2,000 students and as
many as 51 percent of institutions with at most 500 students;

similarly, the central level seldom dominated at large institutions, if it came to
key decisions regarding academic issues (11 percent at institutions with more
than 20,000 students and 14 percent at those with 10,000 to 20,000 students).
At smaller institutions, the departmental level was more likely to dominate in
the majority of cases. However, the quota of institutions where the central level
dominated in this respect was clearly not negligible (30 percent at institutions
with 500 to 2,000 students and even 38 percent at institutions with at most 500
students).

Table 5.8

Index of the Role Actually Played by Central and Departmental Levels on
Average of All ERASMUS and LINGUA Related Activities at ERASMUS
and LINGUA Supported Institutions of Higher Education, by Number of
Students Enrolled (percent)

Number of students enrolled Total
Role played by Upto 501- 2,001- 5,001- 10,000- 20,000 and
central level 500 2,000 5,000 10,000 20,000 more
Comparable high 34 26 15 11 11 12 21
2 12 16 10 19 18 33 17
3 16 15 38 26 40 30 25
4 18 19 20 28 24 19 21
Comparable low 20 24 17 16 6 5 17
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
(n) (115) (195) 94) (85) (82) 7 (628)

Question 4.2: In which of the following ERASMUS and/or LINGUA (Action II) related activities are
the central level (the rector, the general administration, committees, international office, etc.) and the
departments of your institution of higher education formally involved and which role do they actually

play?
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In aggregating the answers to all the 11 items regarding the actnal influence of the
central and the departmental level we note a finding which clearly matches those
regarding the formal involvement (see Table 5.8). Small institutions were more
often in the categories 1 or 5 than large ones: they more often pursued either a
relatively consistent centralised role or a relatively consistent decentralised man-
agement of mobility and co-operation. Large institutions, in contrast, were more
often in the categories 2 to 4: they were more likely to share responsibilities or
polarise their functions, accept a strong departmental influence in academic mat-
ters on the one hand and a strong influence of the central level in administrative
affairs.

Table 5.9

Actual Role Played by Central/Departmental Level for ERASMUS and LIN-
GUA Supported Activities, by Type of Institution of Higher Education
(mean*)

Type of institution of higher education Total

University Non-university
Taking initiative for the establishment of ICPs 35 35 35
Predparing the academic agenda of co-operation
and exchange 3.6 39 3.7
Preparing the admin. agenda of co-operation and
exchange 2.5 29 26
Preparing funding conditions for intemational
activities 22 2.6 24
Key decision regarding academic issues 3.7 39 38
Key decision regarding administrative issues 20 24 2.1
Key decision regarding resources/financial issues 23 2.6 24
Key decision regarding support by the central
administration 1.7 20 1.8
Key decision regarding support by international
off{ces & 1.9 23 20
Key decision regarding support by central services 22 2.6 2.3
Provision of work placements 3.6 4.0 38
(n) (387) (220) 607)

Question 4.2: In which of the following ERASMUS and/or LINGUA (Action II) related activities are

the central level (the rector, the general administration, committees, international office, etc.) and the

departments of your institution of higher education formally involved and which role do they actually

play?

* On a scale from 1 = "clearly dominant at central level” to 5 = "clearly dominant on departmental
level”
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A comparison of the actual role according to the type of higher education institu-
tion confirms the impression regarding formal involvement. The departmental
level also tended to be stronger in non-university institutions of higher education
than in universities, when it came to the actual role the central and the departmen-
tal level played (see Table 5.9).

5.3 Overall Role Played by Various Actors

While the previous section addressed the distribution of functions according to the
institutional level, the responses to another question allow us to determine the role
various groups played in setting up and further developing the ERASMUS and
LINGUA activities. The institutions again were asked on a scale from 1 = "no role
at all" to 5 = "very important role" to rate the role various actors actually play.
Eight possible actors were addressed.

The first three groups were acting on the departmental level:

- academic staff;

- administrative staff on the departmental level; and

- staff especially in charge of international affairs on the departmental level.

Four categories were chosen for persons primarily acting on the central / institu-
tional level, namely:

- staff especially in charge of international affairs on the institutional level,

- administrative staff on the institutional level;

- key managers or decision-makers on the central level (rectors, etc.); and

- members of committees on the central level.

Finally, the role students (student associations etc. or individual students) played
in the development of the ERASMUS and LINGUA programme was inquired
about. This seemed appropriate because students at some institutions were known
to be quite active in the process of establishing student exchange.

Altogether, we note that on average of all ERASMUS and LINGUA supported
institutions academic staff (on the departmental level) and staff especially in
charge of international affairs on the institutional level played the most important
role in developing ERASMUS and LINGUA activities. The importance of their
activities was rated, on average, 4.2 and 4.0 respectively on the five-point scale,
while an important role was perceived at 76 percent and 75 percent respectively of
the ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions responding.

In addition, the role of key managers and decision-makers at the institutional
level (rectors etc.) was rated as important at the majority of institutions (62 per-
cent, mean of 3.8 on the five-point scale).




5. Management of Co-operation and Mobility 105

Staff especially in charge of international affairs on the departmental level were
only named at 57 percent (mean of 3.4) of the institutions as important actors in
the development of the programme. One has to bear in mind that many institutions
do not have specialised staff with such functions. If such staff positions existed,
their holders were viewed as important actors in almost all cases.

Administrative staff at the institutional level were viewed as important for the
development of the programmes at 44 percent of the institutions (mean of 3.1),
with differences according to country most noticeable.

Finally, as Table 5.10 shows, the importance of the role played by students (21
percent), members of committees at a central level (20 percent) and administrative
staff (19 percent) were reported by only a small number of respondents.

There are striking differences according to the institutions' countries. Three dif-
ferent models might be discerned regarding the composition of major actors in the
development of mobility and co-operation programmes, namely:

- in Southern European countries as well as in Finland, we observe what might
be called a top-down model: the role of the rectors as well as international of-
fices or the general administration (the latter in Spain and France) was espe-
cially strong in the development of the mobility and co-operation programmes;

- in Norway and Sweden the administrative model was instrumental: staff spe-
cialised on international affairs and - possibly - administrative staff on the cen-
tral level, were viewed as the key actors, while academics played a major role
less frequently; and

- in all Northern EU countries as well as in Austria and Switzerland, we note an
interactive model: the development of mobility and co-operation programmes
was based obviously on co-operation between academics in the departments
and international offices on the central level.

Committees on the central level most frequently played a role in France (64 per-
cent). Students were reported as being influential, as far as the development of
ERASMUS and LINGUA programmes were concerned, in Sweden (58 percent)
and Greece (56 percent).

At non-university institutions of higher education, staff especially in charge of
international affairs on the central level (65 percent as compared to 80 percent at
universities) and administrative staff on the central level (31 percent as compared
to 51 percent) played a lesser role in the development of mobility and co-
operation programmes. On the other hand, responses did not differ on average re-
garding the academic staff and the key decision-makers, as Table 5.11 shows.
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Table 5.10

Importance of the Role Various Actors at Institutions of Higher Education
Played in the Development of the ERASMUS and LINGUA Activities, by
Country (percent* of institutions of higher education)

Country
B D DK E F G I 1IRL NL

Students (associations,
individual students) 19 16 29 15 17 56 38 0 32

Academic staff (D) 81 84 67 60 72 44 59 80 75
Administrative staff (D) 15 7 17 15 31 22 0 36 15

Staff especially in charge
of intern. affairs (D) 64 54 63 63 64 57 27 60 77

Staff especially in charge
of intern. affairs (C) 66 78 84 84 76 75 96 38 69

Administrative staff (C) 28 29 43 65 67 38 33 30 33

Key managers/decision-
makers (rectors etc.) (C) 69 52 66 80 68 89 82 80 47

Members of
committees (C) 19 11 45 64 20 33 40 22 14

P UK A CH N S SF  Other Total

Students (associations,

individual students) 36 7 33 18 29 58 24 0 21
Academic staff on (D) 63 91 82 78 43 45 67 50 75
Administrative staff (D) 22 20 27 11 29 27 24 25 19
Staff especially in charge

of intern. affairs (D) 32 52 60 13 33 75 53 0 57
Staff especially in charge

of intern. affairs (C) 59 56 82 91 86 92 84 0 74
Administrative staff (C) 33 38 27 67 83 64 18 33 44
Key managers/decision-

makers (rectors etc.) (C) 74 40 67 55 71 50 83 75 62
Members of committees (C) 17 17 20 25 14 27 21 0 20

Question 4.1: What role did the following persons play in developing the ERASMUS and/or LIN-
GUA (Action II) activities at your institution?

* Categories 4 and S on a scale from 1 = "no role at all" to 5 = "very important role"
C = on central level
D = on departmental level
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Table 5.11.

Importance of the Role Various Actors at ERASMUS and LINGUA Sup-
ported Institutions of Higher Education Played in the Development of the
ERASMUS and LINGUA Activities, by Type of Institution of Higher Educa-
tion (percent* of institutions of higher education)

Type of higher education institution Total
University  Non-university

Students (associations,

individual students) 22 19 21
Academic staff on departmental level 75 74 75
Administrative staff on

departmental level 20 17 19
Staff especially in charge of inter-

national affairs on departmental level 55 61 57
Staff especially in charge of inter-

national affairs on central/inst. level 80 65 74
Administrative staff on central/

institutional level 51 31 44
Key managers/decision-makers

on central level (rectors etc.) 62 64 62
Members of committees on central level 25 12 20

Question 4.1: What role did the following persons play in developing the ERASMUS and/or
LINGUA (Action II) activities at your institution?

* Categories 4 and 5 on a scale from 1 = "no role at all" to 5 = "very important role”

5.4 Administering ERASMUS and LINGUA

A further question aimed to explore the role various actors actually played in the

daily process of administering mobility and co-operation within the framework of

ERASMUS and LINGUA. Various areas of activities were addressed, namely:

- the administration and management of programmes (for example the co-
ordination of ICPs, the administration of the grant budget or the reporting);

- network and co-operation activities (for example contacts with partner institu-
tions or with the National Grant Awarding Authority);

- activities directly addressing the outgoing students (for example matters of se-
lection, information or financial support); and finally

- activities directly addressing the incoming students.
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The persons who possibly undertook assignments of these kinds were classified
almost identically as in the question named above. Only members of committees
on central level were not addressed here, because they might be expected to play a
role in decision-making processes, but not in running the daily affairs.

Table 5.12

Proportion of Actors Substantially Involved in Various Regular Activities
Related to ERASMUS and LINGUA - All Respondents (percent* of institu-
tions of higher education)

Acad.  Adm. Spec. Spec. Adm. Key Students
staff staff staff staff staff manager

(dep.) (dep.) (dep.) (cent.) (cent.)

Administration and pro-
gramme management

Co-ordination of ICP(s) 48 4 18 37 8 11 1
Dissemination of infor-

mation 28 7 18 48 15 9 5
Academic monitoring 67 4 15 14 5 10
Administration of ICP ‘

grant budget 25 7 11 43 23 11
Reporting procedures 38 5 14 37 14 9 4
Staffing organisation 31 4 12 28 10 25 1
Networking and

co-operation

Contacts with partner insti-

tutions within the ICP(s) 55 4 18 32 6 11 2
Contacts with NGAA(s) 13 3 9 59 17 12 1
Contacts with ERASMUS

Bureau 17 3 10 52 14 12 1
Network development 50 3 18 33 6 13 1
Student related activities

for outgoing students

Selection of students 64 3 17 18 3 8 2
Academic matters 64 4 17 17 6 14 2
Preparation for the

period abroad 43 5 18 30 6 4 11

(continued)
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(Table 5.13 cont.)

