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Preface

The European Community Action Scheme for the Mobility of University Stu-
dents (ERASMUS) was established by the Council Decision of 15 June 1987.
The first phase of the Programme covered the academic years 1987/88 - 1989/90,
the second phase being based on the amended Council Decision of 14 December
1989. The Programme is open to all types of higher education institution and all
subject areas.

A central element of the ERASMUS Programme is the furthering of student
mobility within the European Community. The student mobility programmes es-
tablished under the Programme offer university students a chance to undertake a
substantial period of study (minimum three months) in another Community
Member State fully recognized by the home institution as an integral part of their
degree. The Inter-University Cooperation Programmes (ICPs) set up under
ERASMUS can also incorporate other activities such as teaching staff mobility,
development of new curricula, and intensive programmes. Collectively, the ICPs
constitute the European University Network established under ERASMUS,

In 1989, the European Community Course Credit Transfer System (ECTS)
was introduced as an experimental pilot project designed to test the European po-
tential of credit transfer as an effective means of academic recognition.

Furthermore, ERASMUS offers the possibility to academic and administrative
staff of undertaking preparatory or study visits to other higher education institu-
tions within the Community, and provides support for a wide range of comple-
mentary activities seeking to improve the climate for academic cooperation
within the Community.

Since the inception of ERASMUS, great importance has been attached to
ensure thorough monitoring and evaluation of the Programme's progress. The
Task Force Human Resources, Education, Training and Youth of the Commis-
sion of the European Communities has therefore commissioned or supported the
preparation of a number of studies on various aspects of the Programme's devel-
opment.

Some of these studies, though designed primarily for use within the services
of the Commission of the European Communities, are now being published in
the ERASMUS Monograph series, in order to make them accessible to a wider
public. Each in its own way contributes to the overall evaluation process of the
Programme in more than just a historical sense. These evaluations of academic
recognition matters, of the development of specific subject areas, of the role of
language training, of accommodation matters etc. are of relevance to those
working with or having an interest in ERASMUS. The full list of studies appears
elsewhere in the present volume.







Introduction

In 1987, the Commission of the European Community inaugurated an Action
Scheme for the Mobility of University Students (ERASMUS). The objective of
the ERASMUS programme is significantly to increase the proportion of students
at higher education institutions in Europe spending a period of study in another
EC Member State and to improve the quality of higher education in Europe
through cooperative activities.

Among the activities for which the ERASMUS programme provides support,
undoubtedly the most visible one, involving large numbers of students each year,
is the provision of grants for students spending a study period from three months
to a full academic year in another country of the European Community. The
grants are supplementary, aiming to cover, in principle, the costs for travel to
and from the host country as well as additional costs abroad. They are predomi-
nantly awarded to students taking part in Inter-University Cooperation Program-
mes (ICPs), where two or more university departments in different EC Member
States cooperate to organise the regular exchange of students. ICPs as a rule
incorporate various administrative and educational measures to increase the suc-
cess of exchange, and aim to secure (at least to some extent) the recognition of
study achievements abroad upon return by the home institution of higher educa-
tion, In addition, some students, who are individually mobile, i.c. outside the
framework of such ICPs, are awarded ERASMUS grants in certain Member
States.

In 1990/91, the fourth year of ERASMUS programme, awards for supplemen-
tary grants were made to 1,592 ICPs, with a potential mobility of about 44,500
students according to the applications.l In the event, 30,000 students went to

1 Commission of the European Communities. ERASMUS, Task Force: Human Resources,
Education, Training and Youth. ERASMUS and Lingua Action 1l Directory 1990/91. Brussels
and Luxembourg: Office for Official Publications of the European Communities, 1991.
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another EC Member State with the support of an EC mobility grant.?2 From the
outset of the ERASMUS programme, efforts have been made to evaluate both the
processes and outcomes of student mobility supported by the ERASMUS pro-
gramme as well as the provisions of the scheme and their impacts. Among other
measures, the Commission decided to support biennial surveys aiming to analyze
the experiences of a large number of ERASMUS students.

This study is based on replies to a written questionnaire by 3,263 students
who undertook a study period abroad in 1990/91 with the help of an ERASMUS
grant (see detailed information in the Appendix). The study, conducted a few
months after the beginning of the subsequent academic year, provides informa-
tion on the participating students, their preparation for their sojourn, how they
lived and studied in the host country, and what supportive provisions had been
made by the home and host institutions of higher education. It also includes sta-
tistics on their financial resources and expenses, their perception of the aca-
demic, cultural and foreign language impact of the study period abroad, their
general assessments of the scheme and, finally, the degree of recognition granted
by their home institutions on return. In addition to this general range of themes,
special emphasis was placed on issues of academic and administrative support by
the home and host institution, both for the preparation and for the study period
abroad. . ‘

The concepts as well as the methodology of the study were largely based on
the experience acquired in the framework of a large-scale evaluation project on
various types of study abroad programmes and various support schemes, includ-
ing the Joint Study Programmes (the support scheme by the Commission of the
European Communities preceding the ERASMUS programme).3 The first survey
of this kind on ERASMUS students covered those who had been abroad in
1988/89.4 More than two-thirds of the questions posed in the 1988/89 and
1990/91 questionnaires were identical, thus allowing a comparison of the results,

2 U. Teichler, R. Kreitz and F. Maiworm. Student Mobility within ERASMUS 1990/91. Kassel
Wissenschaftliches Zentrum fir Berufs- und Hochschulforschung, 1992, mimeo.

3 B.B. Burn, L. Cerych and A. Smith (eds.). Study Abroad Programmes. London: Jessica
Kingsley, 1990; S. Opper, U. Teichler and J. Carlson. The Impacts of Study Abroad
Programmes on Students and Graduates. London; Jessica Kingsley, 1990.

4 F. Maiworm, W. Steube and U. Teichler (eds.). Learning in Europe: The ERASMUS
Experience. London: Jessica Kingsley, 1991 (ERASMUS Monographs, No. 14); cf. also the
abbreviated report in U. Teichler. Experiences of ERASMUS Students: Select Findings of the
1988/89 Survey. Kassel: Wissenschaftliches Zentrum fir Berufs- und Hochschulforschung,
1991 (ERASMUS Monographs, No. 13).
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i.e. an analysis of the change in the ERASMUS programme and its impacts over
a time-span of two years.

- It should be noted that the survey addressed only ERASMUS students going
abroad in the framework of Inter-University Cooperation Programmes. Individ-
ually mobile students, so-called "free movers", the number of whom is very
small, were not included because their addresses were not known to the
ERASMUS Bureau at the time the survey was undertaken. Students participating
in the credit transfer programme ECTS were not included, because they are sur-
veyed annually using a questionnaire which, in addition to the issues raised in
this study, addresses special issues of credit transfer as well.’

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, Wolfgang Steube and Ulrich
Teichler, the head of the research team, carried out the study and wrote this re-
port. Students from the various EC Member States helped in the analysis of the
responses and the data processing. Kristin Gagelmann took over many respon-
sibilities in administering the survey and Paul Greim in the processing of this
text. Irene Magill was responsible for all the proof reading and Martine Herlant
Neave did the translation into French. The study was eased by substantial sup-
port from the Task Force for Human Resources, Education, Training and Youth,
and from the ERASMUS Bureau. Persons in charge of coordinating the student
mobility at the various departments participating in ICPs provided the students'
addresses. Many experts in charge of academic or administrative aspects of
ERASMUS programmes in various Member States of the European Community
provided valuable advice and support for all stages of the project. Last but not
least, those 3,263 completing the questionnaire were the key persons in ensuring
a set of comprehensive and interesting findings on the experiences of the
ERASMUS students.

5 F. Maiworm and U. Teichler: Experiences of ECTS Students 1989/90. Kassel: Wissenschaft-
liches Zentrum for Berufs- und Hochschulforschung, 1992; F. Maiworm and U. Teichler:
Experiences of ECTS Students 1990/91. Kassel: Wissenschaftliches Zentrum fur Berufs- und
Hochschulforschung, 1992, mimeo.







The Participating Students

2.1 Purpose of the Overview

Some basic data asked for in the questionnaire, i.e. country of home institution,
country of host institution, field of study, age, years of study prior to the study
period abroad, and finally the duration of the study period, are already available
about all ERASMUS students. They are documented in the annual statistical
profile of ERASMUS students. Such data allowed us to examine the extent to
which the respondents were representative of all ERASMUS students (see
Appendix). Further biographical data were surveyed, such as nationality, parents'
educational background, prior educational and work experience, prior stays
abroad, changes of field of study, and family status. All data presented in this
chapter serve as reference data for the subsequent analysis which asks "what are
the characteristics of the students responding to the questionnaire?”

2.2 Nationality and Field of Study

For convenience sake, we talk of "British", "French”, "Spanish" students etc. in
the subsequent text if we refer to the country of the home institution of higher
education; we do so because all the major issues in this study relate to contrasts
or cooperation between partner institutions of higher education from the respec-
tive countries. One should bear in mind, though, that two percent of the
ERASMUS 1990/91 students (1988/89: 3 %) were foreigners, i.e. not citizens of
the country of the home institution of higher education. The quota of foreign stu-
dents was four percent at institutions in Belgium, Spain, and the United King-
dom, two percent at institutions in Germany, Denmark, and France, and one per-
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cent or less in the remaining six countries. Some students from home institutions
located in Spain (2 %), Germany, and the Netherlands (1 % each) stated a
double citizenship.

The distribution of students according to the country of the home institution of
higher education is provided in Table 2.1. More than half of the ERASMUS stu-
dents responding studied prior to their sojourn in the three "large" countries
France (22 %), Germany and the United Kingdom (17 % each). Italy (11 %),
Spain (10 %), Belgium (7 %) and the Netherlands (6 %) could be named
"medium size" countries as far as the absolute numbers of ERASMUS students
were concerned, while altogether about 12 percent of the students surveyed were
from Denmark, Ireland, Greece, Portugal, and Luxembourg.

'(I;zg:let Ey"lof Home Institution and Host Country (absolute numbers)
Host country Total

Country of
home institution B D DK E F GR I IRL NL P UK
B 0 33 8 32 40 3 15 8 29 9 47 224
D 13 0 8 57 146 7 39 38 19 6 231 564
DK S 16 0 6 6 1 6 4 6 1 31 82

18 43 1 0 97 S 26 12 13 4 103 322
F 16 160 8 100 0 8 36 26 11 7 334 706
GR 7 12 1 S 21 0 1 3 3 1 20 74
I 24 49 S 67 70 8 9 24 9 178 343
IRL 7 27 1 11 27 0 0 0 88
L 2 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 S
NL 19 38 17 23 22 3 22 4 3 57 208
P 10 11 S 12 18 1 7 3 0 21 94
UK 22 113 18 SO0 230 4 76 6 30 4 0 553
Total 143 502 72 363 680 40 235 113 142 44 929 3263

Question 2.5: Please state: Home university, country of home university, host university, country
of host university.
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Major host countries of the ERASMUS students surveyed were the United King-
dom (28 %), France (21 %), and Germany (15 %). Spain (11 %) and Italy (7 %)
were not infrequent hosts either. Less than five percent went to Belgium, the
Netherlands (4 % each), Ireland (3 %), Denmark (2 %), Greece, and Portugal
(1 % each). The United Kingdom and Ireland received substantially more stu-
dents than they sent, whereas the Netherlands, Italy, Belgium, Greece and Portu-
gal received substantially less of the students surveyed than they sent. None of
the students surveyed went to Luxembourg.

In looking at the "flows" from home to host countries, we note that 37 percent
of the students surveyed were exchanged among the United Kingdom, France
and Germany. A further 46 percent of the flows were between these three coun-
tries and the other EC Member States, and 17 percent among the other EC
Member States.

The largest proportion of ERASMUS students surveyed were enrolled in busi-
ness studies (24 %) during the period abroad, followed by foreign language stud-
ies (18 %), engineering (11 %), law (10 %), and social sciences (8 %). Five per-
cent each were enrolled in humanities and natural sciences, four percent in
medical fields, three percent each in mathematics/informatics and art/design, two
percent each in agricultural sciences, architecture/urban and regional planning,
education/teacher training and geography/geology, and, finally, one percent in
communication/information sciences and in other fields. Altogether, seven per-
cent of the ERASMUS students surveyed named different major fields of study
prior to the study period abroad from those they were enrolled in while abroad.
On the other hand, five percent of the ERASMUS students moved to a different
field when returning to the home institution from the one in which they were
enrolled abroad. In some cases, a lack of a clear match of ficlds or a slightly
different categorisation of ficlds between the partner institutions explain these
shifts. However, six percent returned afterwards to a different field of study in
their home institutions from the one they were enrolled in prior to the study
period abroad.

2.3 Age and Previous Study

Fifty-five percent of the ERASMUS students surveyed were 21-23 years old at
the end of the study period abroad, with only 13 percent older than 25. The aver-
age reported age was 23.3 years. Most Irish (21.0 years on average), British (22.4
years), and French students (22.5 years) were relatively young, while Danish
(25.5 years), Portuguese (25.0 years), German (24.8 years), and Dutch (23.9
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years) were the eldest. Female ERASMUS students surveyed were on average
23.0 years old as compared to 23.8 years for the male students. The differences
in age at the time of the study period abroad, in addition to the age at the time of
the first enrolment, reflected to some extent the timing of the study period abroad
in the course of study. Thirty-three percent of students spent their study period
abroad during the third year of study, with the fourth and fifth year of study the
next most frequent options (21 % and 17 %); 13 percent went abroad during
their second year of study and seven percent during the first year, almost half of
these at the beginning of their studies. Altogether, ten percent had already com-
pleted five or more years of study before going abroad on an ERASMUS grant.

The average length of study prior to the study period abroad was 2.8 years.
This varied according to home country, from 2.0 years in the case of the United
Kingdom and 2.1 years for Irish students to 3.9 years in the case of Portugal.
Students in business studies went abroad earliest in their course of study, while
study periods at relatively late stages were most often reported by students in ag-
riculture, architecture, fine arts, geography and geology, law, and medical sci-
ences.

2.4 Duration and Activities Abroad

On average, students surveyed spent 6.9 months abroad in the framework of the
ERASMUS grant scheme; 20 percent spent up to 3 months, 37 percent 4-6
months, and 39 percent 7-12 months abroad. Four percent reported a stay abroad
supported by ERASMUS for more than one year.

On average, students from Luxembourg (4.8 months) and Belgium (5.0
months) spent the shortest periods abroad. Duration above the mean was re-
ported by French (7.8 months), Irish (7.5 months), British, Spanish (7.4 months
each), and German students (7.2 months). In most cases the high proportion of
relatively long study periods abroad by business studies students (8.2 months) ac-
counts for the difference. In addition, a duration longer than average was re-
ported by engineering students (7.6 months) and an average duration by lan-
guage students (7.0 months). On the other hand, stays abroad of less than five
months dominated in architecture, medical sciences, and fine arts.

Altogether 72 percent of the ERASMUS students surveyed in 1990/91 were
engaged in full-time study during the period abroad and a further 17 percent
(1988/89: 15 %) in part-time study. Only seven percent (1988/89: 6 %) spent
their study period exclusively on thesis preparation, work placement, laboratory
work or other study-related activities.
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Twenty-one percent (1988/89: 22 %) of the respondents participated in work
placement in the host country, 18 percent in addition to study and three percent
solely in that activity; 18 percent worked on their thesis, three percent ex-
clusively. Ten percent were engaged in laboratory work during their study period
abroad, one percent exclusively. A further ten percent mentioned "other study-
related activities" (none of them exclusively). Table 2.2 shows the various
combinations of activities during the study period abroad.

Work placements were most common among students in medical fields
(60 %), agricultural sciences (40 %), education/teacher training (33 %; 1988/89:
11 %), business studies (32 %), engineering (26 %), and natural sciences (23 %).
The work placement periods lasted 4.0 months on average (1988/89: 4.5
months). Fifty-six percent of those who participated in 1990/91 reported work
placement periods of 1-3 months, 34 percent of 4-6 months, while ten percent
experienced even longer work placement periods in the host country. Among the
six disciplines in which work placement was relatively often provided, the aver-
age duration of work placement periods varied from 5.2 months in engineering
to 3.2 months in medical sciences and education/teacher training.

2.5 Select Biographical Information

Fifty-six percent of the 1990/91 respondents were female. The percentage of
women among all ERASMUS students from the Member States (excluding the
five participants from Luxembourg, who were all female) ranged from 72 percent
in Ireland to 44 percent in Denmark. As one would expect, however, the differ-
ences according to home country strongly reflected the composition according to
field of study. Women were most often represented in foreign language fields
(81 %), followed by education, humanities, social sciences, and fine arts. They
were least represented in engineering (17 %), mathematics, and geography and
geology.

Thirty-five percent of the ERASMUS students surveyed reported that their
father had completed a degree at an institution of higher education, while only
20 percent stated that their mothers were college trained. This finding was not
specific to the parents of ERASMUS students, but reflects different educational
opportunities between men and women in the parents' generation. The propor-
tion of ERASMUS students whose parents merely had compulsory education
(and possibly subsequent vocational training) was remarkably high, as Chart 2.1
shows. It suggests that the ERASMUS programme does not merely serve the stu-
dents from high educational backgrounds.
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Around 15 percent of students reported that both parents were graduates from
institutions of higher education, and in a further 20 percent of the cases, only the
fathers or, in a few exceptional cases (4 %) only the mothers were graduates. The
percentage of ERASMUS students with higher education-trained parents (either
one or both of them) varied substantially according to home country, as Table 2.3
shows. It was the highest in Belgium (48 %) and the United Kingdom (45 %)
and by far the lowest in Denmark (22 %) and in the Netherlands (28 %).

Chart 2.1
Fathers' and Mothers' Educational Attainment (percent)

Completion of adv.
higher educ. degree

B Father
Mother

Up to two years of
higher education

Completion of first
higher educ. degree

Educational attainment

Completion of general/
secondary educ.

Completion of
compulsory education

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45
Percent
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In principle, the socio-economic status of the parents might have been best indi-
cated by parental occupation. However, an individual occupation does not neces-
sarily have the same status in all European countries. Therefore, ERASMUS stu-
dents 1990/91 were asked instead to estimate their parents' income status on a
scale from 1 = "considerably higher than average" to 5 = "considerably lower
than average". Actually, 41 percent of the ERASMUS students considered their
parents' income above average and 13 percent below average. As Table 2.4
shows, Dutch students reported the highest status of their parents according to
this measure (61 % above average), while Greek (19 %), Irish (25 %) and Italian
students (28 %) considered their parents' income to be least often above average.

ERASMUS students were also asked whether they had been abroad for a pe-
riod prior to the ERASMUS-supported period since they were 15 years old. More
than 80 percent responded affirmatively; 47 percent had spent a previous period
in the host country of the ERASMUS sojourn. The average total duration of stays
abroad was 6.5 months (for all respondents), with 1.8 months spent in the host
country of the ERASMUS study period.

Prior stays abroad varied to some extent by home country. Notably, students
from Greece and Portugal, but to a lesser extent students from other southern
European countries as well, had less experience of staying in foreign countries,
as Chart 2.2 indicates. In addition, fewer students from the Netherlands reported
previous stays abroad than students from the other EC Member States, but if they
had been abroad, it was for a relatively long period overall.

Ten percent of the students lived with a partner immediately before the
ERASMUS-supported period abroad, and one percent had children at that time.
Almost half of them left their partner and possibly their children behind in the
home country while studying abroad. Altogether, these data suggest that students
who live with a partner, as well as students who have children, rarely opt for an
(ERASMUS-supported) study period abroad.
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Chart 2.2
Months Spent Abroad Since the Age of 15, by Country of Home Institution
(mean)
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2.6 Motives

Students were asked to state the reasons influencing their decision to study

abroad from a list of 12 possible motives. A factor analysis extracted four di-

mensions of motives which influenced the decision to study abroad. In looking at

the proportions of students being highly influenced (1 and 2 on a scale from 1 =

"strong influence" to 5 = "no influence at all" of the factor variables) by the vari-

ous motive factors, the following figures emerged:

- 75 percent stated cultural matters as important;

- 67 percent wanted to gain new experiences abroad,

- 46 percent stated academic reasons; and

- 4 percent reported other reasons (for example, other friends were going, did
not think much about it, because period abroad was required for the degree
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programme etc., expectation to get better marks/examination results after re-
turn from the study period abroad).

The responses regarding the individual aspects are documented in Table 2.5.
Learning a foreign language (86 %), self-development (81 %), desire to gain aca-
demic learning in another country (77 %) and the desire to enhance understand-
ing of the host country (72 %) played the most important role for the decision to
study abroad. Only a few students gave as important motives the expectation of
better examination results (16 %), the fact that friends were going abroad (7 %)
or requirements of their study programme (9 %).

Motives underlying students' decision to study abroad varied substantially by
home country. Gaining new experiences was most often stated by Irish and
Italian students (79 % each) as a reason for studying abroad. Comparatively low
importance of this factor could be observed in students from Greece (51 %),
Portugal (53 %) and Spain (54 %). Conversely, students from the Mediterranean
countries stated more often that academic matters were important in their deci-
sion to study abroad than students from the northern EC countries. German stu-
dents stated most often cultural reasons (88 %), while only half of the Portuguese
students stated cultural motives as important. The proportion of Irish students
who stated that they had not thought much beforchand about their decision to
study abroad was surprisingly high (31 % as compared to 9 % of all ERASMUS
students).

Altogether, the motives to study abroad varied much more by the home coun-
try of ERASMUS students than by host country or by field of study. No notice-
able variation could be observed regarding the duration of the period abroad or
the gender of students. Regarding the host country, we note that students spend-
ing their period abroad in Belgium (58 %) or the Netherlands (59 %) more often
reported academic motives than students going to other EC countries. Cultural
motives were less important for students going to Belgium (56 %) and the
Netherlands (47 %), while students going to Spain (85 %), Portugal (80 %), Italy
and France (79 % each) emphasized these as reasons for going abroad.

Students from minority subjects, categorized as "other areas of study” (31 %),
engineering (36 %) and mathematics (38 %) least often stated academic motives
as important in their decision to study abroad. The highest proportions of stu-
dents wishing to become acquainted with new subject matters or teaching meth-
ods could be observed in art and design (65 %) and education and teacher train-
ing (58 %).
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2.7 Information About Study Abroad Possibilities

The majority of ERASMUS students (67 % in total) were informed by the aca-
demic staff of their home institution of higher education about the possibilities of
studying abroad within the ERASMUS programme. Many students, however,
reported more than one source of information. As Table 2.6 shows, students also
got to know about the possibility of studying abroad in the framework of the
ERASMUS programme through other students and friends (35 %), visual infor-
mation at the home institution, such as posters (28 %), ERASMUS programme
information material (14 %), administrative staff members (11 %), and informa-
tion from newspapers, radio, television, etc. (8 %).

Official information material on the ERASMUS programme most often
reached Belgian students (28 %), but also above average numbers of Danish
(21 %), Italian, Dutch (20 % each) and Portuguese students (19 %). Information
through newspapers and other media played a substantial role for Belgian
(21 %), Italian (17 %) and Greek students (15 %) while administrative staff most
often helped to inform students from Luxembourg (60 % of the few participating
students of this country), French (21 %) and Irish students (20 %). Finally, other
students and friends were an important source of information for Italian (49 %)
and Greek students (46 %).
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2.8 Application and Award

One of the complaints frequently heard about the ERASMUS programme is the
late decision about the financial award for the study period abroad. As no de-
tailed information was available, this survey addresses the issue of the timing of
awards and applications in detail. Students were asked to state:

- the time of application for the ERASMUS supported period;

- the time of notification about the acceptance;

- the notification that they will receive a grant;

- the notification about the amount of grant; and

- the time of receipt of the first money.

Chart 2.3 summarizes the typical timing, i.c. the timing reported by half of the
ERASMUS students ranging closest to the average. Accordingly, students wish-
ing to be awarded an ERASMUS grant in 1990/91 typically:

- had to apply 5-8 (on average 6.5) months prior to the study period abroad;

- got to know, as a rule, 2-4 months (on average 3.8) prior to departure that
they were accepted. The time span between application and notification of ac-
ceptance was, thus, 2.7 months on average;

- were officially notified that they would receive an ERASMUS grant between
four months prior to departure and the time of departure (on average 2.5
months prior to departure). Students, thus, had to wait 1.3 months after the
notification of acceptance for the official notification that they would receive
an award,

- got to know the amount of grant mostly between one month before and one
month after the departure (on average 0.1 month after departure). Thus, stu-
dents got to know the amount of ERASMUS grant on average 3.9 months af-
ter notification of their acceptance and 2.6 months after the notification of
award of an ERASMUS grant; and

- typically received the first money between the time of departure and two
months after (on average 1.8 months after departure). This was, on average,
1.7 months after they had been informed about the amount of the award.

Some ERASMUS students were informed of or received financial support ex-
traordinarily late. Thirty-five percent were informed only during the last two
months before departure that they were accepted for the study period abroad
while 30 percent did not know for sure even two weeks before departure whether
they would be awarded an ERASMUS grant. As many as 62 percent of students
did not know two weeks before departure how much ERASMUS support they
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would receive and 57 percent had not received any ERASMUS money two weeks
after the arrival at the host institution.

Chart 2.3
Most Frequent Timing of Application, Award and Financial Support
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| = Timing of application for ERASMUS support as compared to departure date

2 = Notification about the acceptance for the ERASMUS supported period as compared to
departure date

3 =Notification of the receipt of the ERASMUS grant as compared to departure date

4 = Information about the amount of the ERASMUS grant as compared to departure date

5 = Time of the receipt of the first money as compared to departure date

Chart 2.4 shows the average timing of application and award according to coun-
try of home institution. In most countries, students had applied for ERASMUS
support six to seven months in advance. The time span between application and
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notification about the acceptance was two to three months in most countries,
thereby leading to an average time of notification of three and a half to four
months.

Greck and Portuguese students applied on average only about five months
prior to departure. Although the time span between application and response was
relatively short, they were notified slightly later than students from the other
countries. The time span between application and first notification was longest
for Danish, Belgian and Italian students. For the Belgian and Italian students
this was because they had applied on average at a very early stage, while for
Danish students it was because they received the notification of the award rela-
tively late.

The official notification of the receipt of grant was, on average, sent 3.8
months prior to departure to Italian students with French (3.2 months) and Irish
students (3.1 months) also receiving this notification at a relatively early stage.
In all of these three countries, the first notification was in most cases the official
notification of receipt.

The time span between the first information of acceptance and the official no-
tification of receipt of grant was less than one month on average in the majority
of countries. It was exceptionally long for Spanish (3.0 months) and for British
students (2.2 months). While British students were informed about acceptance at
a very early stage, Spanish students were informed about the receipt of grant at a
very late stage: on average just one month before they departed to the host coun-
try. Greek, Portuguese, Dutch, Italian and Danish students were informed about
the amount of the ERASMUS grant on average between one and two months
prior to departure. In most of these countries, the period between the notification
of the receipt of the grant and information on the amount was relatively short,
On the other hand, French and British students got to know the amount of the
ERASMUS grant on average more than one month after their departure; in both
countries, the time span between notification of receipt and information about the
amount of grant was exceptionally long (4.7 and 3.4 months respectively).

The time span between information about the amount of the grant and the
actual receipt of first money was between one and two months on average in
most countries. Late receipt of the first money was most often reported by French
as well the few students from Luxembourg. On the other hand, most Danish,
Greek, Irish, Dutch and Portuguese students had received their first money prior
to departure or at about the time of departure.
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Chart 2.4
Average Timing of Application, Award and Financial Support*
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Academic and Administrative Support

3.1 Ways and Areas of Preparation

As a rule, students need to anticipate life and study abroad and prepare them-

selves in various ways prior to the study period abroad; it is recognized that

preparation helps reduce feelings of uncertainty and ensures that the knowledge

necessary to ease integration and to cope with the academic requirements during

the study period abroad is acquired. In the framework of the Inter-University Co-

operation Programmes under the ERASMUS programme, most home institutions

offer preparatory courses, arrange preparatory meetings and possibly provide

written material for the students' preparation.

The survey shows that:

- 66 percent of the ERASMUS students 1990/91 (67% of the 1988/89 students)
prepared themselves through self-study;

- 52 (58) percent made use of written material provided;

- 40 (44) percent took part in preparatory meetings;

- 39 (51) percent attended mandatory courses of preparation; and

- 31 (33) percent attended optional preparatory courses.

In looking at the proportions of students having made use of the most organized

preparatory provisions, we note that:

- 39 (51) percent of the ERASMUS students participated in mandatory prepara-
tory courses (sometimes additionally in optional courses and/or meetings);

- 19 (16) percent participated at least in optional preparatory courses (some-
times also in meetings); and

- 13 (13) percent at least attended preparatory meetings.
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Thus, altogether 71 (79) percent participated in preparatory meetings and cour-

ses. Of the remaining students:

- 20 (16) percent prepared themselves for the study period abroad without at-
tending meetings and courses, though possibly with the help of written mate-
rial provided,

- 7 (5) percent stated that they went abroad without any specific preparation for
the study period in the host country; and

- 2 percent did not provide any information whether, and if so, how, they pre-
pared.

The proportion of ERASMUS students 1990/91 making use of preparatory pro-
visions was eight percent smaller than the respective proportion of ERASMUS
students 1988/89. Notably, a smaller proportion of 90/91 students attended
mandatory courses.

As regards home country, the lowest participation rates in preparatory courses
or meetings could be observed in the case of students from qutugal (44 %), the
Netherlands (53 %) and Greece (55 %). The respective participation rate was
highest among British (83 %), German (78 %), French (77 %) and Irish students
(76 %).

The data available allow us to examine how many students actually could
have made use of courses, meetings or other ways of preparation provided by the
home institution prior to the ERASMUS-supported period abroad. Seventy-two
percent stated that preparation was provided. About 80 percent of students from
the United Kingdom, Denmark and Ireland, but less than half of the Portuguese
and Luxembourg students, were provided with preparatory means from their
home institutions. About two thirds of participants in preparatory courses re-
ported that at least some of those courses were part of the regular course pro-
gramme. This was most often reported by Irish (83 %) and French students
(79 %). Only 32 percent of Greek students had preparatory courses recognized as
part of their regular course programme. The integration of preparatory courses
into the regular course programme was reported by about the half of the students
from Belgium, Portugal, Denmark and Germany.

Students were asked to specify their ways of preparation in terms of four dif-
ferent areas:

- 74 percent of the 1990/91 students surveyed (78 % of the 1988/89 students)
prepared themselves through learning a foreign language;

- 65 (67) percent regarding practical aspects of living in the host country and
studying at the host university;
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- 60 (67) percent as regards culture and society of the host country; and
- 54 (61) percent reported academic preparation.