Academic staff

Number of students
Low Medium High**

Special staff on central level

Number of students
Low Medium High
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Key manager

Number of students
Low Medium High

Registration, course
selection etc.

Accommodation

Matters regarding
financial support

Other practical matters

Information about host
institution and higher
education system

Work placement matters

Student related activities
for incoming students

Selection of incoming
students

Academic matters
Accommodation services

Special orientation
programme

Special courses beside
regular course programme

Organising of social events

Registration, course
selection etc.

Matters regarding
financial support

Other practical matters

Information about the
institution and higher
education system

Work placement matters

38
25

21
17

39
41

44
51
20

35

35
41

49
23

14
12

32
40

59
70

27

45
15

40
14

11

24
40

50
17

14
11

43
43

60
71
12

33

37
10

38

10

30
38

22
28

40
33

34
26

13
19
33

25

24
20

22
36

31

32
24

22
33

60
51

42
23

13
12
52

42

32
32

30

46

54

49
23

18
29

65
50

38
23

7
11
55

43

26
35

29
40

50

48
21

14

10
15

11
5

12

5
3

Question 4.3: Who carries out the following activities related to ERASMUS and LINGUA

(Action IT)?

* Percent of persons responding to the respective type of activity and rating it 4 or 5 on a scale

from 1 = "not at all" to 5 = "completely” (carried out by the respective type of actors)

** Low: up to 2,000 students enrolled Medium: more than 2,000 to 10,000 students
High: More than 10,000 students
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Administrative staff at the departmental level were key actors less frequently. A
key role was reported in at most 8 percent of the ERASMUS and LINGUA sup-
ported institutions where the major functions resembled those of the administra-
tive staff at the institutional level, except for lesser involvement in financial is-
sues.

As one might expect, rectors and other central key decision-makers and man-
agers were most frequently named in respect to staffing issues related to mobility
and co-operation activities (25 percent). They were also named in more than 10
percent of the cases concerning co-ordination of the ICPs, various contact and
networking activities, academic matters of outgoing and incoming students and
matters of financial support for outgoing students.

Finally students were most frequently named as key actors when it came to so-
cial events with incoming students (31 percent). They also played some role re-
garding outgoing students: accommodation abroad (15 percent), preparation for
the study period abroad (11 percent) and other practical matters for outgoing stu-
dents (11 percent also).

Table 5.13 shows the differences of tasks on the part of academic staff and
specialised staff for international affairs at institutional level according to the size
of the institution in terms of student population. It shows clearly that the larger the
number of students the more distinct were the functions of academic staff and of
specialised staff at institutional level. For example academic staff were in charge
of academic matters as far as outgoing students were concerned at 55 percent of
small institutions (up to 2,000 students), at 71 percent of medium-size institutions
(between 2,000 and 10,000 students), and at 77 percent of large institutions (more
than 10,000 students). On the other hand, they played a key role in contacts with
the NGAA at 16 percent of small, 10 percent of medium-size and 8 percent of
large institutions of higher education.

Key managers and decision-makers at central level (rectors, etc.) played, as one
might expect, the strongest role regarding mobility and co-operation in small insti-
tutions. They played a more marginal role in medium-sized institutions and, again,
seemed to be somewhat more often key actors in mobility and co-operation issues
than at medium-size institutions. For example, key managers played an important
role in the co-ordination of ICPs at 17 percent of small, 3 percent of medium-size
and 10 percent of large institutions.

Table 5.14 shows the functions of academic staff, specialised staff for interna-
tional affairs at institutional level and administrative staff at institutional level in
Italy, Germany and Ireland. The three countries were chosen as the most outstand-
ing among EU countries in terms of a high degree of centralisation (Italy), a high
degree of decentralisation as far as decision-making regarding mobility and co-
operation was concerned (Ireland) and a polarised decision-making pattern, in
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terms of high decentralisation in academic matters and high centralisation in ad-
ministrative matters (Germany).

In fact, the degree of centralisation on decision-making proved to be linked to
the degree of centralisation of management of regular administrative matters. By
and large, Italian specialised staff at institutional level solely (or specialised staff
at institutional level as well as administrative staff at institutional level) were more
likely to have undertaken administrative functions than German specialised staff
at institutional level; German academic staff were more involved in these adminis-
trative activities than Italian academic staff. In Ireland, however, both academic
staff and specialised staff at institutional level were less frequently named as key
actors at all.

Table 5.14

Role Played by Selected Actors at ERASMUS and LINGUA Supported Insti-
tutions in Various Regular Activities Related to ERASMUS and LINGUA in
Italy, Germany and Ireland (percent* of institutions of higher education)

Academic staff Special staff Admin. Staff
on central level on central level

I D IRL 1 D IRL I D IRL

Administration and pro-
gramme management

Co-ordination of ICP(s) 65.5 364 48.6 483 9.1 44.1 13.8 91 27
Dissemination of

information 207 182 275 759 273 523 207 9.1 83
Academic monitoring 58.6 50.0 90.1 6.9 0 63 0 100 18
Administration of ICP

grant budget 24.1 273 257 276 9.1 587 345 9.1 147

Reporting procedures 414 273 418 276 91 39.1 310 91 36
Staffing organisation 200 250 357 44.0 0 226 12.0 0 83

Networking and Co-operation

Contacts with partner

institutions within the

ICP(s) 552 545 60.6 310 9.1 321 6.9 0 18
Contacts with NGAA(s) 3.7 0 178 81.5 273 1729 185 91 93
Contacts with the

ERASMUS Burecau 172 182 20.6 655 9.1 570 138 91 56

Network development  55.6 50.0 60.0 40.7 0 340 74 0 10
Student related activities

for outgoing students
Selection of students 714 63.6 704 14.3 0 204 3.6 0 9
Academic matters 643 727 704 214 .0 204 214 0 46

(continued)
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(Table 5.14 cont.) Academic staff Special staff Admin. Staff
on central level on central level

I D IRL I D IRL I D 1IRL
Preparation for the
period abroad 393 40.0 445 429 100 400 107 100 3.6
Information about
ERASMUS programme
and recognition 345 444 486 552 11.1 48.6 20.7 0 72
Registration, course i
selection etc. 464 455 383 179 182 1638 36 9.1 .0
Accommodation 11.5 400 139 50.0 10.0 30.6 77 100 46
Matters regarding
financial support 179 100 19.6 60.7 30.0 654 321 100 56
Other practical matters 3.7 0 128 556 200 64.2 111 100 92
Information about host
institution and higher
education system 429 333 318 357 11.1 509 7.1 11.1 55
Work placement matters 40.0 50.0 313 35.0 0 281 5.0 0 21
Student related activities
for incoming students
Selection of incoming
students 500 429 533 167 143 120 56 143 :0
Academic matters 63.0 400 654 14.8 0 115 111 100 438
Accommodation services 21.4 182 7.3 643 182 627 179 273 20.0
Special orientation progr. 41.7 30.0 22.1 292 200 538 0 100 6.7
Special courses beside re-
gular course programme 40.0 28.6 37.5 200 143 33.0 0 0 34
Organizing of social
events 38 10.0 115 19.2 .0 462 .0 100 96
Registration, course
selection etc. 273 273 370 136 182 352 182 273 204
Matters regarding
financial support 43 0 122 435 111 602 304 0 7.1
Other practical matters .0 0 55 692 9.1 670 269 182 156
Information about the
institution and higher
education system 393 182 19.1 429 91 564 107 273 9.1
Work placement matters 38.1 28.6 29.3 333 0 228 438 0 43

Question 4.3: Who carries out the following activities related to ERASMUS and LINGUA

(Action I1)?

* Percent of persons responding to the respective type of activity and rating it 4 or 5 on a scale
from 1 = "not at all” to 5 = "completely” (carried out by the respective type of actors) ‘




Impacts of International Activities on the Institution

The prime aim of this study is to analyse the role management, administration and
facilities on the central level of the higher education institutions played in the
organisation of European mobility and co-operation activities in the respective
institutions. As actors at the central level were asked to provide respective
information, it was possible as well to ask the respondents to assess importance of
international activities of that kind and their impacts on the institution as a whole.

6.1 Areas of Change

The institutions were asked to assess changes over the last five years regarding the
internationalisation. The increase or decrease of internationalisation of the
institution, on a scale from 1 = "considerably less/worse" to 5 = "considerable
more/ better” was explored in the areas of international co-operation in research,
international student exchange, academic as well as administrative support for
students, foreign language provisions, visits by foreign scholars and courses
taught in foreign languages. ~

Most respondents believed that, in fact, a substantial internationalisation has
taken place at their institution. On average of the seven areas addressed, a
decrease was only reported in 3 percent of the cases, a steady state in 28 percent
and an increase in 69 percent of the cases.

As Table 6.1 shows, internationalisation grew most clearly in international
student exchange (91 percent). A considerable growth was felt regarding
administrative support (78 percent) and academic support (71 percent) for foreign
students, regarding an increase in international research and of visits by foreign
scholars (67 percent each) and regarding the provision of foreign languages for
students (60 percent). Comparatively little progress was seen in regard to courses
taught in foreign languages (39 percent).
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Table 6.1

Perceived Increase of Various International Activities at ERASMUS and
LINGUA Supported Institutions of Higher Education Over the Last Five
Years, by Country (percent*)

Country
B D DK E F G I IRL NL

International co-operation

in research 52 . 56 68 95 65 100 86 67 52
International student exchange 97 89 89 100 93 89 86 100 84
Academic support for

foreign students 80 53 76 89 69 89 79 50 72
Administrative support for

foreign students 80 78 82 84 75 89 63 70 69
Foreign language provisions

for students 50 66 55 79 62 67 64 50 54

Visits by foreign scholars 61 64 69 89 69 89 52 67 71

Courses taught in foreign
languages 33 33 47 3% 38 57 28 63 65

Ties with region, industry etc. 60 44 50 67 64 75 71 56 47

P UK A CH N S SF Other Total

International cooperation in
research 73 68 91 100 8 67 81 0 67

International student exchange 86 85 100 91 100 100 100 33 91

Academic support for foreign .
students 7% 16 73 56 8 82 95 0 71

Administrative support for

foreign students 76 79 82 91 86 82 100 100 78
Foreign language pro-

visions for students 52 62 50 36 57 45 57 50 60
Visits by foreign scholars 79 57 82 40 71 73 80 33 67
Courses taught in foreign

languages 19 28 30 20 43 73 86 0 39

Ties with region, industry etc. 67 46 55 64 29 50 57 67 56

Question 5.2: If you compare your institution today to five years ago, to what extent do you
note changes?

* Categories 4 and S on a scale from 1 = considerably less/worse" to 5 = "considerably more/
better"
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Variations between countries were more visible, if the responses to the seven
areas are aggregated into an index. In this index, average increases of 3.5 (sum of
responses to the six items presented) were rated as "comparatively low", those
between 3.8 and 4.2 as average (3) and those of 4.5 and higher as "comparatively
high". Table 6.2 suggests that internationalisation increased most strongly over the
last five years at Greek, Danish and Spanish institutions, i.e. institutions in which
the level of international activities about five years ago was viewed as relatively
low.