Thus, a smaller proportion of the 1990/91 ERASMUS students were involved in
preparation regarding each of the four areas than were the 1988/89 students.

With the exception of preparation regarding practical aspects of living and
studying abroad, the most common way of preparation was self-study. As Table
3.1 shows, courses played an important part in foreign language and academic
preparation.

Table 3.1
Ways and Areas of Preparation (percent)
Academic Linguistic Practical Society and
preparation preparation aspects of culture of
living and host country
studying
Written material 18 15 35 23
Meetings 14 4 29 10
Courses: mandatory 21 31 6 11
Courses: optional 9 25 3 5
Self-study 23 43 27 38
No preparation 43 24 33 38
Not ticked 2 2 2 2
Total 130 144 136 128
(n) (3263) (3263) (3263) (3263)

Question 5.1: How did you prepare for your stay abroad before you actually left? Which courses
did you attend?

The longer the study period in the host country, the more likely students were to
attend preparatory courses. As Chart 3.1 shows, this applics to all four areas of
preparation addressed in the survey.

Students going to the Netherlands, Denmark, Belgium and Greece were most
likely to report that there was no preparatory foreign language training. These
were also the host countries for which the home institutions least often pre-
scribed participation in mandatory foreign language courses. Obviously, it was
not a widespread knowledge of the host country languages which accounted for
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this pattern. Rather, in most of these host countries for which foreign language
preparation was least common, some universities had opted to offer at least part
of the courses for ERASMUS students in languages different from the host
country language.

Chart 3.1

Participation in (Mandatory and/or Optional) Courses Regarding Academic
Aspects, Foreign Language, Host Country Culture and Society, and Practical
Aspects of Living and Studying Abroad, by Duration of the Study Period
Abroad (percent)
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Mandatory foreign language courses were most often provided for British and
French students (50 % each). This might to some extent reflect limitations in the
previous foreign language competencies of students from these countries.

Support for preparation regarding practical aspects of living and studying
abroad varied most strongly by home country. German, Dutch and Danish stu-
dents made more use of written materials while British and Irish students more
frequently attended preparatory meetings than ERASMUS students from the
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other EC Member States. A high proportion of British students attended prepara-
tory meetings for these purposes (48 %), while German students most frequently
made use of written materials (67 %).

Preparatory courses or meetings providing information about the culture and
society of the host country were most often attended by students from languages
and philologies (38 %), business studies (29 %), social sciences (25 %) and from
other humanities. The least frequent participation on such courses or meetings
was reported by students from natural sciences (5 %), architecture (6 %), agricul-
ture (8 %) and medicine (9 %). The findings show clearly that preparation on
culture and society is more likely in those disciplines which generally address is-
sues of culture and society. The proportion of students from different home
countries which prepared themselves with the help of courses, meetings, written
material or by self-study ranged from 41 percent in the case of Greece to 81 per-
cent in the case of Germany. As regards the host country, more than 80 percent
of the students going to Greece or Ireland reported preparation activities while
only about half of the students going to Germany or the Netherlands stated
preparation activities regarding the host country culture and society.

ERASMUS students 1990/91 were also asked to assess the various types of
preparatory provisions. They rated the foreign language provisions at their home
institution of higher education more positively than other preparatory provisions
as, on average, 2.6 (the 1988/89 students also rated 2.6) on a scale from 1 =
"very good" to 5 = "very poor" compared with 2.8 (2.9) for academic preparation,
3.0 (3.3) for preparation for host country culture and society, and finally 3.2 (3.3)
for preparation for practical matters. The findings suggest that the ratings were
better the more highly organized the preparatory provisions were.

Altogether we note that the mean scores were so close to the centre of the
scale, that improvement of preparatory provisions was needed at many institu-
tions, according to the students' views. The ratings by the 1990/91 students, par-
ticularly those regarding academic preparation, were slightly more positive than
those by the 1988/89 students. The overall assessment of the preparatory provi-
sions did not vary very much by the home country of the ERASMUS students.
Only Portuguese students assessed the preparatory provisions clearly better than
students from other countries (2.7). As regards host country, the assessment of
the preparatory provisions in general and on the individual areas was less fa-
vourable than average in the case of students going abroad to Belgium and
Greece, but did not differ markedly otherwise.
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3.2 Assistance and Advice Prior to the Period Abroad

In addition to issues of preparation, students were also asked about the assis-
tance, guidance, and advice they were provided with prior to the period abroad
by their home institutions. They were asked to state both the extent to which they
were provided with assistance ("substantial”, "modest", "none"), and the degree
of satisfaction they felt with it (scale from 1 = "very high" to 5 = "very low").

ERASMUS students were provided with a list of 12 categories, which refer -
like the questions about preparation - to academic issues, foreign language, host
culture and society, as well as practical matters abroad. In addition, students
were asked about the advice and assistance provided by the home and host insti-
tution regarding personal matters and information about the ERASMUS pro-
gramme.

Almost all students were provided with assistance in one way or the other.
Only two percent reported no assistance in any of the 12 categories by the home
institution of higher education. Assistance varied substantially by area. As Table
3.2 shows, no assistance, guidance, and advice was provided, according to the
students' statements, for 27 percent of them on financial matters, 31 percent
regarding academic matters, and for 39 percent regarding foreign language
training,

The extent of assistance, guidance and support provided varied substantially
by home country. Taking an average across the 12 aspects addressed, we note
that students from Ireland (33 %), the United Kingdom (35 %) and France
(36 %) were least often left without support by their home institutions. No advice
on many aspects prior to the period abroad was most common in Luxembourg
(61 %), Denmark (51 %) and Italy (50 %).

In some areas, the amount of assistance, guidance and advice provided by the
home institutions was clearly related to the duration of the period abroad. The
longer students stayed abroad, the more support was provided by the home insti-
tutions regarding language training, academic matters and general information
about the host country as well as about the local community in which the host
institution was situated. On the other hand, assistance and advice regarding fi-
nancial matters was slightly less, the longer the period abroad lasted. Students
from business studies and languages were more often provided with assistance
and advice than students from other fields, notably as regards foreign language.
Students of engineering and mathematics also received more than average guid-
ance and advice from their home institutions, particularly regarding registration
and course selection at the host institution. Students from architecture, law and
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those from communication and information sciences received least assistance
and advice.

Asked about the degree of satisfaction with the assistance provided by the
home institutions of higher education prior to their period abroad, ERASMUS
students rated, on a scale from 1 = "very high" to 5 = "very low", assistance
regarding:

- information about the ERASMUS programme and recognition 3.0;
- language training 3.0;

- academic matters 3.2,

- various practical matters 3.3;

- various aspects regarding host country culture and society 3.4; and
- personal matters 3.4,

It is obvious that students were not satisfied with assistance and guidance pro-
vided by their home institutions. According to the students view, improvement of
support is needed at many home institutions.

The degree of satisfaction with the assistance and advice provided by the
home institution of higher education was highly correlated (0.61 to 0.76) with
the amount of the assistance and advice provided. Obviously a high degree of
assistance and advice by the home institution was highly appreciated as a rule.
Given the high correlation, it is not surprising to find a similar ranking of coun-
tries, if we calculate the satisfaction of students with the assistance provided on
average for all aspects. Assistance provided by French and Belgian institutions
was most highly appreciated (3.1 each on average), while the extent of assistance
provided by Italian institutions of higher education (3.6) was most often criti-
cised.

There were notable differences in the responses of male and female students
on this topic. Female students were less satisfied with almost all aspects of assis-
tance by the home university. As they hardly differed in their statements regard-
ing the amount of assistance provided, the finding suggests that women expect a
higher quality of assistance from their home institution than men.

3.3 Assistance and Advice During Study Period Abroad

Some 48 percent of the ERASMUS students arrived in the host country before
the beginning of the lecture period - on average 2.5 weeks prior. Thirty-eight
percent arrived at the time when the lecture period began, and 14 percent after
the start of the lecture period - on average 8.5 weeks later - in the host country.
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Timing of arrival in the host country is strongly related to the duration of the
stay abroad with 28 percent of the students who spent at most three months in
the host country arriving before the beginning of lectures. The respective pro-
portions in the other duration periods were 42 percent of those students spending
4-6 months and 63 percent of those students staying abroad for more than half a
year.

The best match between the period abroad and the academic calendar of the
host countries was reported by students from the United Kingdom, only six
percent of whom arrived after the beginning of the lecture period. All of the few
participating students from Luxembourg were late arrivals as well as a substan-
tial proportion of Portuguese (38 %), Italian (29 %) and Spanish students
1 %).

Chart 3.2
Timing of Arrival at the Host Institution, by Host Institution (percent)
[ Before beginning of [ The time lectures began I After beginning of lectures
lectures
100 -

Percent

il

Question 6.4: When did you arrive in the host country as compared with the beginning of the lec-
ture period?

IRL NL P UK
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As Chart 3.2 shows, 29 percent of the ERASMUS students going to Greece ar-
rived there after beginning of the lecture period. Similar figures could be ob-
served for students spending their period abroad in Belgium (25 %), Spain
(24 %) and Portugal (24 %).

In some cases academic and administrative matters were settled prior to the
students' arrival in the host country:
- arrangements for academic recognition upon return (52 %);
- the programme of courses to be taken at the host institution (43 %); and
- types of examinations to be taken during and after study abroad (38 %).

With the exception of the course programme to be taken at the host institutions,
other issues were more likely to be settled in advance the longer the scheduled
study period abroad. Regarding host country, fewer students spending their pe-
riod abroad in Ireland, Belgium and Portugal reported that matters of study and
recognition were settled in advance than students going abroad to other host
countries.

Students enrolled in mathematics (62 %) and medicine (60 %) stated most
often that they were certain about the course programme at the host institution at
the time of arrival. This was true to a lesser extent for students enrolled in com-
munication sciences (27 %), law (32 %), agricultural sciences and languages
(33 % each). Comparatively less certainty about study and recognition matters at
the time of arrival in the host country was reported by students in education and
teacher training as well as agricultural sciences, while a higher degree of cer-
tainty was reported by students from business studies and engineering.

Altogether, these findings show that preparatory measures by the home insti-
tution addressing issues relating to the study period and the subsequent return
afterwards played an important role in students' degree of satisfaction. They are
certainly significant for the success of the period abroad. However, it seems ap-
propriate to assume that the host institution plays the key role in academic and
administrative support during the study period in another country. Students were
asked to state the extent to which they were provided with assistance and advice
abroad by the host institution and, in some aspects by the home institution also,
and the degree of satisfaction they felt with that assistance, guidance and advice.

Altogether, very few ERASMUS students reported minimal assistance and ad-
vice by the host institution. As Table 3.3 shows, no support and advice was most
often reported regarding students' financial support (65 %), personal matters
(44 %), information about the ERASMUS programme and recognition matters
(42 %), and other practical matters, such as insurance and registration with civil
authorities (40 %).
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Table 3.3
Proportion of Students not being Provided With Assistance/Guidance/Advice
by the Host Institution, by Host Country (percent)

Host country Total
B D DK E F GR 1 IRL NL P UK

Information about
the ERASMUS
programme 29 43 30 42 48 40 46 35 28 S5 42 42

University

registration etc.

at host university 14 20 15 22 17 24 26 7 13 25 9 16
Living

accommodation 10 20 16 41 24 15 24 18 12 17 13 20

Matters regarding
financial support 75 59 62 72 70 60 75 63 61 64 60 65

Other practical
matters
(e.g. insuranceetc.) 40 32 30 S8 47 34 42 38 34 38 34 40

Academic matters 11 18 8 16 16 15 23 10 12 15 12 15

Work placement
matters
(if applicable) 51 41 55 43 37 28 52 38 39 31 36 40

Orientation on the
host countryuniv. 24 22 13 27 22 28 36 8 8 15 14 20

Languagetraining 30 21 26 28 32 33 25 31 38 38 27 28

The host country

in general 28 26 15 34 36 34 39 18 17 27 24 29
The local

community 32 29 16 28 35 26 38 19 14 24 23 28

Personal matters 40 47 24 48 54 36 S5 29 37 33 34 44

Social contacts
with host
country nationals 21 25 18 27 29 21 33 11 14 14 24 25

Cultural, sports,
recreational activities 19 21 18 28 23 23 41 6 16 20 9 20

Question 6.2: To what extent were you provided with assistance/guidance/advice concerning your
ERASMUS study period abroad, by your home institution prior to the study period abroad and by
your host institution? And to what extent were you satisfied with the assistance/guidance/advice
provided?
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With the exception of information about the ERASMUS programme and finan-
cial matters, the respective host institutions provided more assistance than the
home institutions. The amount of support by the host institutions was similar to
that reported by ERASMUS students 1988/89.

The extent of assistance, guidance and support provided varied substantially
by host country. In calculating averages across the 14 aspects, we note that stu-
dents going to Ireland, Denmark, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom were
least often left without support by their host institutions. On the other hand, stu-
dents going to Italy, Spain and France reported more often that they did not re-
ceive assistance and advice. The findings of 1990/91 are almost identical with
those reported by ERASMUS students 1988/89. One noteworthy exception is the
increase of assistance and guidance provided by Portuguese host institutions in
1990/91.

Students were clearly more satisfied with assistance provided by the host insti-
tution (2.8 in 1990/91 on average of all categories on a scale from 1 = "very
high" to 5 = "very low", 2.7 in 1988/89) than by the home institution of higher
education (3.3 in 1990/91). Yet, the average ratings of assistance provided by the
host institution are so close to the centre of the five-point scale that improvement
is considered desirable by many students.

As regards individual areas, where assistance and guidance were provided for
by the host institutions, we note highest ratings regarding academic matters, lan-
guage training and various aspects of host country culture and society (2.6 each).
On the other hand, ratings of assistance were less enthusiastic regarding personal
matters (3.0), information about the ERASMUS programme and recognition
matters (3.2) as well as questions regarding financial support (3.5). Students
spending their study period in the Netherlands, Denmark and Ireland were most
satisfied and those going to Italy, Spain, France and Greece least satisfied. Alto-
gether, the average ratings of satisfaction did not differ widely according to the
host institutions.

In general we note that responses on the amount and satisfaction with the
assistance provided correlate positively: the more assistance was provided, the
more likely it was to be favourably assessed. This shows that there is a corre-
sponding demand for assistance, guidance, and advice and also that good support
provided is, in general, appreciated.
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3.4 Timing and Arrangements for Support Abroad

In order to get more information about the procedures of assistance, guidance

and advice provided by the host institution of higher education, students were

asked how and when the support was arranged. As regards the ways support was

provided by the host institution, the survey shows that:

- 74 percent of the students were provided with written material;

- 69 percent were supported by means of information meetings;

- 66 percent attended courses (including language courses) at the host institu-
tion;

- 63 percent were supported with individual advice;

- 58 percent took part in social events;

- 48 percent made use of regular consultation facilities for ERASMUS students;
and

- 2 percent stated other ways of support.

About two percent of the students stated that they did not reccive any support
from their host institutions. A further three percent did not give any information
on the relevant question.

On average, students experienced four different ways of support during their
period abroad. The proportions of students experiencing several ways of support
were above average in those studying at host institutions in Denmark (4.7) and
Ireland (4.6). About 80 percent of these students were supported with written
material, made use of information mectings or were provided with individual
advice. Regular consultation facilities were reported most often by students going
to Belgium (67 %) and Ireland (65 %). Students spending the period abroad in
Ireland (76 %), Denmark (71 %), the Netherlands and Portugal (68 % each)
were more likely to state that their host institutions organized social events.
Relatively little support in most respects was reported by students going to Italy,
Spain and Portugal.

Students were asked to state at what point relative to the start of the lecture
period, assistance, guidance and advice was provided by the host institution. The
time scale presented to the students was divided in three categories: the time
prior to the beginning of the lecture period, the first two weeks of lecture period
and the time after the second week of the lecture period. The timing of assis-
tance, as far as individual ways of assistance are concerned, is shown in Table
3.4
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Table 3.4
Ways and Timing of Assistance Provided by Host Institution
(percent; multiple reply possible)

Timing of assistance /guidance/advice

Priorto  During first  Afier first Not Not
beginning  two weeks  two weeks atall ticked
of lecture of lecture of lecture

period period period
Written material 38 36 7 18
Information meetings 31 37 7 23
Courses 21 35 17 21 14
Individual advice 23 36 16 27 10
Consultation facilities 19 26 19 39 13
Social events 15 30 25 28 14
Other 1 1 1 1 97
Not ticked 38 25 51 36
Total 186 226 143 193

Question 6.5: How and when was assistance/guidance/advice arranged by the host institution?

The responses made by the students can be merged into three types of timing of

assistance provided in the host country:

- assistance in the initial phase (prior and during the first two weeks of lecture
period) of the period abroad was reported by 47 percent of the ERASMUS
students;

- continuous assistance (during and after the initial phase) also was stated by 47
percent; and ‘

- assistance only after the initial phase was experienced by only four percent of
the ERASMUS students.

The type of timing of assistance, guidance and advice varied slightly by host
country. Students spending their study period abroad in Greece (57 %), Ireland
(53 %) and Belgium (52 %) stated most often continuous support, and students
going to Portugal (34 %), Denmark (40 %) and Italy (40 %) least frequently.
Conversely, students going to Portugal and Denmark were most often provided
with assistance and advice by their host institutions exclusively during the initial
phase of the period abroad.
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Regarding field of study, continuous support was stated by a relatively small pro-
portion of students enrolled in communication and information sciences (32 %),
geography and geology (33 %), and agricultural sciences (35 %). On the other
hand, highest assistance, guidance and advice both during and after the initial
phase were reported by students enrolled in law (53 %).

Finally, students were asked to state the extent to which they were provided
with assistance, guidance and advice by academic staff, administrative staff, and
students of their host and home institutions (on a scale from 1 = "substantial” to
5 = "no assistance provided"). Some 62 percent reported considerable assistance
by teaching staff, 55 percent by students and 45 percent by administrative staff of
the host institution. Assistance provided by staff and students was rated highest
by students spending the study period abroad in Denmark and Ireland and rated
above average by those going to Belgium, the Netherlands and the United King-
dom. Least assistance by academic staff, administrative staff and students of the
host institutions was reported by students spending their period abroad in Spain,
Italy, Greece and France.

Students from natural sciences reported most assistance by staff and students
of their host institutions, while students from languages and from humanities
were provided with least assistance. The longer the period abroad, the less often -
according to the students - was substantial support provided by academic staff.

It is not surprising to find that persons from the home institution provide far
less assistance during the study period than staff and students from the host insti-
tution. Only 20 percent of the students stated substantial assistance from aca-
demic staff, 16 percent experienced support from other students, and finally 11
percent from administrative staff of the home institution. Altogether, students
from the Mediterranean countries were provided more often with substantial as-
sistance and advice from staff and students of their home institutions than stu-
dents from the northern EC countries.

Students from medical fields, geography and geology as well as mathematics
(18 %) reported the highest extent of support from staff and students of their
home institutions. On the other hand, least assistance, guidance and advice were
provided by persons from the home institution of higher education for students of
education and teacher training, communication and information sciences as well
as for students from relatively small ficlds which were categorized as "other
fields of study".

Asked about contacts with teaching staff from their home institution during
the study period abroad:

- 47 percent of the students stated direct contacts with teaching staff (33 % by
means of a single visit of the teaching staff, 12 % stated various visits; 2 %
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reported that staff member(s) of the home institution were present at the host
institution during the whole period);

- 45 percent had indirect contacts by telephone and letters;

- 6 percent stated other types of contacts mostly during short visits to their
home institution; and

- 24 percent reported that they had no contacts at all.

The longer the period abroad, the more direct contact with teaching staff from
the home institution was stated by the ERASMUS students. As Table 3.5 shows,
33 percent of the students staying abroad for up to three months and 37 percent
staying abroad for 4-6 months stated direct contact with teaching staff. The re-
spective figure was 58 percent for a period of 7-12 months, as well as 76 percent
of students staying abroad for more than a year. As regards home institutions of
higher education, the responses did not match those on the degree of assistance
provided. The highest proportion of students from Luxembourg, the United
Kingdom and Ireland reported visits by home institution teaching staff during
the study period abroad.

Table 3.5
Contact with Teaching Staff from the Home Institution During Period
Abroad, by Duration of Studf Period Abroad

(percent; multiple reply possible)

Duration of period abroad in months Total

3 orless 4-6 7-12 13 and more

Yes, presence during
the whole period 3 1 1 1 2
Yes, various visits 5 6 19 36 12
Yes, one single visit 25 30 38 41 33
Yes, indirect contacts (by
telephone, letters etc.) 39 46 47 38 45
Yes, other contacts 4 6 7 2 6
No contact at all 35 28 17 14 25
Not ticked 2 1 I 1 1
Total 112 120 130 133 123
(n) (661) (1195) (1255) (135) (3246)

Question 6.7: Did you have any contact with teaching staff from your home institution during
your study period abroad? If yes, for which of the following aspects do you consider this contact
to have been helpful?
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Students who had contacts with their home teaching staff during their period
abroad were also asked about the impacts of these contacts. They noted strongest
impacts on academic matters, notably recognition (42 %) and course content
(33 %). As Table 3.6 shows, the level of impact varies markedly according to the
country of home institution.

3.5 Overall Satisfaction with Assistance and Advice

Asked about the degree of overall satisfaction (on a scale from 1 = "very satis-
fied" to 5 = "very dissatisfied) with the assistance, guidance and advice prior to,
during and subsequent to their period abroad, ERASMUS students rated assis-
tance regarding:

- provision from home institution prior to the period abroad at 3.0;

- provision from home institution during the period abroad at 3.4;

- provision from home institution after the period abroad, 3.0; and

- provision from host institution, 2.4.

The assessment of assistance by the host institution was clearly more positive
_ than the ratings about support provided by the home institution. Obviously, many
ERASMUS students were not satisfied with assistance and advice provided by
their home institution prior, during and after the study period abroad.

The highest degree of satisfaction with the provisions from the home institu-
tion were expressed by Portuguese and Belgian students (2.9) and the lowest by
students from Luxembourg (4.2) and Italy (3.4). As regards assistance by host
institution, students going to Irish, Dutch, Danish and British host institutions
(2.1 each) most highly appreciated the assistance provided. Least satisfaction
could be observed by students going to Italy, Spain and France, where the host
institutions provided the least support to incoming students.



Study and Experiences in the Host Country

4.1 Study and Other Activities in the Host Country

ERASMUS students participated in a weekly average of 16 hours of courses
(including laboratory work etc.) at the host institutions. The course load abroad
was on average 3.2 hours less (17 % less) than that taken at the home institution
of higher education (19.2 hours). As Chart 4.1 shows, only Italian and Danish
students took more course hours abroad than at home, probably because students
from these countries took least course hours at home (both 14.4 hours). Con-
versely, Irish (5.9 hours), French (5.5 hours) and Portuguese (5.4 hours) students
reduced their course hours abroad the most.

Students were asked to estimate all weekly hours spent on various types of
study, including practical projects, foreign language learning, independent study,
work on theses, field trips etc. As Table 4.1 shows, they reported 38 weekly
hours spent on studies during regular working weeks at the host institution.

Of this total, 15 hours were spent on attending courses. Nine hours were de-
voted to independent study, and about four hours each for practical projects and
work on theses. Only three hours per week were spent on average for language
training. The host country's educational styles had an impact on the distribution
of study time abroad: students spending their study period abroad in France spent
more time following courses (16.1 hours), reflecting the amount of time "home"
French students normally spend on lectures. Students going to Portugal (9.2
hours) and Greece (10.2 hours) spent least time on lectures.

The type of study activities varied according to field of study notably
regarding practical projects, laboratory work etc. This ranged from one hour per
week in law to about 14 hours in agriculture and medical fields and 20 hours in
natural sciences, as Table 4.1 shows. The average number of weekly hours spent
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Chart 4.2
Courses at the Host Institution Together with Host Country Students, by
Field of Study (percent)

[ All courses Some courses Il None
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Question 6.12: Did you take courses at the host institution together with host country students?

The host country language was least often (solely or partly) the language of
instruction for students going to Greece (51 %), the Netherlands (41 %) and
Denmark (48 %); in these cases, English was frequently used as a language of
instruction for incoming ERASMUS students. Among the relatively small host
countries with less widely taught languages, Portugal turned out to be an excep-
tion; almost all ERASMUS students going to Portugal were taught in Portuguese.

The longer the study period in the host country, the more likely were courses
to be given in the host country language. Fifteen percent of students going
abroad for up to three months did not take any courses in the host country
language, while the respective proportions were 11 percent for those going
abroad for 4-6 months and three percent for those going for 7-12 months.
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Table 4.3
Language of Instruction* During Study Period Abroad, by Host Country
(percent)

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

Host 34 61 12 62 69 23 70 75 12 66 82 65
Home 16 1 18 0 2 0 5 5 28 1 4
Host+home 4 7 6 5 8 9 8 6 6 3 6
Home+other 4 0 0 0 1 9 1 1 6 0
Host+other 17 23 27 23 15 17 10 12 20 16 10 16
Host+home+other 6 8 3 6 4 3 2 1 3 2 3
Other 19 1 34 3 0 40 3 0 25 0
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
(n) (140)(484) (67) (349) (647) (35) (223) (108)(133) (44) (890) (3120)

Question 6.14: What was the language of instruction in the courses you took at the host univer-
sity? If you were taught in more than one language, please state percentages.

* "Home" was coded if host country language and country of home institution language were
identical.

The most common language of instruction for the surveyed ERASMUS students
1990/91 was English with 41 percent of the courses at the host institutions taught
in English. Other languages which were used not infrequently were French
(22 %), German (15 %), Spanish (10 %), and Italian (7 %). The languages of the
smaller countries - Dutch, Danish, Greek and Portuguese - were the common
language of instruction in only about one percent of the courses.

Asked about various cultural and social experiences and activities aimed at
getting to know the host country, 72 percent mentioned that they often listened to
or read news about the host country, 64 percent often had discussions and con-
versations with students of the host country, 57 percent reported frequent discus-
sions and conversations with other people of the host country, and 55 percent
had frequent contacts with the teaching staff of the host country. Two-thirds of
the ERASMUS students often visited museums or attended concerts, theatre, cin-
ema, eftc., and 60 percent frequently had joint leisure activities with host country
nationals; 58 percent of the ERASMUS students often travelled in the host
country.
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Reports about the frequency of experiences and activities aimed at getting to
know the host country varied most markedly according to the duration of the
study period in the host country. The longer the ERASMUS students stayed in
the host country, the higher was the proportion stating that they listened to or
read news about the host country (ranging from 60 % of those staying up to three
months abroad to 82 % of those staying more than one year abroad). Finally, stu-
dents at the host institution became a more important reference group over time.

4.2 Characteristics of Courses at Host Universities

To what extent do teaching and learning environments which ERASMUS stu-
dents experienced at the host institution of higher education contrast or corre-
spond to those prevailing at the home institution? To what extent do we observe
characteristics of national systems of higher education in the European
Community or a high degree of homogeneity? In order to explore these ques-
tions, students were asked to compare their home and their host institution of
higher education using 12 variables rated on a scale from 1 = "strongly empha-
sized" to 5 = "not at all emphasized". The variables referred to general cognitive
dimensions, international dimensions of learning, teaching styles, modes of as-
sessment, and finally modes of learning.

On average, ERASMUS students reported substantial differences between
higher education in their home and their host institutions. The differences per-
ceived, according to the 12 aspects surveyed, were at least 1.0 and at most 2.0
points on the five-point-scale. This finding underscored the variety of higher
education systems in the European Community. The largest perceived differences
between the host and home institutions of higher education were the emphasis
placed on: out-of-class communication between teachers and students and on
written examinations (2.0 each); on regular class attendance (1.9); teacher as the
main source of information (1.8); independent work (1.7); and on students' free-
dom to choose specific areas of study (1.6).

The characteristics of higher education of the various EC Member States can
be described from the perspective of students spending their ERASMUS sup-
ported period in that country. This is done in comparison with the pictures of
higher education of that country provided by home students.

Higher education in the Netherlands was characterized both by incoming and
Dutch ERASMUS students by its strong emphasis on the use of publications in
foreign languages, independent work and written examinations. In addition,
Dutch students perccived a stronger emphasis on understanding theories whereas
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incoming students felt more emphasis on providing comparative perspectives and
the use of evaluation papers. According to incoming ERASMUS students, strong
emphasis was placed on regular class attendance in the Netherlands - a view not
shared by the Dutch students.

Germany was viewed by incoming ERASMUS-students as a country in which
the students' freedom and independence were highly regarded. Students had a
high degree of freedom in choosing courses and areas and were expected to work
independently. Little emphasis was placed on regular class attendance. Under-
standing theories, concepts and paradigms was highly appreciated. Assessment
through written examinations and evaluation of papers submitted seemed to
dominate. In slight contrast to the host students, German students believed that
evaluation of papers submitted played a much more limited role than written
examinations.

Higher education in Denmark was viewed by incoming ERASMUS students
in a similar way to higher education in Germany. This applied to students’ free-
dom and independence as well as to a strong emphasis on theories. Evaluation of
papers submitted seemed to play a role as well. Most marked contrasts between
Danish and German higher education were, as seen by the foreign students, more
out-of-class communication between teaching staff and students in Denmark as
well as more emphasis on using publications in foreign languages. Danish stu-
dents themselves found less emphasis on providing comparative perspectives at
home and more emphasis on written examinations.

United Kingdom institutions of higher education were characterized by a
strong emphasis on independent work and out-of-class communication between
. teaching staff and students, by the important role of written examinations and
evaluation of papers submitted, and by little use of publications in foreign lan-
guages. Students from other countries and British students agreed highly in such
perceptions.

‘ Institutions of higher education in Ircland were similarly viewed by foreign
ERASMUS students to those in the United Kingdom. This applied to a compara-
tively strong emphasis on communication between teaching staff and students as
well as little use of publications in foreign languages. Irish students differed from
foreign students in perceiving a stronger emphasis on regular class attendance.

Institutions of higher education in France, according to ERASMUS students
going there, placed high emphasis on the acquisition of facts, regular class atten-
dance, the teacher as the main source of information, written examinations and
evaluation papers. Little emphasis seemed to be placed on students’ freedom of
choice and autonomy or on out-of-class communication between teachers and
students. In contrast to students from other countries, however, French students
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did not perceive a comparatively low emphasis on independent work of students
in France.

Higher education in Belgium was viewed, in some respects, similarly to that
in France by ERASMUS students from other countries, notably regarding ac-
quisition of facts, emphasis on regular class attendance - a view not shared by
Belgian students of their home institutions of higher education - and littie con-
cern about out-of-class communication between teachers and students. In con-
trast to France, however, students going to Belgium noted widespread use of pub-
lications in foreign languages, and provision of comparative perspectives as well
as emphasis on oral examinations.