Table 6.2

Index of Perceived Increase of International Activities at ERASMUS and
LINGUA Supported Institutions of Higher Education Over the Last Five
Years, by Country (percent)

Country
B D DK E F G I IRL NL

Comparatively low 24 18 16 5 18 0 14 30 22

2 17 29 16 5 20 22 25 10 22
3 29 30 24 32 31 11 32 20 24
4 16 15 5 21 12 11 11 10 11
Comparatively high 14 8 38 37 19 56 18 30 22
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
(n) (63) (111) (37) (19) (188) @ @8 @) @3N

P UK A CH N S SF  Other Total

Comparatively low 17 23 9 18 14 18 0 67 18
2 24 19 18 45 0 9 14 0 21
3 33 37 18 27 43 36 19 0 30
4 10 13 45 0 14 27 33 33 14
Comparatively high 10 8 9 9 29 9 33 0 17
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
() @ @ any an @ anp @)y @ (670

Question 5.2: If you compare your institution today to five years ago, to what extent do you
note changes?

The change over time did not differ according to the size of the institution in
terms of student population. Non-university higher education institutions (43 per-
cent) more frequently reported often a below-average change than did universities
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(36 percent). As Table 6.3 shows, institutions already participating in ERASMUS
for many years more frequently perceived a substantial growth of international
activities than institutions which became involved at a later date.

Table 6.3

Index of Perceived Increase of International Activities at ERASMUS and
LINGUA Supported Institutions of Higher Education Over the Last Five
Years, by Year of First Participation in ERASMUS (percent, only EU
countries)

Year of first participation in ERASMUS Total
87 88 89 90 91 92

Comparatively low 15 12 14 19 24 23 18
2 17 23 21 23 21 23 21
3 32 24 40 33 30 27 30
4 17 17 9 10 11 13 13
Comparatively high 20 25 16 16 14 14 18
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
(n) (102) (110) (86) (80) on 99 (564)

Question 5.2: If you compare your institution today to five years ago, to what extent do you
note changes?

6.2 Impact of the ERASMUS Programme

Finally, respondents were asked to rate the impact of the ERASMUS and
LINGUA programmes on their institution. On a scale from 1 = "strongly disagree"
to 5 = "strongly agree", they were asked, firstly, to assess the impact on students'
motivation to study and on the co-operation with region and industry. Secondly,
they were asked to state whether ERASMUS and LINGUA were only one of
many international activities and whether they only affected small proportions of
the academic staff. Thirdly, they were asked about negative effects: a weakening
of co-operation with other parts of the world or a decline of students' overall
achievement.

Three-quarters of the respondents (76 percent) agreed that ERASMUS and
LINGUA increased students' motivation to study abroad. As Table 6.4 suggests,
differences by country were noteworthy. Among EU countries, such an increase
was least often stated by Dutch (49 percent) and British respondents (49 percent).
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As one might expect, the ratings differed according to the length of par-
ticipation in ERASMUS. The longer the participation, the higher was the impact
on students' motivation to study abroad (see Chart 6.1).

Only 26 percent of the respondents noted strong contributions of ERASMUS
and LINGUA activities to co-operation with the region, industry, etc. This view
varies according to country, as Table 6.4 shows.

Some 65 percent agreed that, in fact, ERASMUS and LINGUA could not be
viewed in isolation, as they were only one of many components of a general trend
towards growing international co-operation and awareness. Among respondents
from all countries, except for Belgium (45 percent), the majority of respondents
shared this view.

Chart 6.1

Impact of ERASMUS and LINGUA Programmes on Increasing Students'
Motivation to Study Abroad, by Year of First Participation in ERASMUS
and LINGUA (percent*)

100

Percent
[$,]
(=]
}

1987/88  1986/89  1989/90  1990/91 1001/02  1992/93
Year of first participation in ERASMUS and LINGUA !l

Question: 6.1 How would you describe the impact of the ERASMUS and/or LINGUA (Action
IT) programmes on your institution?

* Categories 4 and 5 on a scale from 1 = "strongly disagree” to 5 = "strongly agree"







Summary of Major Findings

7.1 The Rationale of a Study on the Institutional Level

The European Community Action Scheme for the Mobility of Students
(ERASMUS) as well as the respective component of the LINGUA programme for
co-operation and mobility in foreign language studies are support schemes for de-
partment-based activities. Students are supported, as a rule, if they are mobile in
the framework of networks of departments aiming to raise the success of mobility
through various ways and means of co-operation. Recognition of study abroad is
the prime condition and criteria for success, at the same time encouraging curricu-
lar co-ordination and possibly integration.

The institutional level, i.e. the decision-making, administration and infrastruc-
ture on the central level of the institution, however, comes into play in many re-
spects. The financial administration is mostly undertaken centrally. Centralised in-
ternational offices of the universities frequently play a role in various respects.
Co-operation and mobility is more likely to be achieved, if it can rely on various
kinds of administrative and infrastructural support from the institution as a whole,
being embedded in a supportive administrative and academic arrangement.

The institutional level is envisaged to play a more important role when finan-
cial support for student mobility and related co-operation will be applied by and
eventually channelled to the central administration of the institutions for higher
education in the framework of SOCRATES. Last not least, various institutions of
higher education became active recently in co-ordinating and extending their
European and international activities in a strategic manner.

Prior to this study, the Centre for Research on Higher Education and Work un-
dertook various surveys about the experiences of ERASMUS students as well as
the major actors at the departmental level, notably the co-ordinators, departmental
directors and the mobile teachers. This study aims to take a considerable step fur-
ther in collating information about ERASMUS and LINGUA related activities by
addressing those in charge of European co-operation and mobility on the institu
tional level of higher education institutions.
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7.5 Institutional Policies, Management and Infrastructure in Support of
Mobility and Co-operation

Most ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions were - in the eyes of the re-
spondents - clearly more European and internationally-minded in their policies
and infrastructures than average institutions of higher education in their countries.
The longer the institution had participated in ERASMUS and LINGUA pro-
grammes, the higher the respondent rated its international achievements.

International emphasis in policy, management and infrastructure was empha-
sised most strongly with respect to administrative and academic support for outgo-
ing and incoming students, and to a lesser extent regarding foreign language pro-
visions for students and visits by foreign scholars. In contrast, the extent of
courses taught in foreign languages were viewed as a weak point; 40 percent re-
ported that foreign language teaching was undertaken at least in some fields at
their institution, and on average some foreign language instruction was offered in
about one-sixth of the programmes.

Co-operation with partner institutions beyond student exchange was most
common with respect to jointly organised seminars, and considerable in respect to
arranging joint intensive courses, involving partners in the creation or adaptation
of curricula, and co-operating in the provision of language training. Some of these
activities were more likely to occur in large institutions.

The internationalisation of curricula was promoted at 60 percent of the
ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions through the adaptation of curric-
ula in order to include a European dimension. At half of the institutions, credit
transfer arrangements were used and mandatory study abroad periods might be
noted at one-third of the institutions. Obviously, institutions of higher education
already being awarded ERASMUS grants in the year of its inauguration were a
special group of institutions with strong activities in respect to internationalisa-
tion.

A note of caution is required, when one looks at the impressive account of
European and international activities since affirmative could might be provided,
even such activity was undertaken within a single course programme of the insti-
tution.

Foreign language training was offered internally or externally in English,
French, German and Spanish at most institutions of higher education surveyed.
Italian was available at about half and the remaining official EU languages at be-
tween 21 and 8 percent of the institutions and, in addition, three-quarters of the in-
stitutions provided courses in the home country’s language for incoming students.

As regards infrastructure for mobility and co-operation, it is worth noting that
two-thirds of the ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions of higher edu-
cation had at least one office for international relations, some of them even more
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than one, divided according to specific functions. Specialised units at the central
level were reported by 27 percent of the institutions, where language centres
dominated, and at departmental level by 22 percent, with widely diverse func-
tions.

On average, ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions employed four
professional staff and two to three other staff for international activities. This
ranged from one and a half and one respectively at small institutions to 11 and 6
staff persons at institutions with more than 10,000 students.

In respect to many decisions regarding co-operation and mobility, both the cen-
tral and departmental level are formally involved. The survey showed that the de-
partmental level was more frequently formally involved than the central level,
when academic issues were at stake and regarding the regular co-operation and
exchange activities. In contrast, the central level was more frequently involved
formally in general administrative issues, in resource and financial matters and in
general, when support of the central level of the institution was expected to be en-
sured. The departmental level was more frequently involved when ICPs were ini-
tiated, but those activities were most frequently undertaken jointly, by actors at
the departmental and institutional levels.

The role the two levels actually played regarding ERASMUS and LINGUA
related activities was viewed similarly by the respondents, i.e. actors on the cen-
tral level, as to their formal involvement. There seemed to be different styles,
though, according to country. The role of the central level was considered strong-
est in Norway and Italy, while the role of the departmental level was viewed as
especially strong in Ireland and Switzerland. A polarisation prevailed in Germany
and Austria, where the central level was viewed as strong in matters more likely to
be dominated by the central level and the departmental level also strong in its
typical domain.

In general, academic staff (on the departmental level) and staff especially in
charge of international affairs on the central level played the most important role
in developing ERASMUS and LINGUA activities. In addition, the role of key
managers and decision-makers at central level (rectors etc.) was rated as important
at almost two-thirds of the institutions. Where specialised staff in charge of inter-
national affairs were available at the departmental level, they tended to be viewed
as influential as well, while general administrative staff were viewed as important
only in a minority of cases.

There were striking differences depending on the country. In Southern Euro-
pean countries, a top-down model was found most frequently, with the role of the
rectors as well as international offices or the general administration especially
strong in the development of mobility and co-operation programmes. In some
Scandinavian countries, the administrative model was instrumental, with staff
specialising in international affairs and possibly administrative staff on central




130

level viewed as the key actors. In all Northern EU countries, we note an interac-
tive model between the levels, with the establishment of mobility and co-opera-
tion programmes obviously based on co-operation between academics in the de-
partments and international offices on the central level.

In the daily affairs of running the mobility and co-operation activities, aca-
demic staff, specialised staff for international affairs at central level - and special-
ised staff at departmental level found in about 30 percent of the institutions - were
the key actors. The former dominated in academic monitoring, contacts with part-
ner institutions, selection of students, academic matters regarding outgoing and
incoming students and preparation for the study period abroad. On average tasks
were almost equally divided regarding the co-ordination of the ICPs and reporting
procedures, as well as information and orientation of outgoing and incoming stu-
dents about study opportunities and the respective country.

Specialised staff most often played the leading role in the dissemination of in-
formation, administration of the ICP grant budget and issues of financial support
of students, issues of accommodation and other practical matters for incoming
students as well as contacts with the respective NGAA and the ERASMUS Bu-
reau. By and large, specialised staff played a more important role in looking after
incoming than outgoing students.

7.6 Links Between Institutional Profiles and the Management of Mobility
and Co-operation ‘

The size of the higher education institutions was obviously a very important factor
in explaining the policies, the infrastructural provisions and the managerial sup-
port for mobility and co-operation. Large institutions excelled regarding the pro-
portion of the respective institutions of higher education being involved in co-op-
eration and exchange activities, establishing measures for the internationalisation
of the curriculum, providing courses taught in a foreign language, establishing
units specifically in charge of international activities, providing foreign language
training in the official EC countries and language training for incoming students.
In some respects, a high level of Europeanisation and internationalisation could
be viewed as an artefact. For example, double degrees which are now frequently
awarded across departments were more likely to show up in an institutions with
20 degree programmes than in an institution with two programmes. This does not
mean, however, that there was a better chance for students of large institutions to
go abroad within the framework of a degree programme leading to a double de-
gree. On the contrary, we find that while many small institutions did not partici-
pate in ERASMUS and LINGUA, those which did actually participate had a rela-
tively high degree of mobility, a high degree of internationalisation of the cur-
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riculum and, in addition, high proportions of student and staff exchange. From the
position of a rector observing the range of activities, this might be the appropriate
measures of showing the range of activities, but for the students and academic
staff of individual departments these data might inflate the degree of internation-
alisation.

In other respects, however, large institutions did provide a better support for
mobility and co-operation than small ones. More foreign languages, for example,
might be studied at larger institutions, and more differentiated services might be
provided through units especially in charge of supporting international activities.

There were also differences in the management and the role actors played both
in decision-making and the daily affairs of academic mobility and co-operation.
For example, the actors of the central level had a stronger say regarding interna-
tional activities in small institutions than in medium-sized or large ones. The bal-
ance did not differ principally between medium-size and large institutions, but at
large institutions, where both the division of labour as well as the co-operation
between the central and departmental level were more clearly defined

Many findings of differences with respect to international activities at ERAS-
MUS and LINGUA supported institutions of higher education and to managerial
and infrastructural support for international activities according to country, type of
higher education institution, range of fields of study etc. turned out to be spurious.
For example, Spanish institutions of higher education looked very international at
the first glance, but this turned out to be - in almost all cases - only as a conse-
quence of the fact that the Spanish institutions responding were mostly large.

There were some differences according to other structural variables which are
worth mentioning. For example, ERASMUS and LINGUA- supported non-uni-
versity institutions of higher education differed from universities, if the number of
students per institutions was controlled, in terms of a weaker formal and actual
role of the central level in decision-making and daily activities. They were less
likely to have established units specifically in charge of supporting mobility and
co-operation. Non-university institutions also reported more extended co-opera-
tion with partners regarding curriculum development.

Finally, there were differences according to the year the institutions were in-
volved in the ERASMUS programme for the first time. The first generation of
ERASMUS supported institutions obviously were obviously very much advanced
in terms of their European and international emphasis. In addition, we find in re-
spect to the subsequent generations of institutions signs of a more or less continu-
ous growth of international activities as well as of managerial and infrastructural
support for it. This suggests that - irrespective to what extent international activi-
ties trigger off managerial and infrastructural support, or are in turn stimulated by
managerial and infrastructural support - the European and international emphasis
of higher education in Europe is clearly on the rise.




PUBLICATIONS OF THE CENTER FOR RESEARCH ON HIGHER
EDUCATION AND WORK

A. Series "Hochschule und Beruf"
(Campus-Verlag, Frankfurt/M. and New York)

TEICHLER, Ulrich and WINKLER, Helmut (eds.): Praxisorientierung des Studiums.
Frankfurt/M. and New York 1979 (out of print).

TEICHLER, Ulrich (ed.): Hochschule und Beruf. Problemlagen und Aufgaben der For-
schung. Frankfurt/M. and New York 1979 (out of print).

BRINCKMANN, Hans; HACKFORTH, Susanne and TEICHLER, Ulrich: Die neuen
Beamtenhochschulen. Bildungs-, verwaltungs- und arbeitsmarktpolitische Probleme einer
verspiteten Reform. Frankfurt/M. and New York 1980.

FREIDANK, Gabriele; NEUSEL, Ayld; TEICHLER, Ulrich (eds.): Praxisorientierung als
institutionelles Problem der Hochschule. Frankfurt/M. and New York 1980.

CERYCH, Ladislav; NEUSEL, Ayla; TEICHLER, Ulrich and WINKLER, Helmut:
Gesamthochschule - Erfahrungen, Hemmnisse, Zielwandel. Frankfurt/M. and New York
1981.

HERMANNS, Harry; TEICHLER, Ulrich and WASSER, Henry (eds.): Integrierte Hoch-
schulmodelle. Erfahrungen aus drei Lindern. Frankfurt/M. and New York 1982.

HOLTKAMP, Rolf and TEICHLER, Ulrich (eds.): Berufstitigkeit von Hochschulabsol-
venten - Forschungsergebnisse und Folgerungen fir das Studium. Frankfurt/M. and New
York 1983 (out of print).

HERMANNS, Harry; TKOCZ, Christian and WINKLER, Helmut: Berufsverlauf von
Ingenieuren. Eine biografie-analytische Untersuchung auf der Basis narrativer Interviews.
Frankfurt/M. and New York 1983.

CLEMENS, Birbel; METZ-GOCKEL, Sigrid; NEUSEL, Ayla and PORT, Barbara (eds.):
Tochter der Alma Mater. Frauen in der Berufs- und Hochschulforschung. Frankfurt/M. and
New York 1986.

GORZKA, Gabriele; HEIPCKE, Klaus and TEICHLER, Ulrich (eds.): Hochschule - Beruf
- Gesellschaft. Ergebnisse der Forschung zum Funktionswandel der Hochschulen.
Frankfurt/M. and New York 1988.

OEHLER, Christoph: Hochschulentwicklung in der Bundesrepublik seit 1945.
Frankfurt/M. and New York 1989.

TEICHLER, Ulrich: Europdische Hochschulsysteme. Dxe Beharrlichkeit vielféltiger
Modelle. Frankfurt/M. and New York 1990.

BECKMEIER, Carola and NEUSEL, Ayl4: Entscheidungsverflechtung an Hochschulen -
Determinanten der Entscheidungsfindung an deutschen und franzésischen Hochschulen.
Frankfurt/M. and New York 1991.




EKARDT, Hanns-Peter, Loffler, Reiner and Hengstenberg, Heike: Arbeitssituationen von
Firmenbauleitern. Frankfurt/M. and New York 1992.

NEUSEL, Ayl4; TEICHLER, Ulrich and WINKLER, Helmut (eds.): Hochschule - Staat -
Gesellschaft. Christoph Oehler zum 65. Geburtstag. Frankfurt/M. und New York 1993.

FUCHS, Marek: Forschungsorganisation an Hochschulinstituten. Der Fall Maschinenbau.
Frankfurt/M. and New York 1994.

B. Series "Werkstattberichte"
(can be ordered at: Verlag Jenior & PreBler, Lassallestr. 15, D-34119 Kassel,
Tel.: 49-561-17655, Fax: 49-561-774148).

HERMANNS, Harry; TKOCZ, Christian and WINKLER, Helmut: Soziale Handlungs-
kompetenz von Ingenieuren, Riickblick auf Verlauf und Ergebnisse der Klausurtagung in
Hofgeismar am 16. und 17. November 1978. 1979 (No. 1).

HERMANNS, Harry; TKOCZ, Christian and WINKLER, Helmut: Ingenieurarbeit: Sozia-
les Handeln oder disziplindre Routine? 1980 (No. 2) (out of print).

NEUSEL, Ayl4 and TEICHLER, Ulrich (eds.): Neue Aufgaben der Hochschulen. 1980
(No. 3) (out of print).

HEINE, Uwe; TEICHLER, Ulrich and WOLLENWEBER, Bernd: Perspektiven der Hoch-
schulentwicklung in Bremen. 1980 (No. 4) (out of print).

NERAD, Maresi: Frauenzentren an amerikanischen Hochschulen. 1981 (No. 5).

LIEBAU, Eckart and TEICHLER, Ulrich (eds.): Hochschule und Beruf - Forschungsper-
spektiven. 1981 (No. 6) (out of print).

EBHARDT, Heike and HEIPCKE, Klaus: Priifung und Studium. Teil A: Uber den
Zusammenhang von Studien- und Priifungserfahrungen. 1981 (No. 7).

HOLTKAMP, Rolf and TEICHLER, Ulrich: AuBerschulische Tétigkeitsbereiche fiir
Absolventen sprach- und literaturwissenschaftlicher Studiengiinge. 1981 (No. 8) (out of
print).

RATTEMEYER, Volker: Chancen und Probleme von Arbéitsmaterialien in der kiinstleri-
schen Aus- und Weiterbildung. Mit Beitrdgen von Hilmar Liptow and Wolfram Schmidt.
Kassel 1982 (No. 9).

CLEMENS, Birbel: Frauenforschungs- und Frauenstudieninitiativen in der Bundesre-
publik Deutschland. Kassel 1983 (No. 10) (out of print).

DANCKWORTT, Dieter: Auslandsstudium als Gegenstand der Forschung - eine Litera-
turiibersicht. Kassel 1984 (No. 11).

BUTTGEREIT, Michael and TEICHLER, Ulrich (eds.): Probleme der Hochschulplanung
in der Sowjetunion. Kassel 1984 (No. 12).

Wissenschaftliches Zentrum fir Berufs- und Hochschulforschung (ed.): Forschung dber
Hochschule und Beruf. Arbeitsbericht 1978 - 1984. Kassel 1985 (No. 13).



DALICHOW, Fritz and TEICHLER, Ulrich: Anerkennung des Auslandsstudiums in der
Europiischen Gemeinschaft. Kassel 1985 (No. 14).

HORNBOSTEL, Stefan; OEHLER, Christoph and TEICHLER, Ulrich (eds.): Hochschul-
systeme und Hochschulplanung in westlichen Industriestaaten. Kassel 1986 (No. 15).

TEICHLER, Ulrich: Higher Education in the Federal Republic of Germany. Developments
and Recent Issues. New York and Kassel: Center for European Studies, Graduate School
and University Center of the City University of New York and Wissenschaftliches
Zentrum fuir Berufs- und Hochschulforschung, Gesamthochschule Kassel. New
York/Kassel 1986 (No. 16).

KLUGE, Norbert and OEHLER, Christoph: Hochschulen und Forschungstransfer. Bedin-
gungen, Konfigurationen und Handlungsmuster. Kassel 1986 (No. 17) (out of print).

BUTTGEREIT, Michael: Lebensverlauf und Biografie. Kassel 1987 (No. 18).

EKARDT, Hanns-Peter and LOFFLER, Reiner (eds.): Die gesellschafiliche Verantwor-
tung der Bauingenieure. 3. Kasseler Kolloquium zu Problemen des Bauingenieurberufs.
Kassel 1988 (No. 19).

TEICHLER, Ulrich: Wandel der Hochschulstrukturen im internationalen Vergleich. Kassel
1988 (No. 20) (out of print).

KLUCZYNSK]I, Jan and OEHLER, Christoph (eds.): Hochschulen und Wissenstransfer in
verschiedenen Gesellschaftssystemen. Ergebnisse eines polnisch-deutschen Symposiums.
Kassel 1988 (No. 21).

KRUGER, Heidemarie: Aspekte des Frauenstudiums an bundesdeutschen Hochschulen.
Zur Studiensituation von Frauen im Sozialwesen und in den Wirtschafiswissenschaften -
ausgewiihlte Ergebnisse einer empirischen Untersuchung. Kassel 1989 (No. 22) (out of
print).