Higher education in Portugal was viewed by students from other countries as
placing emphasis on regular class attendance and on teachers as the main source
of information. Also similarly to France, Portuguese students and students from
other countries noted a strong emphasis in Portugal on the acquisition of facts
and on written examinations. In contrast to France, however, ERASMUS stu-
dents perceived a substantial use of literature in foreign languages in Portugal.

Students spending the ERASMUS-supported period in Spain noted the impor-
tance of the role of the teacher as the main source of information and written ex-
aminations, as well as little emphasis placed on students’ freedom of choice and
independent work. Spanish students, however, perceived some emphasis on
theories and on independent work.

Italian institutions of higher education emphasized, according to the students'

views, both understanding of theories and acquisition of facts. Students had little
choice and were not expected to do independent work. Oral examinations were in
the foreground and comparative perspectives or the use of publications in foreign
languages were not strongly emphasized. In most respects, Italian institutions
were similarly viewed by foreign and Italian students.
Foreign students reported a strong emphasis in Greece on the acquisition of facts,
the teacher as the main source of information and written examinations. Little
emphasis was perceived regarding independent work, the freedom to choose
specific areas and the use of publications in foreign languages.

4.3 Problems Faced During the Study Period Abroad

Living and studying abroad may pose significant difficulties for students. In or-
der to examine the extent to which problems occur, what major problems the
students face, how they are related to certain programme settings, and to what
extent they influenced the outcomes of the study period abroad, students were
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presented with a list of 20 possible problems (on a scale from 1 = "very serious
problems" to 5 = "no problems at all").

Altogether, 53 percent of the 1990/91 ERASMUS students named problems of

living and organizing the conditions of study in the host country, 29 percent
mentioned problems of social contacts, 42 percent problems of study, and 20 per-
cent stated foreign language problems. About one quarter did not rate any of the
20 possible problems posed as serious (scale points 1 and 2).
As regards living and organizing conditions of study abroad, problems of ac-
commodation were experienced by 22 percent of the ERASMUS students
1990/91. Problems regarding administrative matters (18 %) and regarding finan-
cial matters (21 %) were reported almost equally often, as Table 4.4 shows.
Problems such as finding a quiet place for sclf-study and guidance on non-aca-
demic matters (10 % each) were experienced less frequently. This figures are al-
most identical to those found by 1988/89 students.

Financial and accommodation problems are discussed in Chapters 5 and 6.
These aside, administrative problems were by far most often faced by ERASMUS
students in Italy (37 %) followed by those who had spent their study period in the
Federal Republic of Germany (27 %); fewest administrative problems were re-
ported by students who went to Ireland (3 %), the United Kingdom (7 %) and
Denmark (9 %). Conversely, Irish (35 %) and British students (32 %) were much
more frequently confronted with problems in administrative matters abroad.
Certainly, support in administrative matters by the host institution turned out to
be very limited in some countries. In addition, students coming from countries in
which universities tended to provide support to their students in non-academic
matters were most disappointed about the limited support in administrative mat-
ters abroad. :

As regards academic matters, few students felt problems regarding the aca-
demic level of courses at host universities (3 %). Problems regarding crediting
and credit transfer (18 %), guidance on academic matters (14 %), differences in
teaching and learning styles (13 %) and the readiness of teachers to meet and
help students (12 %) were most often stated. Differences in the teaching and
learning styles were less often seen as problems by 1990/91 students than by
1988/89 students.

The frequency of academic problems reported varied to some extent by host
country and home country. Most academic problems were felt by students who
spent their study period abroad in Italy and France. In contrast, students who
went to Ireland, the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, and Denmark reported
+ few academic problems.
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As regards home country, we note that British and Irish students reported a
higher number of problems relating to academic issues than students from the
other countries. More frequently, they had problems regarding contacts, class
size, guidance and teaching and learning styles. As will be shown below, British
and Irish students reported less academic progress abroad than other ERASMUS
students. These findings suggest that the problems faced by British and Irish stu-
dents regarding the educational environments abroad, i.e. experiencing lesser
contacts between teachers and students and less emphasis on good teaching
practice than at home, led to less academic progress.

Eleven percent of the ERASMUS students who were taught abroad mostly in
a foreign language reported significant problems in taking examinations in a
foreign language. Taking courses in that language (10 %) and communication in
a foreign language outside the classroom (7 %) posed slightly less often prob-
lems. Difficulties in taking examinations in a foreign language did not vary sub-
stantially by home country and host country. Most difficulties were stated by stu-
dents who went to Germany and to Italy, with Irish and British students the
visitors who reported these problems most often. These findings in 1990/91 were
almost the same as those in 1988/89.

A substantial proportion of ERASMUS students disliked too many contacts
with people from their own country. This was particularly felt by students of
those ICPs sending large numbers of students abroad. Some of the positive ef-
fects of a more systematic support and of curricular coordination of large pro-
grammes seemed to stem from the fact that students going abroad together with
fellow students from the same department tended to stick together and thus limit
exposure to the host environment. Problems of interaction among or with host
country students were reported by 12 percent of the respondents, notably those
going to France (16 %). Most problems of interaction with host country students
(18 %) were reported by Greek students. ’

Few difficulties were felt regarding the lifestyles of host country nationals or
the climate, food, etc. abroad. Both problems were most often stated by Greek
students (18 % and 14 %). In addition, integration into the host countries culture
seems to be a difficult process for a significant proportion of Greek students.
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4.4 Integration into the Academic and Social Life of Students at the Host
Institution of Higher Education

As to the extent to which they felt integrated into the academic life and into the
social life of students at the host institution of higher education, students replied
in a cautiously positive way. On a scale from 1 = "to a great extent” to 5 = "not at
all", the mean ratings were 2.4 for the former and 2.5 for the latter. The ratings
were higher the longer the period abroad lasted; they ranged from 2.6 or 2.7 in
the case of stays of up to three months, to 2.0 or 2.1 in the case of students
staying abroad for more than one year.

ERASMUS students felt most integrated in Ireland and the United Kingdom
as Chart 4.3 shows. The differences of integration felt according to host country
were neither clearly linked to the average duration of stays in those countries nor
to the extent of instruction in the language of the host country. They seemed to
be most clearly associated with proficiency in the host country language outside
the classroom and the frequency of contacts with host country students, teaching
staff and nationals.

Students from Luxembourg (2.0), Spain and Greece (2.1 each) felt integrated
to the highest extent in the academic life of the host institutions, while British,
Irish and Danish students felt academically least integrated (3.0 each). As re-
gards social integration, a similar pattern can be observed, though the difference
was somewhat smaller (2.1 and 2.9). It seems that the level of expectation varies
among students from different countries: as British institutions of higher educa-
tion seemed to foster communication both among students and between teachers
and students most strongly, British students seemed to expect a high degree of
communication abroad and therefore negatively rated the setting abroad; alter-
natively, they might have had genuinely more problems in communicating
abroad. Conversely, French and Spanish students who experienced little com-
munication at the home institution might have perceived foreign higher educa-
tion milieus more favourable to integration, or they might in fact have found it
easier to become integrated into the academic or social life of host institutions.
As regards integration into the social life Greek students stated the most
significant problems.
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5.2 Main Modes of Accommodation in Home and Host Country

Around 49 percent of the students supported by the ERASMUS programme in
1990/91 were provided with university accommodation (halls of residences pro-
vided by institutions of higher education or other agencies for the accommoda-
tion of students) during the study period abroad. Thirty-one percent of the stu-
dents had an apartment or house abroad which they shared with other students,
while 11 percent had lived in a room in a private home. Other modes of accom-
modation played hardly any role (altogether 12 %).

The total figures reported by ERASMUS students 1990/91 do not differ sub-
stantially from those of the preceding years, as Chart 5.1 shows. For example,
the proportion of those living in university accommodation declined from 52
percent in 1988/89 to 49 percent both in 1989/90 (these figures are based on stu-
dent report forms which ERASMUS students had to fill in as part of their con-
tractual obligation) and in 1990/91. This shows that host institutions succeeded
in providing university accommodation for the same proportion of incoming
ERASMUS students during a period in which the total number of students
awarded an ERASMUS grant more than doubled.

By individual host country, however, we note some shifts from 1988/89 to
1990/91. By and large, we observe a trend towards a diminishing difference in
the proportion of students living in university accommodation:

- France (62 % in 1990/91), Germany (60 %) and the United Kingdom (57 %)
continued to be the host countries in which the majority of ERASMUS stu-
dents were provided with university accommodation. However, the respective
proportion clearly declined in the United Kingdom;

- university accommodation for ERASMUS students became more frequent
notably in Greece (from 38 % to 52 %), Portugal (from 24 % to 39 %) and
Ireland (from 9 % to 24 %), while it became less frequent in Denmark (from
48 % to 31 %).

- in Spain, more than 60 percent of ERASMUS students continued to live in
apartments or houses or rooms with other students; in the Netherlands and
Ireland the respective proportion continued to be about one half, and

- arelatively high proportion of ERASMUS students going to Greece lived in a
hotel, a pension or a boarding house (26 % in 1988/89 and 20 % in 1990/91).

Students were also asked about their accommodation while studying at home. As
Chart 5.1 shows, only 15 percent lived in student halls of residence while study-
ing at home, i.e. less than one third of those living in university accommodation
during the study period abroad. Thirty percent lived in apartments and houses
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together with other students - almost exactly the same proportion as during the
study period abroad while 31 percent lived at their parents' or relatives' apart-
ment or house, and 14 percent lived in a house or apartment of their own. In
comparison to the preceding years, we note a substantial increase in the propor-
tion of students living in their own apartments or houses. On the other hand, the
proportion of those who lived in university accommodation at home prior to the
ERASMUS-supported study period declined slightly.

Chart 5.1
Development of Accommodation at Home and During Study Period Abroad
from 1988/89 to 1990/91 (percent*)

M University [ Apart./house O Apart./house B Other
accommodation with other with parents accommodation
students (at home) or
host familiy
(abroad)
During period abroad
100% -
90% -
so% |-
70% - 0 [ a1
60% - [ N SO 31
50% -
40% -
30% -
20% -1
wox ot
0% | . ; .
1988/89 1989/90 1990/91 1988/89 1989/90  1990/91

Question 7.1: Where did you live most of the time during your studies at your home institution
and during the study period abroad?

* Multiple reply possible, if students moved

Again, differences of accommodation while studying at home varied substan-
tially by home country. In 1990/91, students from the United Kingdom (29 %),
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Denmark (29 %) and France (19 %) most often lived in halls of residence.
Sharing apartments or houses with other students was most often reported by
British (56 %), Irish (39 %) and Belgian students (39 %). A relatively large pro-
portion of Danish (30 %), Greek (23 %), German (22 %) and French students
(21 %) lived in their own apartment or house. Living with parents and relatives
was the dominant mode of students from Luxembourg (all of the few students
surveyed) and from southern European countries, i.e. Spain (69 %), Italy (57 %),
Portugal (55 %) and Greece (54 %).

In most countries, institutions of higher education provided a much larger
proportion of incoming ERASMUS students with accommodation in halls of
residence than their own students tend to live in. For example, only five percent
of the Greck students surveyed lived in halls of residence prior to the
ERASMUS-supported period, but 52 percent of students spending the study per-
iod abroad in Greece lived in university accommodation. As Chart 5.2 shows,
only Danish and Spanish institutions failed to provide substantially more uni-
versity accommodation to incoming students than was normal for home students.

The majority of students (60 %) stayed for the whole study period abroad in
the same accommodation, 22 percent moved once, and 18 percent twice and a
few even more often. On average, students had 1.7 homes during their study
period abroad. These data for 1990/91 do not differ significantly from those for
1988/89.

ERASMUS students participating in work placement abroad moved 1.1 times
on average as compared to other ERASMUS students moving 0.6 times on aver-
age. Thus, we can infer that almost every second ERASMUS student participat-
ing in work placement had to move due to the distance between work place and
host university.

The frequency of change of accommodation varied according to the duration
of the study period abroad to a lesser extent than one might have expected.
Thirty-one percent of those staying abroad for up to three months moved at least
once compared with 42 percent of those staying abroad for more than six
months. Most of those staying abroad for more than one year moved (80 %), the
majority of them more than once.

More than half of the students going to Spain, Greece and Portugal changed
accommodation during the study period abroad. On the other hand, only one
quarter of students going to Denmark and Belgium moved during the study
period abroad.
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Chart 5.2

Proportion of ERASMUS Students Living at Home in and Hosted Abroad in
University Accommodation (percent)

100

90 During study period
abroad, by host country

80

M During study at home, by
country of home university

Percent

5.3 Provision of Accommodation and Time Span for Search

As already mentioned in Chapter 4, ERASMUS students were asked what kind
of assistance and advice they were given by the host university and how satisfied
they were with the assistance provided. Forty-seven percent of the students rated
the extent of assistance and advice regarding accommodation as "substantial®
and 33 percent as "modest”, while 20 percent reported no assistance in this re-
spect. In 1988/89, 52 percent had rated the support as "substantial”. In Spain, far
less assistance and advice regarding accommodation was provided than in all
other countries with 41 percent of the students who went to Spain (in 1988/89,
48 %) obtaining no assistance and advice on accommodation.
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Fifty-one percent of the 1990/91 ERASMUS students stated that they were
satisfied with the support provided by the host institution (responses 1 or 2 on a
scale from 1 = "very high" to 5 = "very low degree of satisfaction"). Again, this
proportion was slightly lower than in 1988/89. In both surveys, ERASMUS stu-
dents rated support regarding accommodation slightly less positively than sup-
port regarding registration and related issues and support regarding academic
matters. The support provided in Denmark (71 %), the Netherlands (64 %) and
the United Kingdom (62 %) was rated most positively and that provided in Spain
(only 27 % positive ratings) and in Italy (40 %) least positively.
Asked in more detail about the role of the host institution (staff as well as stu-
dents) in finding accommodation:
- 56 percent of ERASMUS students reported that regular accommodation was
provided,
- 10 percent were provided with temporary accommodation;
- 16 percent at least had assistance in their own search for accommodation;
- 10 percent reported that they had no support regarding accommodation; and
- 9 percent had their own accommodation arrangements, and had therefore in-
formed the host institution that they did not need any support.

Students of the host institution of higher education played a relatively minor role
in finding accommodation for the incoming ERASMUS students. They found
regular accommodation in five percent of the cases and temporary accommoda-
tion for three percent of the guest students. A further 12 percent of the students
reported other kinds of help from the host institution students: finding accom-
modation in cooperation with the university staff or assisting the incoming stu-
dents in their own search.

Host institutions, as a rule, most effectively help ERASMUS students by pro-
viding umiversity accommodation but, in addition to this, 40 percent of
ERASMUS students not living in halls of residence during their study period
abroad, reported that they found accommodation through the help of host insti-
tution staff or students.

Only 57 percent of the students could move directly into a regular room or
other kind of accommodation upon arrival. Forty-three percent had to wait: 30
percent had to wait for up to one week and one percent for over one month.
Again, the findings for 1990/91 do not substantially differ from those for
1988/89. In two countries, Ireland (67 %) and Spain (63 %), the majority of in-
coming students had no regular accommodation upon arrival.
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5.4 Problems Encountered in Search for Accommodation

Around 50 percent of the ERASMUS students surveyed in 1990/91 faced some
difficulties in the search for accommodation in the host country which they con-
sidered worth mentioning. In 1988/89, only 44 percent of the ERASMUS stu-
dents stated such problems.!