KRAUSHAAR, Kurt and OEHLER, Christoph: Forschungstransfer, betriebliche Innova-
tionen und Ingenieurarbeit. Kassel 1989 (No. 23) (out of print).

STRUBING, Jorg: "Technik, das ist das Koordinatensystem, in dem wir leben..." - Fall-
studien zu Handlungsorientierungen im technikwissenschaftlichen Forschungstransfer.
Kassel 1989 (No. 24).

GORZKA, Gabriele; MESSNER, Rudolf and OEHLER, Christoph (eds.): Wozu noch
Bildung? - Beitr#ge aus einem unerledigten Thema der Hochschulforschung. Kassel 1990
(No. 25) (out of print).

ENDERS, Jiirgen: Beschiftigungssituation im akademischen Mittelbau. Kassel 1990 (No.
26) (out of print).

WETTERER, Angelika: Frauen und Frauenforschung in der bundesdeutschen Soziologie -
Ergebnisse der Soziologinnen-Enquéte. Kassel 1990 (No. 27) (out of print).

TEICHLER, Ulrich: The First Years of Study at Fachhochschulen and Universities in the
Federal Republic of Germany. Kassel 1990 (No. 28) (out of print).

TEICHLER, Ulrich: Recognition. A Typological Overview of Recognition Issues Arising
in Temporary Study Abroad. Kassel 1990 (No. 29).




SCHOMBURG, Harald, TEICHLER, Ulrich and WINKLER, Helmut: Studium und Beruf
von Empfingern deutscher Stipendien am Asian Institute of Technology. Kassel 1991 (No.
30).

JESSKE-MULLER, Birgit, OVER, Albert and REICHERT, Christoph: Existenzgriindun-
gen in Entwicklungsléndern. Literaturstudie zu einem deutschen Forderprogramm. 1991
(No. 31).

TEICHLER, Ulrich: Experiences of ERASMUS Students. Select Findings of the 1988/89
Survey. 1991 (No. 32).

BECKMEIER, Carola and NEUSEL, Ayl4: Entscheidungsprozesse an Hochschulen als
Forschungsthema. 1992 (No. 33).

STRUBING, Jorg: Arbeitsstil und Habitus - zur Bedeutung kultureller Phainomene in der
Programmierarbeit. Kassel 1992 (No. 34).

BECKMEIER, Carola and NEUSEL, Ay4: Leitungsstrategien und Selbstverstéindnis von
Hochsschulprisidenten und -rektoren. Eine Pilotstudie an zehn ausgewihlten Hochschu-
len. Kassel 1992 (No. 35).

TEICHLER, Ulrich and WASSER, Henry (eds.): American and German Universities:
Mutual Influences in Past and Present. Kassel 1992 (No. 36)

MAIWORM, Friedhelm; STEUBE, Wolfgang and TEICHLER, Ulrich: ECTS in its Year
of Inauguration: The View of the Students. Kassel 1992 (No. 37).

OVER, Albert: Studium und Berufskarrieren von Absolventen des Studienganges Berufs-
bezogene Fremdsprachenausbildung an der Gesamthochschule Kassel. Kassel 1992 (No.
38).

MAIWORM, Friedhelm; STEUBE, Wolfgang and TEICHLER, Ulrich: ECTS dans
I'Année de son Lancement: Le Regard des Etudiants. Kassel 1992 (No. 39).

WINKLER, Helmut (Hg.): Qualitit der Hochschulausbildung. Verlauf und Ergebnisse
eines Kolloquiums an der Gesamthochschule Kassel. Kassel 1993 (No. 40).

MAIWORM, Friedhelm; STEUBE, Wolfgang and TEICHLER, Ulrich: ERASMUS
Student Mobility Programmes 1989/90 in the View of Their Coordinators. Select Findings
of the ICP Coordinators' Reports. Kassel 1993 (No. 41) (out of print).

MAIWORM, Friedhelm; STEUBE, Wolfgang and TEICHLER, Ulrich: Les Programmes
ERASMUS en Matiére de Mobilité des Etudiants au Cours de I'Année 1989/90. Analyse
présentée a partir des points de vue des coordinateurs. Kassel 1993 (No. 41a).

MAIWORM, Friedhelm; STEUBE, Wolfgang and TEICHLER, Ulrich: Experiences of
ERASMUS Students 1990/91. Kassel 1993 (No. 42) (out of print).

MAIWORM, Friedhelm; STEUBE, Wolfgang and TEICHLER, Ulrich: Les éxpériences
des étudiants ERASMUS en 1990/91. Kassel 1993 (No. 42a).

OVER, Albert and TKOCZ, Christian: AuBeruniversitire Forschungseinrichtungen in den
neuen Bundeslindern. Zu den Empfehlungen des Wissenschaftsrates. Kassel 1993 (No.
43).



FUCHS, Marek and OEHLER, Christoph: Organisation und Effizienz von Forschungs-
instituten. Fallstudien zu technikwissenschaftlicher Forschung an westdeutschen Hoch-
schulen. Kassel 1994 (No. 44).

WINKLER, Helmut (Hg.): Kriterien, Prozesse und Ergebnisse guter Hochschulausbildung.
Dokumentation eines Kolloquiums an der Universitit Gesamthochschule Kassel. Kassel
1994 (No. 45).

MAIWORM, Friedhelm and TEICHLER, Ulrich: ERASMUS Student Mobility
Programmes 1991/92 in the View of the Local Directors. Kassel 1995 (No. 46).
MAIWORM, Friedhelm and TEICHLER, Ulrich: The First Years of ECTS in the View of
the Students. Kassel 1995 (No. 47).

OEHLER, Christoph und SOLLE, Christian: Die Lehrgestalt der Soziologie in anderen
Studiengtingen. Kassel 19995 (No. 48).

C. Series " Arbeitspapiere"
(Wissenschaftliches Zentrum fiir Berufs- und Hochschulforschung, Universitéit
Gesamthochschule Kassel)

TEICHLER, Ulrich and WINKLER, Helmut: Voriiberlegungen zur Grilndung des
Wissenschaftlichen Zentrums fiir Berufs- und Hochschulforschung. 1978 (No. 1).

TEICHLER, Ulrich: Der Wandel der Beziehungen von Bildungs- und Beschiiftigungs-
system und die Entwicklung der beruflich-sozialen Lebensperspektiven Jugendlicher. 1978

(No. 2).

TEICHLER, Ulrich: Higher Education and Employment in the Federal Republic of
Germany: Trends and Changing Research Approaches from the Comparative Point of
View. - Recherches en cours sur le probléme de I'enseignement supéricure et de 'emploi
en République Fédérale Allemande. 1978 (No. 3) (out of print).

PEIFFER, Knut: Untersuchung des Implementationsinstrumentariums von Hochschul-
reformprogrammen anhand einer synoptischen Darstellung. - Untersuchung der legislati-
ven Umsetzung von Hochschulreform- und Studienreforminhalten anhand des HRG, des
HHG und des HUG. 1979 (No. 4).

NEUSEL, Ayla: Zu Berufstitigkeit und Studium von Architekten/Planern. WINK-LER,
Helmut: Neue Entwicklungen im Berufsfeld von Architekten und Bauingenieuren und
deren Beriicksichtigung in der Hochschulausbildung. 1979 (No. 5).

TEICHLER, Ulrich and VOSS, Friedrich: Materialien zur Arbeitsmarktlage von Hoch-
schulabsolventen. 1979 (No. 6) (out of print).

RATTEMEYER, Volker: Weiterentwicklung des Kunststudiums unter Beriicksichtigung
der beruflichen Mdéglichkeiten der Kiinstler. 1980 (No. 7).

TEICHLER, Ulrich: Work-Study-Programs: The Case of "Berufspraktische Studien" at the
Comprehensive University of Kassel. 1981 (No. 8) (out of print) .

HERMANNS, Harry: Das narrative Interview in berufsbiografischen Untersuchungen.
1981 (No. 9) (out of print).




DENKINGER, Joachim and KLUGE, Norbert: Bibliographie zur Praxisorientierung des
Studiums. 1981 (No. 10).

LIEBAU, Eckart: Hochschule, Schule und Lehrerfortbildung - Tendenzen und Perspekti-
ven. 1981 (No. 11).

LIEBAU, Eckart: Der Habitus der Okonomen. Uber Arbeitgebererwartungen an Hoch-
schulabsolventen der Wirtschaftswissenschaften. Kassel 1982 (No. 12) (out of print).

WINKLER, Helmut: Interaction of Theory and Practice in the US Engineering Education.
Kassel 1982 (No. 13).

HERMANNS, Harry: Statuspassagen von Hochschullehrern im Entwicklungsproze von
Gesamthochschulen. Kassel 1982 (No. 14).

KRUGER, Heidemarie: Probleme studierender Franen - Ergebnisse ¢ines Kolloquiums.
Kassel 1984 (No. 15) (out of print).

USHIOGI, Morikazu: Job Perspectives of College Graduates in Japan. Kassel 1984 (No.
16).

NERAD, Maresi: Implementation Analysis - A New Magic Tool for Research in Higher
Education? Kassel 1984 (No. 17).

KLUGE, Norbert: Studienreform in der Literatur - Eine kommentierte Bibliographie iiber
Studienreformaktivitéiten in den letzten zehn Jahren. Kassel 1988 (No. 18).

WINKLER, Helmut: Ursachen fiir iberlange Studiendauern von Maschinenbaustudenten.
Sonderauswertung von Daten der Kasseler Absolventenstudie. Kassel 1988 (No. 19).

SCHMUTZER, Manfred E. A.: Vom Elfenbeinturm zum Bildungskonzern. Kassel 1989
(No. 20). (out of print)

MAIWORM, Friedhelm: Zur Notenvergabe an hessischen Hochschulen im Vergleich zum
Bundesdurchschnitt. Kassel 1989 (No. 21).

BECKER, Peter: Motive der Studienortwahl und Informationsverhalten von Studienan-
fingern der Gesamthochschule Kassel im Wintersemester 1987/88. Kassel 1990 (No. 22).

OEHLER, Christoph: Effizienz der Drittmittelférderung in den Ingenicurwissenschaften.
Kassel 1990 (No. 23).

TEICHLER, Ulrich; MAIWORM, Friedhelm and STEUBE, Wolfgang: Student Mobility
within ERASMUS 1987/88 - a Statistical Survey. Kassel 1990 (No. 24).

OEHLER, Christoph and SOLLE, Christian: Soziologie als Lehrfach in anderen Studien-
gingen - Ergebnisse ciner Dokumentenanalyse. Kassel 1993 (No. 25).

TEICHLER, Ulrich; KREITZ, Robert and MAIWORM, Friedhelm: Student Mobility
within ERASMUS 1988/89 - a Statistical Profile. Kassel 1991 (No. 26).

WINKLER, Helmut: Sprachkompentenz von Europa-Ingenieuren. Synergieeffekte im
Rahmen internationaler Kooperation. Kassel 1993 (No. 27).

TEICHLER, Ulrich; KREITZ, Robert and MATWORM, Friedhelm: Student Mobility
within ERASMUS 1989/90. Kassel 1993 (No. 28).