As Table 5.1 indicates, the three problems most often noted refer to the hous-
ing market: expensive accommodation (27 %), scarcity of accommodation (25 %)
and poor quality of available accommodation (17 %). Another problem was also
related to the housing market, although in a specific context: 11 percent reported
that most of the accommodation available was too far away from the institution
of higher education or too inconveniently located in general.

Problems related to the foreign students' difficulties in searching for accom-
modation were mentioned much less often, though they cannot be considered
marginal: some did not know where and how to look (13 %), and some had lan-
guage difficulties (10 %).

Problems finding accommodation due to owners' or landlords' specific reser-
vations against the students searching for accommodation were less often noted:
a few owners, landlords, etc. did not like students (4 %), had difficultics because
of nationality, religion or colour (2 %), or difficulties because of sex (1 %).
Eleven percent of students noted difficulties related to the ERASMUS period
abroad: for example, the overall length of the period did not match the period
home students rent rooms, or the arrival time was atypical. Other difficulties
were mentioned by six percent of the students.

In general, though not in all cases, more problems were stated on average by
students going to those countries in which the host institution least often took
over the task of providing students with accommodation. There are two excep-
tions, though: on the one hand, few students faced problems in search for
accommodation in the Netherlands, although many had to seek, and, on the other
hand, a relatively high proportion of students going to Portugal cited problems in
the search for accommodation - obviously many of those trying to change in the
course of their stay abroad. '

1 One category was added in 1990/9]1 to the list of possible problems, namely: "You had
difficulties because of the ERASMUS period abroad (length of the stay, arrival outside
academic terms)". If we exclude responses to that item, 49 percent of the ERASMUS students
in 1990/91 still state problems.
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The differences found by host country did not match fully assumptions about dif-
ferences in general living expenses. There are various factors which might lead
to unexpectedly high expenditures in the host country, for example shortage of
reasonable accommodation, relatively short study periods which might cause
higher costs per month, or students' difficulties in adjusting to food and the life-
style prevailing in the host country. On the other hand, general subsidies to
studies, food, accommodation etc. in some countries benefited the visiting stu-
dents as well and thus reduced the costs of living abroad.

Chart 6.1:
Comparison of ERASMUS-Students' Monthly Expenses for Life and Study*
Abroad and at Home - by Country** (ECU)

700
Abroad

70" 11 I B At home

ECU

B D DK E F GR | IRL  NL P UK
Country

* Excluding tuition and other fees (both students abroad and at home), and excluding round-trip
fare to the country and continued expenses at home while abroad (students abroad)

** Expenditures during the ERASMUS-supported period abroad, by host country, and expendi-
tures at home, by country of home institution of higher education.
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As regards the proportion of individual items of expenditures we note that

ERASMUS students' expenditure for life and study abroad were similar to those

at home. However, while abroad they spent somewhat less on books and some-

what more on other travel. Of all the expenses for life and study:

- 38 percent at home and 39 percent abroad were used for food, household,
clothes, hygiene, etc.;

- 33 percent at home and 34 percent abroad for accommodation;

- 5 and 4 percent respectively for travel to the institution of higher education;

- 7 and 10 percent respectively for other travel,

- 9 percent at home and six percent abroad for other study-related supplies; and

- 7 percent both at home and abroad for other expenses.

ERASMUS students reported that they spent 24 ECU per month on average in
the home country while being abroad. Notably, some students kept their accom-
modation at home while being abroad for a short period. Danish students had by
far the highest average expenses of this kind (62 ECU).

6.2 Expenses for Travel to the Host Country

On average, the round-trip travel costs to the host country added 77 ECU to the
monthly expenses abroad.! Overall, the ERASMUS students 1990/91 surveyed
spent on average altogether more than 500 ECU for travel to the host country
and back to the home country.

Only 29 percent of the ERASMUS students travelled just once, i.e. to the host
country and back to the home country after the completion of the ERASMUS
supported period; 28 percent travelled twice, 20 percent three times, and 23 per-
cent more than three times. The average number of round-trip journeys was 2.9.

As might be expected, students are more likely to travel home several times, if
the duration of the study period abroad is long (see Chart 6.2). In addition, the
number of journeys was higher, the lower the round-trip fare. Therefore, travel
from and to centrally located countries was more frequent.

Table 6.1 shows the average travel expenses per round-trip between the
various EC Member States. Data based on 3-9 students are presented in brackets

1 The monthly expenses of 77 ECU for the round-trip travel stated in 1990/91 were far higher
than those stated in the previous survey by the 1988/89 ERASMUS students. In contrast to the
1988/89 questionnaire, when students had been asked only to name the expenses on return
travel abroad, the 1990/91 students were explicitly asked to state the number of return travels
they made and the overall costs for these travels.
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in order to indicate possible random elements. No information is provided, if the
number of respondents was less than 3. The highest average travel costs were re-
ported by ERASMUS students going from Portugal to Italy (almost 800 ECU),
from Denmark to Spain as well as from Spain to Ireland and from Ireland to
Spain (each about 600 ECU). In contrast, ERASMUS students moving within the
geographical centre of the European Community, i.e. between Belgium, the
Netherlands, France and Germany, paid on average only a little more than 100
ECU on average for one round-trip journey.

Chart 6.2
Number of Round-trip Journeys to the Host Country, by Duration of Study
Period Abroad (percent of students)
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6.3 Tuition and Other Fees

ERASMUS students were asked to provide detailed information on tuition and
fees. They were requested to state the respective expenses at the home institution
while studying there, at the host institution while studying abroad, and at the
home institution while studying abroad. The questionnaire provided four catego-
ries of fees: tuition fees, health insurance, student union fees, and other fees. It
should be noted that figures will only be presented for the 63 percent of respon-
dents who provided complete information to all questions on tuition fees in the
questionnaire.?

Some 69 percent of ERASMUS students reported that, at home, they paid
fees, i.e. tuition fees, other related expenses or both. Almost all of them contin-
ued to pay these fees at home while studying abroad.

Thirty-two percent of the ERASMUS students had some payments at the host
institution. According to the students, 16 percent paid tuition fees (13 % tuition
fees only and 3 % other expenses in addition); of these, eight percent reported
that they paid only tuition fees at the host institution while studying abroad,
while the other eight percent of students stated that they paid tuition fees at both
the home and the host institution.

The monthly tuition fees and other related fees ERASMUS students claimed
to have paid or actually paid abroad were actually very low; they amounted to
about three ECU monthly on average for all ERASMUS students. Therefore we
decided to exclude them in the following section.*

2 Only 25 percent of British students surveyed responded to these questions. Many of them
might have been irritated by the phrasing: "Did you personally pay...", because they might not
have known how to handle their case of paying tuition fees and getting them reimbursed.

3 In 1988/89, the respective figures were 8 and 6 percent. In the 1989/90 student reports, only 7
percent stated that they paid tuition fees at the host institution of higher education.

Even the monthly amount of 3 ECU raises issues. For example, 42 percent of ERASMUS
students claimed to have paid tuition fees in Germany, although almost all ‘institutions of
higher education are public and do not charge any tuition fees. Secondly, some students might
have stated fees for a semester or academic year as monthly fees.
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6.4 Additional Expenses Abroad

Excluding tuition fees and other related fees, we note that ERASMUS 1990/91
students surveyed spent on average 400 ECU per month while studying at home
and 581 ECU while studying abroad. During the study period abroad, they spent
additionally, on average:

- 79 ECU for additional costs for life and study abroad (excluding additional
tuition fees and other related fees);

- 24 ECU for expenses in the home country while being abroad (notably con-
tinued payment of rent in the country of the home institution of higher educa-
tion); and

- 77 ECU for round-trip journeys to the host country (for all, on average 2.9,
round-trip journeys were undertaken).

The additional costs abroad amount to 45 percent of those paid at home in a cor-
responding period. In adjusting the 1988/89 figures to the same calculation un-
dertaken for 1990/91, we estimate that ERASMUS students 1988/89 spent 44
percent more abroad than they spent while studying at home.’ Thus, the rate of
additional expenses abroad remained more or less constant.

So far, we have addressed average expenses only. It is necessary, however, to
take into account the distribution as well. Again excluding tuition fees and re-
lated fees we note that:

- 9 percent of the 1990/91 ERASMUS students had at least ten percent less ex-
penses abroad than during a corresponding period at home;

- 13 percent had about the same expenses abroad they had at home;

- 33 percent had 10 to 50 percent higher costs abroad; and

- 35 percent had more than 50 percent additional costs abroad.®

5 We calculated 37 percent additional expenses (135 ECU) for 1988/89 ERASMUS students.
This was on the one hand based on an estimate - not information asked for in the
questionnaire - of 30 ECU continued expenses at home while studying at home. On the other
hand, students in 1988/89 were not asked about the number of travels to the host country;
students named on average only half the costs of the trips they actually undertook. If we adjust
the 1988/89 data on the basis of the additional information asked in 1990/91, the additional
expenses for study abroad 1988/89 might be estimated as 44 percent (155 ECU).

6 If only expenses for life and study are compared (i.e. excluding expenses for round-trip travel
to the host country and continuous expenses at home while studying abroad), 22 percent of
ERASMUS 1990/91 students (16 % of the 1988/89 students) reported less expenses abroad
and 17 percent (18 %) about the same expenses abroad and home, whereas 33 percent (35 %)
spent 10 to 50 percent more abroad and 28 percent (31 %) even more than SO percent more.
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Table 6.2 shows the additional monthly expenses for studying abroad. Additional

costs vary substantially according to the country of the home institution of higher

education:

- they were highest on average for Portuguese (412 ECU additionally per
month; 206 % of expenses at home) and Greek students (376 ECU, 210 %);

- they also were clearly higher than average for Spanish students (271 ECU,
175 %);

- broadly average additional expenses were reported by students from Luxem-
bourg, Denmark, Germany, France, Belgium and Italy; and

- British students reported the lowest additional expenses on average both in
absolute terms (92 ECU additional expenses) and in relative terms (121 % of
the expenses at home).

Table 6.3 specifies the additional expenses for the individual combinations of
home and host countries. The most extreme differences are reported for the stu-
dent mobility between Italy and Portugal. While Portuguese students going to
Italy reported 776 ECU additional expenses abroad, Italian students going to
Portugal spent 63 ECU less per month for the study period abroad (including
travel!) than they spent at home.

The additional monthly expenses varied by duration of the study period
abroad to a lesser extent than one might have expected. They amounted to 65
percent for those going abroad for at most three months, 40 percent both for
those going abroad for 4-6 months and 7-12 months, and finally 47 percent for
those going abroad for more than one year.

6.5 Resources for Funding Study Abroad and at Home

Of all the expenses ERASMUS students had during the study period abroad in
1990/91 (including tuition fees and other related fees), 31.8 percent was covered
by the ERASMUS grant. In 1988/89, 35.2 percent of all expenses were financed
that way, and in 1989/90 - according to the official students' reports - as much as
38.1 percent. As Chart 6.3 shows, the smaller proportion financed by the
ERASMUS grant in 1990/91 was jointly made up by a slightly increased propor-
tion of home country grants and loans (18.6 % in 1990/91), parents' contribu-
tions (32.4 %) and students' own money (11.4 %).

The ERASMUS grant covered more than 60 percent of the expenses for
Portuguese students, as Table 6.4 shows. It also covered a higher than average
proportion of expenses of students from Belgium and Italy. On the opposite end,
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only 22 percent of the expenses of Dutch students in the context of their
ERASMUS study period abroad were financed by the ERASMUS fellowship.

Chart 6.3

Sources of Financing the Study Period Abroad 1988/89, 1989/90 and 1990/91
{percent)

H Other
sources

8 Home country
grants and loans

3 students'
own money

(3 Parents,
relatives

Percent

Home country grants and loans covered the highest proportion of expenditures
made by Danish (51.7 %), Dutch (46.5 %) and British students (31.7 %). In all
other EC countries except for Portugal and Luxembourg, the parents, relatives
and the students themselves covered about half or more of the expenses.
ERASMUS students and their parents surveyed in 1990/91 had paid 70.3 per-
cent on average of the expenses for study at the home institution. 26.4 percent of
the expenses were covered by home country grants and loans, and 3.3 percent by
other sources. The data do not differ significantly from those provided by the
1988/89 ERASMUS students. As already visible in the data on the study period
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7.3 Extent of Recognition and Level of Courses Taken

In secking for an explanation regarding the limits of recognition of study

achievements abroad, we asked the students to estimate the percentage of courses

they considered less demanding or more demanding than the courses they would
have taken at the home institution during the same period. One has to bear in
mind, though, that responses to those questions are certainly not suitable for ex-
plaining the reasons for mismatches between the quality of courses abroad and at
home. These could be due to quality differences in the academic provisions be-
tween the host and the home institution, lack of academic coordination and inte-
gration, students' academic and linguistic proficiency or due to students’ choices.

As Table 7.4 shows, only half of the courses taken abroad were considered to
be equally demanding as those they would have taken at home with 22 percent of
the courses rated more demanding and 28 percent less demanding. Again, we
note more substantial differences by country of home institution than by host
country. Notably, Greek and French students rated a substantial number of
courses taken abroad as more demanding and a small number of courses as less
demanding. On the other hand, Dutch and German students (as well as the few
students from Luxembourg) rated a substantial proportion of courses taken
abroad as less demanding and few courses as more demanding. Conversely, stu-
dents spending their study period abroad in Germany took a higher proportion of
more demanding than less demanding courses in that country, while students
going to Portugal took a much higher proportion of less demanding than more
demanding courses during the study period abroad.

Asked about further explanations regarding the quality mismatch between
courses abroad and at home:

- 16 percent of the students reported that they took part in courses abroad the
academic level of which they considered clearly higher than courses they
would take at home;

- 15 percent stated that the course load at the host institution was heavier than
at the home institution;

- 33 percent of the students participated in courses abroad which were of a dif-
ferent type (more theoretical, more practical, etc.);

- 17 percent of students gave other explanations why courses they took abroad
were more demanding;

- 30 percent took courses which tumed out to repeat more or less what was
learned already at home;

- 29 percent of the students attended courses which were more appropriate for
an earlier year of study; and finally
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- 29 percent of the ERASMUS students gave other explanations why courses
they took at the host institution were less demanding than courses they would
have taken at home.

One should bear in mind that these percentages refer to the proportion of stu-
dents not courses falling into the various categories. They do not explain the re-
spective percentage of courses.

7.4 Self-Rating of Academic Progress Abroad

ERASMUS students in 1990/91 rated their academic progress during the period
at the host university quite positively. Asked to compare their general academic
progress abroad with what they would have expected in a corresponding period
at home, they rated it 2.5 on average on a scale from 1 = "much better" to 5 =
"much less". Fifty-three percent actually rated their academic progress at the host
university more positively than academic progress at home, and 27 percent stated
that it was on the same level. Only 20 percent considered the progress abroad to
be less than at home, as Table 7.5 shows.

In 1988/89, the average ratings were also 2.5. In the official reports presented

by ERASMUS students in 1989/90, the average score was 2.3. We cannot ex-
clude the possibility that students present a somewhat more positive picture in an
official report than in an anonymous survey.
The rating of academic progress abroad differed according to the duration of the
study period abroad. It was slightly less favourably assessed by students spending
about half an academic year (2.5) or a whole academic year (2.6) abroad than by
students spending at most three months abroad (2.4) or more than one year
abroad (2.3).

The ratings varied to some extent according to field of study, as Table 7.5
shows. As far as the fields most strongly represented in the ERASMUS pro-
gramme were concerned, students. of languages rated the academic progress
abroad most positively. Among "smaller" fields, students of arts and design rated
progress abroad most positively. While 1988/89 students of these fields rated
progress abroad also very positively, we do not note in general a stability over
time, as far as differences according to the fields of study are concerned.

The assessment of academic progress abroad varied more according to home
country than according to host country. Altogether we note that students from
northern European countries tended to rate the academic progress abroad less
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positively than those from southern European countries. The same pattern was
visible in the 1988/89 survey and in the 1989/90 student reports.

Table 7.5
Academic Progress Abroad, by Select Fields of Study (percent; mean)

Field of study Total

Bus Eng Hum Lan Law Med Nat Soc

Much better (1) 1 13 22 25 16 17 19 18 19
Better (2) 34 32 27 38 33 35 33 37 34
Same (3) 27 33 31 22 30 33 27 26 27
Less (4) 20 17 15 12 16 13 19 14 17
Much less (5) 3 4 3 2 5 2 3 5 3
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
(n) (760) (360) (175) (581) (330) (113) (150) (256) (3212)
Academic progress
abroad (mean®*) 26 27 25 25 23 2.5 2.5 25 25
Bus = Business studies, management sciences Eng = Engineering, technology
Hum = Humanities Lan = Languages, philological sciences
Law = Law Med = Medical sciences
Nat = Natural sciences Soc = Social sciences

Question 8.4: How would you rate your general academic progress during your study period
abroad, compared with what you would have expected in a corresponding period at your home
university?

* On a scale from 1 = "much better” to 5 = "much less".

In looking at the ratings both by country of home institution and host country, we
took into account only those home-host country directions of exchange in which
at least ten students replied to the survey (see Table 7.6). On average, more posi-
tive ratings than 2.0 were given by Spanish students going to Ireland (1.5) as
well as by Greek students going to the United Kingdom, by British students
going to Portugal and by French students going to the Netherlands (1.7 each).
The most negative rating was found in the case of Dutch students going to Italy
(3.5), Dutch students going to Spain and France (3.2 each) and Irish students
going to France (3.2). If we focus on the exchange between students of the three
countries most strongly represented in the ERASMUS programme, we note that
French students rated their academic progress abroad as clearly more positive in
Germany (2.3) and the United Kingdom (2.4) compared with academic progress
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Chart 8.1
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The study period abroad proved effective in improving the level of foreign lan-
guage proficiency to a substantial extent. Self-ratings improved on average from
4.1 to 2.2 on the seven-point-scale. Mean values for listening and reading were
2.0 after the study period abroad, both in an academic setting and outside the
classroom. Speaking and writing remained somewhat less highly rated than lis-
tening and reading, but improved to about the same extent, as Table 8.2 shows.
Speaking in an academic context (2.5) remained more cautiously assessed than
speaking outside the classroom (2.1).

In analysjng the conditions for improvement of foreign language proficiency
during the study period abroad, we naturally turn to the duration of the study pe-
riod in the host country. In fact, we note a clear positive correlation between du-
ration and the foreign language improvement. As Chart 8.1 shows, however,
improvement did not continue beyond nine months.
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In addition, the level of prior forcign language competence played an important
role in the level of improvement during the study period abroad. The worse the
prior foreign language competence was assessed by the students, the more it
could be improved.

8.3 Knowledge about the Host Country

As in the case of foreign language proficiency, students were also asked to rate
their knowledge about the host country as it was, retrospectively seen, immedi-
ately before and after the study period abroad ("now"). On a scale from 1 =
"extensive knowledge" to 5 = "very minimal knowledge", they were asked to rate
13 aspects, covering politics, culture and society, the economic system and the
geography as well as the higher education system of the host country.

ERASMUS students had, according to their retrospective self-rating, a low
level of knowledge of the host country prior to the study period. The ratings were
3.5 on average, with knowledge of geography, the highest rated aspect, in the
centre of the scale (3.1) between "extensive" and "minimal" knowledge. The
least knowledge was reported on treatment of recently arrived immigrants (3.9)
and on the system of higher education of the host country (3.9).

Knowledge of the host country prior to the study period abroad hardly varied
according to the country of the home institution of higher education, but clearly
according to the host country, as Table 8.3 shows. Students who went to
Germany considered themselves the best informed about the host country (3.4 on
average), while prior knowledge of the "smaller" countries of the EC was limited
(Denmark 4.2, Portugal and Belgium 4.1 each, and Greece 4.0). The average
knowledge about the host country did not differ markedly by field of study. As
regards the single aspects, students were better informed on those aspects of the
host country which closely related to their field of expertise. As one might have
expected, students of business studies stated higher knowledge on the economic
system of the host country (3.2 compared with 3.6 on average of all students).
Also, not surprisingly, geography and geology students reported above-average
knowledge on the geography of the host country (2.9 compared with 3.1 on aver-
age of all students).

Upon return from the study period abroad, students rated their knowledge of
the host country substantially higher. The average score of 2.3 indicates an im-
provement by 1.3 on the five-point scale. The largest improvement was reported
regarding higher education (1.9) and there was above-average improvement re-
garding cultural and social issues (except for treatment of recently arrived immi-
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grants), knowledge of political issues and the geography of the host country in-
creased to a lesser extent.

Altogether, differences in levels of knowledge of the various EC countries
were on average - according to the students' ratings - clearly smaller upon return
than prior to the study period abroad; they also varied less between the individual
aspects of knowledge. Finally, the degree of knowledge of the host country upon
return was moderately related to the duration of study. Those students who had
spent up to three months abroad rated their knowledge on the host country 2.5 on
average while those staying more than a year reported 2.1 on average.

In comparing the improvement of knowledge about the host country between
1990/91 and 1988/89 students, we note that the total figures are almost identical.
However, differences in prior knowledge according to home country and host
country became smaller in 1990/91.

8.4 Opinions of Culture and Society

Students' opinions of a host country vary widely. One might hope that knowledge
and experience would dissolve stereotypes, but this does not necessarily lead to
more positive opinions. Empathy might grow along with experience, but other
attitudes might become more negative in the process of discovering problems
about which a foreigner not having lived in that country is usually oblivious.
Opinions on specific issues might become more diverse as the knowledge base
improves. Finally, opinions on the home country might become more positive or
negative, depending on the experiences abroad, on the ways the individual coped
with life and study abroad, or on the ways a period abroad stimulated reflections
on one's home country.

On their return, ERASMUS students were asked to rate their opinions on the
host country and on the home country both immediately before and after the
study period abroad in respect of eight aspects, such as foreign pollcy, cultural
life and the higher education system. ‘

Altogether, we note that opinions of ICP students about the host country nei-
ther become clearly more positive nor clearly more negative (see Table 8.4). The
average rating of all aspects across all host countries was 2.9 before the study
period abroad, and improved marginally (not statistically significant) by 0.1. The
opinions about the home country were on average (2.9) - the same as for the host
country, before the period abroad, and they did not improve. Changes of opinions
both on the home and host country cannot be explained by varying duration of
the study period.
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Altogether, the cultural life in the host country was most highly appreciated,
while opinions on the host country's treatment of immigrants and on political is-
sues were most negative. Opinions on the home country were similar on average
to those of the host country, except for more negative ratings of the home coun-
try's environmental policies and of the home country's cultural life.

Opinions on the respective host countries varied substantially according to the
individual aspects. For example, the Danish and the Dutch higher education
systems (2.1 each) were most favourably assessed after the study period by the
students who had spent the ERASMUS-supported period there, an average im-
provement in assessment of 0.3 and 0.4. The German system of higher education
was rated third highest by the guest students (2.3 both before and after the study
period abroad). German students viewed higher education in their home country
somewhat more critically prior to the period abroad (2.6) but improved their
opinions through the experiences abroad (2.3). German ERASMUS students,
however, gave lowest marks to the higher education systems of their respective
host countries (2.8 prior to the study period abroad and 3.0 on return).

Customs and traditions in Spain and Portugal were most highly appreciated
by guest students after the study period abroad. Urban life was considered - upon
return - most agreeable in Denmark (2.0) and least attractive in Greece (3.0), the
United Kingdom (2.9) and France (2.8). German (1.8), Danish and Dutch (1.9
each) environmental policies were rated very positively upon return, while rat-
ings of environmental policies of other countries were viewed far more nega-
tively (3.3 to 4.2). Regarding those aspects, similar differences were noted by the
home students of the respective countries, though the differences of the ratings to
that of students from others countries were much smaller.

"The presentation of mean scores might suggest a stability of opinions not very
much touched by experiences. If we analyze, however, the frequency of changes
of opinions, we can observe dynamic developments. An average of all ratings re-
garding the host country shows:

- 23 percent of ratings were more positive after the study period than before;

- 15 percent were more negative after the study period abroad;

- 45 percent were identical before and after the study period abroad; and

- 17 percent of return ratings could not be compared to ratings before the study
period abroad as these had not been provided. (The students stated "do not
know" before and in a few cases also after the study period abroad.)
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We note for example that opinions most often change regarding the higher edu-
cation system of the host country, i.e. an area in which all students had first-hand
experience; less than a third of the students kept their opinions unchanged in this
area. Altogether, changes of attitudes in the positive direction took place most
often in respect of students who spent their study period abroad in Ireland and
the Netherlands, while changes in the negative direction occurred most often
among students who went to France or Italy.

Opinions about the home country remained much more stable. On average, 69
percent of the ratings remained unchanged, while 17 percent were more positive
and 14 percent more negative upon return than prior to the study period abroad.
In view of the fact that most students had spent almost all their life in the country
of the home university, changes in 31 percent of cases in the ratings of the home
country might be considered to be remarkably high. Again, most changes of atti-
tudes took place regarding the system of higher education. Thus, the in-depth
experience of higher education in the host country caused in many cases a re-
consideration of the strengths and weaknesses of higher education at home.
German, Greek, Danish and Dutch students changed their view on higher edu-
cation in their home country most often in a positive direction, while French stu-
dents considered the higher education system at home most often more nega-
tively upon return.






Comprehensive Assessment by the Participating
Students

9.1 Personal Value of Study Abroad

Students were asked to state the extent to which they considered it worthwhile to
study abroad, taking into consideration such aspects as study progress, career,
foreign language proficiency, understanding the host country, travel, or break
from usual surroundings. They were asked to rate each of the eleven aspects cov-
ered in the question on a scale from 1 = "extremely worthwhile" to 5 = "not at all
worthwhile".

Altogether, 1990/91 ERASMUS students considered the study period abroad
supported by the ERASMUS programme as worthwhile. The average rating for
all eleven aspects was 2.0, i.e. exactly the scale point 2 called "worthwhile". This
was 0.2 point less favourable than the rating of the 1988/89 ERASMUS students.

Most positively assessed were cultural and foreign language outcomes: ac-
quaintance with people in another country, foreign language proficiency (1.4
each), and knowledge and understanding of the host country (1.5). The oppor-
tunities to widen personal experience and to enhance career prospects were also
highly regarded: opportunity to travel, break from usual surroundings (1.7 each),
and career prospects (2.0). Contrasting learning experiences, new views on the
home country and finally academic progress were appreciated as well, though
with somewhat less enthusiasm: other teaching methods than at home (2.1), new
perspectives on home country (2.2), exposure to subjects not offered at the home
institution of higher education, study progress during the study period abroad
(2.5 each), and finally study progress afier return (2.7).
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If we exclude foreign language proficiency, because of the uneven role the vari-
ous foreign languages play in Europe, the mean rating across the ten remaining
categories differed only moderately across host countries. The range from 2.0 to
2.2 the latter for students going to Greece and Portugal - clearly varied less in
1990/91 than in 1988/89 (from 1.8 to 2.3).

Most highly appreciated for the academic and professional value of studying
there were Germany and Denmark (2.2 on average for the five respective items).
Portugal (2.8) and Greece (2.7) were rated lowest in this respect, but the ratings
were still just positive on average. The North-South gap was smaller in the re-
sponses of the 1990/91 students than for the 1988/89 students. Italy, Portugal,
Spain and Ireland were most positively assessed in terms of understanding of the
host country and acquaintance with its people, as Table 9.1 shows.

Spanish students rated the study period abroad most positively (1.8). Students
from Portugal, Denmark and the Netherlands (2.2 each) were slightly more re-
served in their judgements,

The longer the duration of the study period, the more favourably it was rated
regarding three aspects: foreign language proficiency, and new perspectives on
the home country, and career prospects. Finally, differences in the assessment of
the value of study abroad were substantial in only three categories, as far as fields
of study are concerned: academic progress during the study period abroad, study
progress after return and career prospects.

9.2 Satisfaction with the Period Abroad

Asked to rate their satisfaction with their study period abroad ("all things consid-
ered") on a scale from 1 = "very satisfied" to 5 = "not satisfied at all",
ERASMUS students 1990/91 rated 1.6 on average. This was marginally less
positive than the respective ratings of 1988/89 students (1.5), but still showed an
extraordinarily high degree of satisfaction. Only two percent of the students were
clearly dissatisfied (rating of 4 or 5).

The degree of satisfaction with the study period abroad did not vary signifi-
cantly according to the host country in 1990/91. In contrast to 1988/89, study in
all host countries was equally well reccived in 1990/91.

As regards home country, however, we note again in 1990/91 a variation by
0.4. As before, Spanish students (1.4) belonged to those rating study abroad very
favourably, while British and Irish students (1.8 each) belonged again to those
rating study abroad slightly less favourably. In contrast to 1988/89, however, we
no longer see a general North-South difference in Europe in this respect.
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9.3 Desired Duration of the ERASMUS Supported Period

Both the positive experiences during the study period abroad and the limits of
what they could experience and achieve during their stay led many students to
wish for a longer stay abroad than initially intended or supported. Of all the
ERASMUS students surveyed in 1990/91, 67 percent stated that they would have
liked to spend a longer period abroad. Those who wished for an additional period
abroad would have liked to stay an additional 7.3 months on average. In
1988/89, 68 percent wished an extension of the stay abroad of 5.7 months on av-
erage. In both years, ERASMUS 1990/91 students would have liked an average
duration of the study period abroad of about 12 months.

Some 23 percent of the 1990/91 students surveyed actually extended the stay
abroad for an average period of 5.9 months. Among them are the four percent of
students who are required to spend more than one year abroad.

The desire to extend the study period abroad neither differed substantially ac-
cording to field of study, nor according to the duration of the ERASMUS-sup-
ported period, nor according to the host country. As regards home country, how-
ever, the desired extension varied significantly. It was shortest on average for
Danish and Dutch and longest for Italian students who in fact extended their stay
abroad most markedly. ‘
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Summary

The study reports the major findings of the questionnaire survey "Experiences of
ERASMUS Students 1990/91". Students awarded a grant by the Commission of
the European Communities to spend a period of 3 to 12 months at an institution
of higher education in another EC Member State were asked to provide informa-
tion about their background, the preparation for and their experiences during the
study period abroad, and the outcomes in terms of recognition, academic pro-
gress, foreign language proficiency, knowledge and opinions of culture and so-
ciety of the host country, etc. The ERASMUS Programme was inaugurated in
1987/88, and this second survey (the first surveyed the 1988/89 students) ad-
dressed the fourth cohort of ERASMUS students. Of the 25,835 ERASMUS stu-
dents in the academic year 1990/91(excluding "free movers"), a sample of about
5,000 was sent a questionnaire a few months after the completion of the study
period abroad. 3,263 students provided valid responses. The high response rate
of 66 percent indicates the readiness of the ERASMUS students to provide feed-
back useful for future generations of students. In fact, some of the responses
challenge widespread views about the strengths and weaknesses of study in other
countries of the European Community in the framework of the ERASMUS pro-
gramme.