HAHN, Birbel: Studentische Politik fiir eine Gesamthochschule Kassel. Kassel 1994 (No.
29).
WINKLER, Helmut: Erfahrungen mit integrierten Studiengingen an der Universitit Ge-

samthochschule Kassel. Ein Beitrag zur Diskussion um differenzierte Studiengang-
strukturen an Universitéiten. Kassel 1994 (No. 30).

BECKMEIER, Carola: Verwaltungs- und Gremienstrukturen an staatlichen Hochschulen
in den USA. Kassel 1994 (No. 31).

NERAD, Maresi: Postgraduale Qualifizierung und Studienstrukturreform. Untersuchung
ausgewihlter Graduiertenkollegs in Hessen im Vergleich mit dem Promotionsstudium in
den USA. Kassel 1994 (No. 32) (out of print).

KEHM, Barbara M.: Durchfiihrung von EG-Bildungsprogrammen in der Bundesrepublik
Deutschland. Materialien. Kassel 1994 (No. 33).




ERASMUS Monographs

1.

Student Mobility within ERASMUS 1987/88 — A Statistical
Survey

U. Teichler, F. Maiworm, W. Steube

Arbeitspapiere, 24, Wissenschaftliches Zentrum fiir Berufs- und
Hochschulforschung, Kassel 1990

Contact: Prof. Ulrich TEICHLER, Wissenschaftliches Zentrum fir
Berufs- und Hochschulforschung, Universitit GH Kassel,
HenschelstraBe 4, D-34109 Kassel; Tel.: 49-561-804 2415,

Fax: 49-561-804 3301

L'amélioration de la préparation linguistique et socioculturelle
des étudiants ERASMUS

G. Baumgratz-Gangl, N. Deyson, G. Kloss

Unité langues pour la Coopération en Europe (ULCE) auprés du
Centre d'Information et de Recherche sur I'Allemagne Contemporaine
(CIRAC), July 1989.

Contact: SOCRATES and Youth, rue Montoyer 70,

B-1040 Bruxelies; Tel. 32-2-233 01 11, Fax: 32-2-233 0150

Recognition: A Typological Overview of Recognition Issues
Arising in Temporary Study Abroad

U. Teichler

Werkstattberichte, 29, Wissenschaftliches Zentrum fiir Berufs- und
Hochschulforschung, Kassel 1990

Contact: cf. Monograph No. 1

Untersuchung iiber die Beteiligung der Medizin im ERASMUS-
Programm (Study on the Participation of Medicine in ERAS-
MUS)

In German with an English summary

K. Schnitzer, E. Kort

HIS Hochschulplanung 85, HIS (Hochschul-Informations-System
GmbH), Hannover 1990

Contact: Dr. Klaus SCHNITZER, HIS Hochschul-Informations-
System, Postfach 2920, D-3000 Hannover; Tel.: 49-511-1220297,
Fax: 49-511-1220250




Teacher Education and the ERASMUS Programme

M. Bruce

In: European Journal of Teacher Education, Vol. 12, No. 3, 1989
(pp.197 —228) ISSN 0261-9768

Contact: A.T.E.E. — Association for Teacher Education in Europe,

rue de la Concorde 51, B-1050 Bruxelles; Tel.: 32-2-512 1734,
Fax: 32-2-512 3265

Les obstacles a la participation au programme ERASMUS dans
le domaine de I'art et du design

P. Kuentz

Strasbourg, July 1989.

Contact: Prof. Pierre KUENTZ, Ecole des Arts Decoratifs, 1 rue de
I'Académie, F-6700 Strasbourg; Tel.: 33-88-353858

ERASMUS et les arts du spectacle (musique, théitre, danse)

D. Barriolade

EUROCREATION, Paris, July 1989.

Contact: Denise Barriolade, EUROCREATION, L'agence frangaise

des jeunes créateurs européens, 3 rue Debelleyme, F-75003 Paris;
Tel.: 33-1-48047879, Fax: 33-1-40299246

Comparative Evaluation of ERASMUS ICPs in the Subject Areas
of Business Management, Chemistry, History

Prof- A. Monasta

Universita di Firenze, July 1989

Contact: Prof. Attilio MONASTA, Universita degli Studi di Firenze,
Facolta di Magistero, Dipartemento di Scienze dell' Educazione,

Via Cavour, 82, 1-50129 Firenze; Tel.: 39-55-2757751/2757761

Survey of Academic Recognition within the Framework of ICPs
in the Field of Mechanical Engineering

H. Risvig Henriksen

SEFI (Société Européenne pour la Formation des Ingénieurs),
Bruxelles, August 1989

Contact: SEFI, rue de la Concorde 51, B-1050 Bruxelles;
Tel.: 32-2-512 1734, Fax: 32-2-512 3265




10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

ERASMUS PROGRAMME - Report on the Experience
Acquired in the Application of the ERASMUS Programme 1987 —
1989

Commission of the European Communities, SEC(89) 2051, Brussels,
December 1989

Contact: cf. Monograph No. 2

La coopération inter-universitaire dans les sciences agrono
miques, ERASMUS 1978/88 — 1990/91

Philippe Ruffio

ENSAR, Département des Sciences économiques et sociales, June
1990

Contact: cf. Monograph No. 2

Student Mobility 1988/89 - A Statistical Profile

U. Teichler, R. Kreitz, F. Maiworm
Arbeitspapiere, 26, Wissenschaftliches Zentrum fiir Berufs- und
Hochschulforschung, Kassel 1991

Contact: cf. Monograph No. 1

Experiences of ERASMUS Students 1988/89

U. Teichler

Werkstattberichte, 32, Wissenschaftliches Zentrum fiir Berufs- und
Hochschulforschung, Kassel 1991

Contact: cf. Monograph No. 1

Learning in Europe: The ERASMUS Experience
F. Maiworm, W. Steube, U. Teichler
Jessica Kingsley Publishers, London 1991

Contact: Jessica Kingsley Publishers, 118 Pentonville Road,
UK-London N1 9JN; Tel.: 44-71833 2307, Fax 44-71-837 2917

ECTS in its Year of Inauguration: The View of the Students

F. Maiworm, W. Steube, U. Teichler
Werkstattberichte, 37, Wissenschaftliches Zentrum fiir Berufs- und
Hochschulforschung, Kassel 1992

Contact: cf. Monograph No. 1




15b.

16.

16a.

17.

17a.

ECTS dans I'année de son lancement: le regard des étudiants

F. Maiworm, W. Steube, U. Teichler

Werkstattberichte, 39, Wissenschaftliches Zentrum fiir Berufs- und
Hochschulforschung, Kassel 1992

Contact: cf. Monograph No. 1

ERASMUS Student Mobility Programmes 1989/90 in the View
of Their Coordinators. Select Findings of the ICP Coordinators'
Reports.

F. Maiworm, W. Steube, U. Teichler

Werkstattberichte, 41, Wissenschaftliches Zentrum fur Berufs- und

Hochschulforschung, Kassel 1993
Contact: cf. Monograph No. 1

Les programmes ERASMUS en matiére de mobilité des
étudiants au cours de 'année 1989/90. Analyse présentée a partir
des points de vue des coordinateurs.

F. Maiworm, W. Steube, U. Teichler

Werkstattberichte, 41a, Wissenschaftliches Zentrum fiir Berufs- und
Hochschulforschung, Kassel 1993

Contact: cf. Monograph No.1

Experiences of ERASMUS Students 1990/91

F. Maiworm, W. Steube, U. Teichler

Werkstattberichte, 42, Wissenschaftliches Zentrum fiir Berufs- und
Hochschulforschung, Kassel 1993

Contact: cf. Monograph No. 1

Les expériences des étudiants ERASMUS en 1990/91

F. Maiworm, W. Steube, U. Teichler

Werkstattberichte, 42a, Wissenschaftliches Zentrum fiir Berufs- und
Hochschulforschung, Kassel 1993

Contact: cf. Monograph No. 1




18.

19.

20.

21.

22

Transition to Work: The Experiences of Former ERASMUS
Students

U. Teichler, F. Maiworm

Jessica Kingsley Publishers, London 1993
Contact: cf. Monograph No. 14

ERASMUS Student Mobility Programmes 1991/92 in the View of
the Local Directors

F. Maiworm and U. Teichler

Werkstattberichte, 46, Wissenschaftliches Zentrum fiir Berufs- und
Hochschulforschung, Kassel 1995

Contact: cf. Monograph No. 1

The First Years of ECTS in the View of the Students
F. Maiworm and U. Teichler

Werkstattberichte, 47, Wissenschaftliches Zentrum fiir Berufs- und
Hochschulforschung, Kassel 1995

Contact: cf. Monograph No. 1

Study Abroad and Early Career: Experiences of Former
ERASMUS Students

F. Maiworm and U. Teichler
Jessica Kingsley Publishers, London 1996
Contact: cf. Monograph No. 14

The Context of ERASMUS: A Survey of Institutional Manage-
ment and Infrastructure in Support of Mobility and Co-opera-
tion

F. Maiworm, W. Sosa and U. Teichler

Werkstattberichte, 49, Wissenschaftliches Zentrum fiir Berufs- und
Hochschulforschung, Kassel 1996

Contact: cf. Monograph No. 1










- Wiihrend der ersten zehn Jahre seit Bestehen des ERASMUS-
‘Programms wurden Kooperation und Mobilitiit von den Netz-
" werken kooperierender Fachbetriebe organisiert; aber auch die
zentrale Hochschulverwaltung und ihr Serviceangebot spielten

eine Rolle. Eine 1994 an 698 Hochschulen in Europa durch- .
gefiihrte schriftliche Befragung macht deutlich, daB die Unter- -

stiitzung internationaler Hochschulaktivititen durch die zentrale
Leitung, Verwaltung und Dlenstlelstungsemnchtungen seit
. der “ersten Betelhgung am ERASMUS Programm deuthch
gestlegen 1st

”Co-operatlon and moblllty w1thm ERASMUS was managed”

~during the first ten years by networks of co-operating depart- %

“ments, but the management and services at the central level of
yhlgher education institutions played a role as well. A questlon- g
" naire survey undertaken in 1994 at 698 institutions of higher edu- -
cation in Europe shows that support for international activities

from administration and services at the central level of higher J !

. education institutions grew substantially since the first mvolve- |
‘ jment in ERASMUS. ‘

© ISBN: 3-928172-73-5




4. Institutional Policies and Provisions 85

Chart 4.3

Proportion of ERASMUS and LINGUA Supported Institutions of Higher
Education Providing Foreign Language Training in the Official EU Lan-
guages in 1993 (percent*)
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Question 4.5: In which of the following European languages is language training provided to
your own students or staff members by or on behalf of your institution and where do the courses
take place, internally or externally? (multiple reply possible)

* Institutions are excluded not answering to the respective question and for which the respective
language is home language. Dutch is taken as Foreign language at French speaking institutions
and French at Dutch speaking institutions in Belgium.

4.7 Language Training for Incoming Students

Three-quarters of the ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions of higher
education provided language courses in the home language to incoming students.
As Table 4.16 suggests, this was true in 1994 for all Swedish institutions and for
almost all Spanish, Finnish and Greek institutions responding. On the other hand,
fewest provisions of this kind were made by Austrian and Portuguese institutions.
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Table 4.16

Provision of Language Courses for Incoming Students at ERASMUS and
LINGUA Supported Institutions of Higher Education in 1993, by Country of

Institution of Higher Education (percent)

None 30

For incoming ERAS
MUS/LINGUA foreign
students

For individual/other
exchange programme
foreign students

For all foreign students 44

Total 100
(n) (61)
P
No 44
Yes, for incoming ERAS-
MUS/LINGUA foreign
students 33
Yes, for individual/other
exchange programme
foreign students 4
Yes, for all foreign
students 19
Total 100
(n) 27)

Country
E F
5 28
15 18
5 4
75 51
100 100
(20) (187)
CH N
18 29
9 14
0 14
73 43
100 100
am @

Question 4.7: Are there language courses in your institutions home language provided for in-

coming students?

Provision of language training for incoming students varied strongly according to
the size of the higher education institution. As Table 4.17 indicates, 95 percent of
the institutions with more than 20,000 students provided such a service to incom-
ing students, compared with only 58 percent of the institutions with at most 500

students.
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Table 4.17 ‘

Provision of Language Courses for Incoming Students at ERASMUS and
LINGUA Supported Institutions of Higher Education in 1993, by Number of
Students Enrolled (percent)

Number of students enrolled Total

Upto 501- 2,001- 5,001- 10,001- More than
500 2,000 5,000 10,000 20,000 20,000

No 42 38 13 14 6 5 25
Yes, for incoming

ERASMUS/LINGUA

foreign students 30 14 18 6 11 9 16
Yes, for individual/other

exchange programme

foreign students 2 5 12 6 6 7 6
Yes, for all

foreign students 27 43 58 75 77 79 54
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
(n) (132) (200) 95) 87 (83) 57 (654)

Question 4.7: Are there language courses in your institutions home language provided for in-
coming students?

Altogether, 53 percent of the institutions provided language courses for all incom-
ing students, 16 percent for their ERASMUS and LINGUA students only, and fi-
nally only 6 percent for students coming in the framework of other exchange pro-
grammes or individually. Provisions solely for ERASMUS/LINGUA students
were primarily offered at relatively small institutions. We might expect that they
accommodated only a few other foreign students.

Table 4.18 suggests that many institutions offering training in the home lan-
guage to incoming students did so only internally. In practice, 15 percent of the
ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions did both: providing courses in-
ternally, recommending external courses and making arrangements for participa-
tion in external courses. Finally, 10 percent reported only external provision of
language training for incoming students.

Notably, the Nordic countries recommended or arranged external language
provisions for incoming students. Adult education courses, as set up in these
countries, might be viewed to be more suitable for students than in other countries
included in this study.
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Table 4.18

Modes of Provision of Language Courses at ERASMUS and LINGUA Sup-
ported Institutions for Incoming Foreign Students, by Country of Institution
of Higher Education (percent of institutions of higher education)

Country

B D DK E F G I IRL NL
No courses provided 29 21 34 5 28 11 18 36 36
Only externally provided 19 3 31 0 9 11 11 0 17
Only internally provided 37 46 26 80 51 56 64 64 25
Externally and internally
provided 13 25 9 15 11 22 7 0 14
Only in other ways
provided 2 5 0 0 1 0 0 0 8
Total ‘ 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
(n) (62) (116) (35) (20) (184) 9 (@28 A1 @36

P UK A CH N S SF  Other Total
No courses provided 43 21 42 18 29 0 10 25 25
Only externally provided 11 1 8 0 14 36 19 25 10
Only internally provided 32 63 25 64 43 36 43 50 47
Externally and internally
provided 11 13 17 18 14 18 29 0 15
Only in other ways
provided 4 1 8 0 0 9 0 0 2
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
) @) (6 12y an M adn Q2nH @ (©7

Question 4.7: Are there language courses in your institutions home language provided for in-
coming students? Question 4.8: How are the language courses for incoming students provided?

(multiple reply possible)




Management of Co-operation and Mobility

5.1 Formal Involvement of the Central and Departmental Level

It is the aim of this survey to explore the role which the central level of the
ERASMUS and LINGUA supported institutions of higher education (the rec-
tor/president/vice-chancellor/principal etc., boards and committees, the central
administration or specific units for international relations) played in setting up, as
well as managing, ERASMUS and LINGUA (Action II) related activities, notably
taking decisions in this context. The institutions were asked to state, in respect to
11 areas of activities and responsibilities, both the formal involvement of the cen-
tral as compared to the departmental level and the role the central and departmen-
tal levels actually played. Regarding the formal involvement, the question was
raised whether the departmental level or the central level were involved or not. In
order to describe the actual role played in various areas a scale from 1 to 5 was
employed, ranging from 1 = "clearly dominant at the central level” to 5 = "clearly
dominant at the departmental level”.
The departmental level, as Table 5.1 shows, was more frequently formally in-
volved than the central level:
- when initiatives were taken to establish ICPs;
- when academic issues were at stake ("preparing the academic agenda of co-
operation and exchange", "key decision regarding academic issues"); and
- when it came to the regular co-operation and exchange activities (only the
category "provision of work placements"” referred to this area).
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Table 5.1

Formal Involvement of Departmental Level in ERASMUS and LINGUA Re-
lated Activities, by Country (percent of institutions of higher education; multiple
reply possible)

Country
B D DK E F G 1 IRL NL

Taking initiative for the
establishment of ICPs 53 75 41 75 49 44 41 73 73
Preparing the academic

agenda of co-operation
and exchange 59 74 70 40 37 67 38 82 65

Preparing the admin.
agenda of co-operation

and exchange 58 58 24 15 28 33 7 64 49
Preparing funding con-
ditions for international
activities 39 56 14 20 24 22 0 64 35
Key decision regarding
academic issues 36 80 62 70 41 44 38 55 57

Key decision regarding _
administrative issues 23 36 11 10 21 22 3 45 35

Key decision regarding

resources/financial

issues 29 63 14 5 24 11 7 45 38
Key decision regarding

support by the central

administration 14 31 3 0 12 22 7 27 8

Key decision regarding
support by international

offices 15 36 8 5 15 11 10 18 19
Key decision regarding

the support by central

services 11 37 14 15 18 33 17 55 8
Provision of work

placements 61 64 38 20 44 22 45 64 78
Departmental level not

involved 15 5 14 10 22 11 24 9 3
Not ticked 11 9 14 10 14 11 10 0 5
Total 423 625 324 295 352 356 248 600 473
(n) ©66) (117 (37 (20) (198) ® @ an @”n

(continued)
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(Table 5.1 cont.)

Country Total
P UK A CH N S SF  Other

Taking initiative for the
establishment of ICPs 48 81 67 64 57 83 71 75 61

Preparing the academic
agenda of co-operation
and exchange 66 78 75 64 71 75 81 100 59

Preparing the admin.
agenda of co-operation
and exchange 45 54 42 36 14 50 48 50 41

Preparing funding
conditions for inter-
national activities 17 44 42 18 14 50 29 0 33

Key decision regarding
academic issues 55 79 75 73 86 75 76 75 58

Key decision regarding

administrative issues 24 49 33 27 14 42 33 25 28
Key decision regarding

resources/financial

issues 14 46 58 36 29 58 29 50 34
Key decision regarding

support by the central

administration 10 14 33 0 0 8 5 25 14
Key decision regarding

support by international

offices 21 12 33 0 14 25 5 0 17
Key decision regarding

the support by central

services 28 40 42 9 29 25 29 0 24
Provision of work

placements 59 63 58 36 43 33 19 50 52
Departmental level not

involved 3 4 0 9 14 8 0 0 12
Not ticked 17 6 17 18 0 0 10 0 11
Total 407 569 575 391 386 533 433 450 445
(n) 29 @8 (12 Ay () 12y (@) (49 (698)

Question 4.2: In which of the following ERASMUS and/or LINGUA (Action II) related activi-
ties are the central level (the rector, the general administration, committees, international office,
etc.) and the departments of your institution of higher education formally involved and which
role do they actually play?




92

Table 5.2

Formal Involvement of Central Institutional Level in ERASMUS and LIN-
GUA Related Activities, by Country (percent of institutions of higher education;
multiple reply possible)

Country
B D DK E F G I 1IRL NL

Taking initiative for the
establishment of ICPs 55 72 57 35 51 67 59 36 43

Preparing the academic
agenda of co-operation

and exchange 36 39 32 45 40 44 45 27 30
Preparing the admin.

agenda of co-operation

and exchange 36 73 70 75 50 89 62 55 43

Preparing resources/
funding conditions for

intern. activities 56 79 73 75 61 67 79 45 78
Key decision regarding
academic issues 53 14 32 25 39 67 55 55 27

Key decision regarding
administrative issues 70 75 78 85 61 89 79 55 65

Key decision regarding
resources/financial
issues 62 68 76 80 60 78 66 64 68

Key decision regarding
support by central
administration 59 73 65 85 51 78 72 55 84

Key decision regarding
support by international
offices 45 62 54 80 49 78 66 45 73

Key decision regarding
support by central

services 38 54 22 60 38 44 66 36 59

Provision of work

placements 18 44 27 35 27 44 21 27 19

Central level not

involved 6 3 3 0 10 0 0 9 8

Not ticked 11 9 14 10 14 11 10 0 5

Total 545 664 603 690 551 756 679 509 6034

(n) (66) (117) - 37y (200 (198) (9 @9 a1 (@3N

(continued)
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(Table 5.2 cont.)

Country Total
P UK A CH N S SF  Other

Taking initiative for the
establishment of ICPs 59 44 67 55 71 83 62 25 55

Preparing the academic
agenda of co-operation

and exchange 24 31 58 45 43 58 24 25 37
Preparing the admin.

agenda of co-operation

and exchange 38 64 75 73 100 83 57 50 58

Preparing resources/
funding conditions for
international activities 55 64 75 64 100 75 86 75 68

Key decision regarding
academic issues 24 37 17 9 29 42 14 25 33

Key decision regarding
administrative issues 55 69 58 73 100 75 76 75 69

Key decision regarding
resources/financial
issues 62 72 42 73 100 75 90 75 67

Key decision regarding
support by central
administration 59 81 83 73 100 75 71 50 66

Key decision regarding

support by international

offices 24 65 67 64 100 75 76 25 57
Key decision regarding

support by central

services 31 58 83 45 86 50 52 50 47

Provision of work

placements 17 12 33 27 29 25 19 0 27

Central level not

involved 7 3 0 0 0 8 0 0 5

Not ticked 17 6 17 18 0 0 10 0 11

Total 472 605 675 618 857 725 638 475 600

() @ (@ a2 any @O (12 @2 @ (698

Question 4.2: In which of the following ERASMUS and/or LINGUA (Action IT) related activi-
ties are the central level (the rector, the general administration, committees, international office,
etc.) and the departments of your institution of higher education formally involved and which
role do they actually play?
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The central level as Table 5.2 indicates was more frequently involved formally:

- in general administrative issues ("preparing the administrative agenda of co-
operation and exchange", "key decision regarding administrative issues");

- in responsibilities concerning resources and financial matters ("preparing
funding conditions for international activities", "key decision regarding re-
sources / financial issues"); and

- when it came to ensure support of the central level of the institution ("key de-
cision regarding support by the central level", "key decision regarding support
by international offices", "key decision regarding the support by central serv-
ices").

In many cases, both the central and departmental levels were involved. As Table

5.3 shows, this was most frequently the case when initiatives were taken for the

establishment of co-operation with partner institutions (the establishment of an

Inter-University Co-operation Programme was named in the questionnaire).

The formal functions of the central level and the departmental level differed
according to the size of their student population. Table 5.4 illustrates this for se-
lect activities, namely:

- at small institutions (up to 2,000 students), we note on average more frequent
central than departmental level initiatives for the establishment of co-operation
with partners. The central level at many of these institutions had a considerable
formal say in academic matters, and joint formal involvement of the central
and departmental levels was rare;

- at medium-size institutions we note a clear dominance of the central level in
matters regarding administration and central support for European programmes
on the one hand and that of the departmental level in academic matters on the
other hand. Yet, there is a noteworthy minority of cases where formal involve-
ment of the central level, in its domain, was limited and there were some cases
at small institutions where both the central and departmental levels were in-
volved. Regarding initiatives for the establishment of ICPs, formal involvement
of only the central level was rare, and formal involvement of only the depart-
mental level was about as frequent as formal involvement of both levels; and

- at large institutions, there were fewer cases than at medium-sized institutions of
the central level not being involved formally in administrative issues or in is-
sues of central provisions for European activities. The central level was for-
mally involved in almost all cases, usually jointly with the departmental level,
when it came to taking the initiative for the establishment of ICPs.
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Table 5.3
Formal Involvement of the Central Level and the Departmental Level in
ERASMUS and LINGUA Activities (percent of institutions of higher education)

Formal involvement Total
Only Central and Only None
central  departmental departmen-
level level tal level

Key decision regarding the
support on the part of the
central administration 62 12 4 22 100
Key decision regarding
administrative issues 57 20 1 12 100
Key decision regarding the
support on the part of
international offices 52 12 8 28 100
Preparing resources/funding
conditions for international
activities 51 25 12 12 100
Key decision regarding
resources/financial issues 50 25 13 13 100
Preparing the administrative
agenda of co-operation and
exchange 42 23 22 13 100
Key decision regarding
the support on the part of
central services (language
centre etc.) 38 14 13 35 100
Taking initiative for the
establishment of ICPs 27 35 33 5 100
Preparing the academic
agenda of co-operation and
exchange 22 20 47 11 100
Key decision regarding
academic issues 22 16 50 13 100
Provision of work
placements 17 13 45 25 100

Question 4.2: In which of the following ERASMUS and/or LINGUA (Action II) related activi-
ties are the central level (the rector, the general administration, committees, international office,
etc.) and the departments of your institution of higher education formally involved and which
role do they actually play?
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Table 5.4

Formal Involvement of Central Institutional Level and the Departmental
Level in Selected ERASMUS and LINGUA Related Activities, by Number of
Students Enrolled (percent of institutions of higher education)

Total number of students Total
Upto- 501- 2,001- 5,001- 10,001- More than

Level involved 500 2,000 5,000 10,000 20,000 20,000
Taking initiative for the
establishment of ICPs
Only central 50 34 23 16 5 15 27
Central and departm. 11 29 37 46 53 55 35
Only departmental 27 30 37 38 41 31 33
None 12 7 3 0 1 0 5
Key decision regarding
academic issues
Only central 33 30 16 7 16 13 22
Central and departm. 11 14 16 21 15 22 15
Only departmental 37 38 56 64 64 60 49
None 19 18 13 7 5 5 13
Key decision regarding
administrative issues
Only central 66 52 54 47 68 65 57
Central and departm. 6 15 27 31 26 27 20
Only departmental 14 15 8 12 5 2 11
None 14 18 11 10 1 5 12
Key decision regarding
resources/financial issues
Only central 57 50 47 37 52 51 49
Central and departm. 9 19 29 40 36 36 25
Only departmental 13 15 14 12 10 9 13
None 20 17 10 11 2 4 13
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
(n) (108) (192) (90) (81) 81) (55) (607)

Question 4.2: In which of the following ERASMUS and/or LINGUA (Action II) related activi-
ties are the central level (the rector, the general administration, committees, international office,
etc.) and the departments of your institution of higher education formally involved and which
role do they actually play?
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(Table 5.12 cont.)

Acad.  Adm. Spec. Spec. Adm. Key Students
staff staff staff staff staff manager
dep. dep. dep. cent. cent.

Information about ERAS-

MUS programme and

recognition 38 5 18 44 12 9 3
Registration, course

selection etc. 44 5 18 21 7 5 11
Accommodation 22 6 12 30 12 4 15
Matters regarding

financial support 17 4 12 51 17 10 5
Other practical matters 14 7 11 42 17 6 14
Information about host

institution and higher

education. system 38 5 17 36 10 7 7
Work placement matters 41 6 15 25 7 5 6

Student related activities
for incoming students

Selection of incoming

students 52 2 13 12 3 6 2
Academic matters 60 3 14 15 7 11 1
Accommodation services 15 8 11 43 26 5 7
Special orientation

programme 32 3 12 34 9 5 5
Special courses beside

regular course programme 39 4 14 27 5 5 2
Organising of social events 15 3 10 27 8 5 31
Registration, course

selection etc. 37 7 16 26 16 6 4
Matters regarding

financial support 14 5 10 40 13 9 4
Other practical matters 13 7 11 42 23 5 7
Information about the

institution and higher

education system 30 5 15 40 13 8 5
Work placement matters 40 6 15 23 8 4 3

Question 4.3: Who carries out the following activities related to ERASMUS and LINGUA
(Action IT)?

* Percent of persons responding to the respective type of activity and rating it 4 or 5 on a scale
from 1 ="not at all" to 5 = "completely” (carried out by the respective type of actors)
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Table 5.12 provides an overview on the role each category of persons played re-
garding the various activities undertaken in administering mobility and co-op-
eration in the framework of ERASMUS and LINGUA over an average of all insti-
tutions for which information was provided. It might be worth mentioning here
that 88 percent of the respondents provided this very detailed set of information,
although responses regarding individual activities and individual actors might be
smaller, because certain kinds of activities might not be undertaken or certain
types of actors might not exist.

At a first glance we note, as expected, that academic staff (at departmental
level) and specialised staff for international affairs at institutional level, i.e. nota-
bly staff of international offices, were the key managers in the regular affairs of
mobility and co-operation. In contrast, the key managers and decision makers,
who were viewed as highly influential in the process of setting up and developing
mobility and co-operation programmes, were conceived to play a lesser role in the
daily affairs of ERASMUS and LINGUA at institutions of higher education.

Looking first at the roles of the former two groups of actors regarding the ad-
ministration and management of the programme, we find:

- academic monitoring was the prime task of the academic staff: at 68 percent of
the institutions where academic monitoring of mobility and co-operation was
undertaken, academics played a key role in carrying out this function;

- co-ordination of the ICPs as well as reporting procedures were frequently un-
dertaken by the academic staff (48 percent and 38 percent respectively) or by
specialised staff at the institutional level (37 percent each);

- dissemination of information (48 percent) as well as the administration of the
ICP grant budget (43 percent) was most often the role of specialised staff at the
institutional level; and

- staffing organisation was least often connected with certain actors: it might be
primarily undertaken by academic staff (31 percent), by specialised staff at cen-
tral level (28 percent), and by the rectors or other key executives (25 percent).

Regarding activities of co-operation and networking,

- academic staff were more often primarily in charge of contacts with partner
institutions (54 percent) and of network development in general (50 percent)
than specialised academic staff (32 percent and 33 percent respectively); while

- specialised staff at the institutional level were clearly the prime actors con-
cerning contacts with the respective NGAA (59 percent) and the ERASMUS
Bureau (52 percent) compared with the academic staff.

Regarding outgoing students:
- selection of students as well as academic matters (64 percent each) were clearly
the domain of academic staff;
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- preparation for the period abroad, course selection and work placement matters
were more often important tasks of academic staff (43 percent, 44 percent and
41 percent respectively) than of specialised staff at central level (30 percent, 21
percent and 25 percent);

- information about the ERASMUS and LINGUA programme and about the host
institution and host country were more or less equally shared on average by
academic staff (38 percent each) and by specialised staff at institutional level
(44 percent and 36 percent respectively); and

- matters regarding financial support (51 percent) and other practical matters (42
percent) were clearly most often the task of specialised staff at central level.

Finally, regarding incoming students the specialised staff at institutional level

plays a more important role:

- specialised staff were clearly most often in charge of accommodation (43 per-
cent), matters regarding financial support (40 percent) and other practical mat-
ters (42 percent);

- specialised staff at institutional level played an important role in special orien-
tation programmes (34 percent as compared to 32 percent regarding academic
staff) and special courses for incoming students (27 percent as compared to 39
percent);

- course selection for incoming students was more often the domain of academic
staff (37 percent) and of specialised staff at institutional level (26 percent), but
this difference was smaller than in the case of outgoing students; and

- in contrast, academic staff were also the key actors regarding academic matters
(60 percent) and in selecting incoming students (52 percent).

All other actors came into play less frequently. For example, specialised staff for
international affairs at departmental level were in charge of a variety of functions
at 18 percent of the institutions. Other information provided in this survey sug-
gests that only little more than half of the institutions had specialised staff for in-
ternational affairs at the departmental level (in one or more departments). Special-
ised staff for international affairs at the departmental level did not necessarily
carry out tasks less frequently typically undertaken by the respective staff at the
institutional level, but instead shared academic tasks with academic staff in their
departments. Co-ordination of the ICP, selection of students, preparatory activities
for the study period abroad, contacts with partner departments etc. were named
most frequently as key functions.

Administrative staff at institutional level most often played a key role in pro-
viding accommodation services for incoming students (26 percent), administration
of the ICP grant budget (23 percent) and other practical matters regarding incom-
ing students (21 percent). In addition, contacts with NGAA, matters of financial
support both regarding outgoing and incoming students as well as other practical
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matters regarding outgoing students were named by about one-sixth of the re-
spondents.

Table 5.13

Proportion of Academic Staff, Specialised Staff in Charge of International
Affairs at Institutional Level and Key Managers at ERASMUS and LINGUA
Supported Institutions Being Substantially Involved in Various Regular Acti-
vities Related to ERASMUS and LINGUA, by Number of Students Enrolled
(percent* of institutions of higher education)

Academic staff  Special staff on central level Key manager

Number of students Number of students Number of students
Low Medium High**  Low Medium High Low Medium High

Administration and pro-
gramme management

Co-ordination of ICP(s) 39 53 66 37 36 39 17 3 10
Dissemination of

information 29 25 29 40 52 62 12

Academic monitoring 57 76 80 19 8 10 12 6
Administration of ICP

grant budget 21 27 36 37 51 46 14 9 7
Reporting procedures 32 43 45 35 42 38 13 4 8
Staffing organisation 28 35 32 29 21 32 23 26 31
Networking and

Co-operation
Contacts with partner
institutions within the

ICP(s) 42 63 72 33 32 30 15 7 8
Contacts with NGAA(s) 16 10 8 44 70 74 14 9 11
Contacts with

ERASMUS Bureau 19 18 15 44 59 63 15

Network development 39 54 69 33 32 34 18

Student related activi-

ties for outgoing students

Selection of students 54 71 80 20 17 15 12

Academic matters 55 71 77 20 15 15 20

Preparation for the

period abroad 42 40 47 27 33 33 6 2 2
Information about

ERASMUS programme

and recognition 36 39 46 37 49 55 14 4 6

(continued)