As regards the profile of the participating students, a wide range of ficlds of
study was supported by ERASMUS grants. On average, students were older than
23 years and had completed 2.8 years of study before they went abroad. They
spent seven months on average in the host country, and 21 percent of them par-
ticipated in a work placement while abroad. Most students had spent some period
abroad prior to their ERASMUS-supported study. Their socio-economic back-
ground appears to match that of all students at institutions of higher education:
39 percent reported that cither their father, their mother, or both parents were
college-trained. Forty-one percent of these students rated their parents' income
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status as above average and 13 percent as below average; 56 percent of the
ERASMUS-supported students surveyed were female.

The timing of application for ERASMUS support and the timing of the receipt
of the support on the part of the students is one of the most critical issues of the
ERASMUS programme. In defining "typical" as the timing reported by the 50
percent of the ERASMUS students closest to the average, we observe that stu-
dents typically had to apply 5-8 months prior to the study abroad period. They
received notice of acceptance typically 2-4 months prior to departure and were
officially notified that they would rececive an ERASMUS grant between four
months prior to departure and the time of departure. They got to know the
amount of grant mostly between one month before and one month after departure
and they typically received the first money between the time of departure and two
months after. Thirty-five percent got to know only during the last two months
before departure that they were accepted while 30 percent did not know officially
even two weeks before departure whether they would be awarded an ERASMUS
grant. Sixty-two percent did not know two wecks before departure how much
ERASMUS support they would receive and 57 percent had not received the
ERASMUS grant two weeks after the arrival at the host institution.

We note that participating departments developed a substantial range of pro-
visions for preparing students for study abroad as well as providing administra-
tive and academic advice and support for incoming ERASMUS students during
the study period abroad. For example, 39 percent of the students participated in
mandatory preparatory courses and a further 19 percent in optional preparatory
courses; only seven percent went abroad without any specific preparation. Only
18 percent reported no support regarding registration at the host institution,
course selection and related administrative and organisational issues, although
31 percent were not given guidance and advice in academic matters. On average,
students assessed such measures prior to but also during the study period abroad
somewhat cautiously. Obviously, many of them saw a need for some improve-
ment in these areas.

Most ERASMUS students reported rich academic experiences at the host in-
stitution of higher education: 55 percent had frequent contact with the teaching
staff of the host institution of higher education, more than two-thirds took
courses involving content not available at the home institution, and more than
half experienced new methods of teaching and learning. About 90 percent of the
students took, at least in part, courses taught in the language of the host country.
Students spent on average 16 hours weekly in taking lectures - about three hours
less than at home. In addition, most students were exposed to a broad range of
cultural and social experiences in the host country.
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Five problems encountered during the study period abroad were most frequently
rated as serious by the ERASMUS students. Accommodation (22 %), financial
matters (21 %), and too much contact with people from home country (20 %)
were stated most frequently, but administrative problems abroad (18 %) as well
as matters of recognition and credit transfer (18 %), were reported almost as
often.

Accommodation in the host country for 57 percent of the ERASMUS students
was available upon arrival, with only 14 percent still searching after one week.
Twenty percent were not provided with any help in finding accommodation
while 49 percent were provided with university accommodation abroad, in con-
trast to 30 percent at home. Twenty-one percent rated the quality of accommoda-
tion as bad.

ERASMUS students surveyed received an average monthly financial support
of 194 ECU (about 1,4000 ECU for an average period of about seven months)
supposed to cover the additional costs incurred by studying in another Member
State of the European Community, notably round-trip fare, additional living ex-
penses and possibly costs of language training. Students actually reported that
they spent on average per month about 79 ECU on additional living costs,
77 ECU on almost three roundtrips to and from the host country on average,
24 ECU for retaining their home accommodation, and only a further 3 ECU for
additional tuition and fees. The ERASMUS grants in 1990/91 on average
appeared to cover the additional costs for study abroad. There are, however,
financial constraints: some students reported much higher costs abroad than sup-
port received (while the opposite was true for others). As already stated, some
students reported that they experienced serious financial problems. The data did
not reveal how many students lived more thriftily abroad than at home and how
many students did not go abroad because they considered the support as being
too low.

Three criteria for recognition were employed: (a) 74 percent of the study ac-
tually undertaken abroad was recognized with 58 percent of the ERASMUS stu-
dents reporting full recognition according to this measure. (b) Study achieve-
ments recognized corresponded on average to 72 percent of typical study at
home, with only 33 percent of the students reported complete recognition in this
respect. (c) According to the strictest measure, the degree of non-prolongation,
only 54 percent of study abroad during an ERASMUS-supported period was rec-
ognized (the expected prolongation corresponded on average to 46 percent of the
study period abroad, with 48 percent of students not expecting any prolongation).
In search for possible causes of limited recognition we note that students consid-
ered only 40 percent of the courses they took abroad as equally demanding to
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those at the home institution; 22 percent of the courses were rated as more de-
manding and 28 percent as less demanding.

In contrast to the shortcomings regarding recognition, students themselves
rated their academic progress abroad very positively. Fifty-three percent of stu-
dents considered their academic progress abroad better, and only 20 percent re-
ported less academic progress than during a respective period at home. Even al-
lowing for some overestimation on the part of the students, these findings sug-
gest that there is more academic value to study abroad as judged by the students'
themselves than is formally recognized by the home institutions of higher educa-
tion.

ERASMUS students acquired substantial knowledge of their host country, but
their opinions on the host country on average did not change substantially. There
was a great diversity of findings but, in general, students from southern EC
Member States rated higher education in the host country slightly more favour-
ably than higher education at home, while the reverse was true for students from
northern EC Member States. Conversely, higher education in most northern EC
Member States was rated slightly more positively than higher education in most
southern Member States. This is reinforced in responses to questions about the
value of studying abroad and the academic problems faced abroad.

Proficiency on the language of the host country was rated only 4.2 on average
on a scale from 1 = "very good" to 7 = "extremely limited" prior to the study pe-
riod by students taking all or at least part of their courses in a foreign language.
Upon return, the mean rating was 2.2. Forty-one percent of courses taken at the
host institutions by ERASMUS students were taught in English, 22 percent in
French, 15 percent in German, ten percent in Spanish, seven percent in Italian
and at most one percent each in other languages.

Satisfaction with the study period abroad was very high altogether. Only two
percent reported that they were clearly dissatisfied with the ERASMUS-sup-
ported study period abroad. Most students considered a study period in another
EC country as a culturally academically worthwhile experience, with cultural
and linguistic outcomes more positively assessed than academic outcomes.

It is not the aim of this summary to suggest any general evaluative statements
about the procedures and outcomes of the ERASMUS programme. Four aspects,
however, might deserve special attention in drawing conclusions from the find-
ings of this study.

First, we observe striking differences in the conditions and provisions of stu-
dent mobility in the ERASMUS programme. They would appear even more
striking if this study had aggregated the students' responses according to individ-
ual home and host departments. Both the aggregation according to country and



10. Summary 129

the aggregation by field of study reveal substantial variations but, by and large,
conditions and provisions for study abroad varied more strongly by country than
by discipline. For example, the proportion of students by home country reporting
no organised preparation ranged from 45 to 83 percent. No support in finding
accommodation was reported by ten percent of the students hosted in the country
in which most support was provided, and by 41 percent of the students hosted in
the country in which such support was least common. Finally, less academic
progress abroad than at home varied according to the host country from 14 to 28
percent of the ERASMUS students. There appears to be some North-South dif-
ferences: students from northern countries in the European Community tended to
rate some of their study environment at home relatively positively and tended to
assess the conditions for study in the southern host countries less favourably; in
contrast, students from southern Europe rated their study conditions and experi-
ences during the ERASMUS-supported period abroad more favourably. But alto-
gether, variations between individual countries according to specific aspects are
more noteworthy than any such general pattern.

Secondly, the findings of this study call for consideration of outcomes of the
ERASMUS programme which could and should be expected. For example, could
90 percent recognition be expected, and does 56-74 percent recognition accord-
ing to different measures indicate substantial problems and a need to improve the
various measures aimed to ensure recognition? Or is 75 percent recognition more
realistic, because some problems of learning in a foreign language will at least be
common at the beginning, with some students facing adaptation problems to a
foreign culture, some taking fewer courses, others deliberately choosing courses
outside their home curricula in order to broaden their horizon or making use of
the period abroad for extra-curricular experiences?

Thirdly, we compared most of the findings of this survey of 1990/91
ERASMUS students with those of a previous survey addressing 1988/89
ERASMUS students. In various respects, we noted more or less the same results.
The same proportion of students lived in university accommodation, and ratings
of the quality of accommodation did not change on average. Serious problems of
study abroad were on average not more frequently reported by 1990/91 students
than by 1988/89 students. In other respects, we observe a slight decline: recogni-
tion of study achievements abroad upon return was two percent lower on average
in 1990/91, and the proportion of students reporting better academic progress
abroad than during a corresponding period at home declined by two percent as
well. Possible causes for this slight decline were reduced provision of preparatory
courses and reduced participation in preparatory courses as well as a lower aver-
age level of proficiency in the host country language prior to the study period
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abroad. On the other hand, a smaller number of 1990/91 students reported aca-
demic problems abroad such as those due to differences in teaching and learning
styles between the home and host country and taking examinations in a foreign
language.

Again questions have to be raised on what could be expected. On the one
hand, departments newly joining the ERASMUS scheme might contribute to
some watering down of the quality of standards or difficulties might occur in the
care for a growing number of ERASMUS students participating, for example re-
garding individual guidance or provision of accommodation. If these views are
valid, some decline in average quality during a period, in which the number of
ERASMUS students more than doubled, would not come as a surprise. On the
other hand, we might expect a consolidation of those cooperation programmes
which have existed for a long period. We also might expect a collective learning
process in terms of new networks making use of the information available from
previously established networks or in terms of more targeted selection criteria,
both among networks and among students applying for support. Both factors
would support an expectation that 1990/91 ERASMUS students should experi-
ence improved conditions and report more positive results.

Fourthly, the information provided and the views stated by the ERASMUS
students do not in all respects confirm the conventional wisdom as regards most
desirable and most needed improvements to the ERASMUS programme. Many
commentators on the ERASMUS programme have called for more funds, im-
proved administrative processes, most notably in transferring student mobility
grants to the students more quickly, and more favourable conditions for study
abroad. The ERASMUS students themselves underscore those views in some re-
spects, most strongly on the timing of award decisions and the provision of grant.
On the other hand, the ERASMUS grant appears to cover the additional ex-
penses of students abroad surprisingly well at least for those students who receive
a grant. However, ERASMUS students also emphasize shortcomings in adminis-
trative and academic arrangements within cooperating institutions and depart-
ments. They made clear that improvements were also desirable in other areas,
notably in the quality of preparation, the extent and quality of advice, the support
at the host institution and, above all, in recognition. These are all issues for
which the institutions of higher education and their departments are not only
predominantly responsible, but have also, in their applications to the ERASMUS
programme, undertaken to resolve.
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Research Design, Methods, and Procedures

This study is based on the questionnaire survey "Experiences of ERASMUS Stu-
dents 1990/91". Experiences acquired in a previous survey of ERASMUS ICP
students 1988/89 and ERASMUS ECTS students 1990/91 and meetings with ex-
perts from the Commission of the European Communities, the ERASMUS
Bureau, persons involved in the ERASMUS network and other experts helped in
setting thematic priorities and in formulating the questionnaire.
Students were asked to provide information regarding;

- their biography and educational careers;

- the patterns of the ERASMUS supported period;

- preparation for the study abroad period;

- advice and support provided by the host institution of higher education;

- living in the host country;

- studying at the host institution of higher education;

- accommodation;
'~ financial resources and expenses;

- foreign language proficiency before and after the study period abroad;

- knowledge of and opinion about the host country culture and society;

- academic achievements and recognition of study abroad; and

- summarizing assessment of the life and study period in the host country.

The questionnaire comprised 20 pages, more than 70 questions and about 850
variables. Most of the questions were closed, though leaving room for statements
in a final open category "others”. At the end of the questionnaire, students were
asked to describe their worst and best experiences as well as difficulties success-
fully overcome. The questionnaire was translated into each of the nine official
EC languages. Students in Belgium were given a questionnaire in both French
and Dutch.

About half of the programme administrators at the individual institutions of
higher education were asked in summer 1991 to provide addresses of the stu-
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dents of the ERASMUS programme. This resulted in about 18,000 addresses, i.c.
the addresses of about half of the participating students. To ensure at least 3,000
responses, a sample of 5,133 students was drawn from the fund of available ad-
dresses. The sampling procedure enabled us to collect a representative sample -
according to the data available on the award of grants - regarding the eriteria
"home country" and "field of study". The survey did not include the individually
mobile students supported by the ERASMUS programme ("free movers"), as the
addresses of these students, who comprised less than two percent of all
ERASMUS students in 1990/91, were not available at the time the survey was
conducted. Also, ECTS students are not included in this survey and a separate
survey on ECTS students' experiences has been undertaken.

The survey was conducted at the time when all students had not only com-
pleted the study period in the host country, but also had experienced life and
study at the home institution again - even in some cases received recognition for
their study abroad achievements - and thus could view it from a full range of per-
spectives. During the third week of December 1991, students were sent the ques-
tionnaire by the ERASMUS Bureau. A letter by the Task Force Human
Resources, Education, Training and Youth of the Commission of the European
Communities was enclosed, explaining the rationale of the study and asking for
information. An explanatory note from the head of the research project, printed
on the cover pages, explained the measures taken to assure confidentiality.
Finally, major terms used in the study were explained on the front pages. A re-
turn envelope and postage stamps were provided. Two months later, a reminder
letter was sent out to those who had not responded at that time.

Of the 5,133 questionnaires, 144 (2.8 %) were returned because the addresses
were not valid. Of the remaining 4,989 questionnaires, 3,280 were returned
within 22 weeks. Seven of the responses had to be excluded, in most cases be-
cause the stay abroad was less than four weeks (and hence more likely to have
received support in the framework of Intensive Programmes). Ten respondents
sent blank questionnaires back. Thus, this study is based on 3,263 valid re-
sponses.

The high response rate of 65.5 percent (66.8 percent in 1988/89) indicates
that the questionnaire was well received by most ERASMUS students. In spite of
the substantial work load required to respond to the questionnaire - a fact which
was referred to by some students on the last page of the questionnaire -
ERASMUS students obviously were most cooperative in providing feedback on
their experiences which might be useful to further generations of students, per-
sons in charge of exchange programmes and to those politically and administra-
tively responsible for the ERASMUS programme in general.
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The sample of addresses were drawn according to the distribution of students by
"home country" and "field of study" as expected at the time when support was
granted to the respective ICPs. The actual distribution of respondents, thus can
differ from that of the ERASMUS 1990/91 students for two reasons. First, the
distribution of actual ERASMUS students differs slightly from that of expected
students at the time of the award decision. Secondly, return rates vary, as Table
A shows. Column E of Table A indicates that the respondents of the question-
naire represented the total ERASMUS students 1990/91 quite well. German,
French and Italian students were slightly over-represented while British and
Spanish students were under-represented. As regards host country (not docu-
mented here in a table), students going to the United Kingdom for their period
abroad were clearly over-represented, while the proportion of respondents going
to Belgium or the Netherlands was slightly too small.

Formal checks of the responses and the coding of open questions were taken
care of by members of the research team with the aid of students from the re-
spective countries. The data processing and statistical analysis took place on the
Siemens BS2000 computer at the Comprehensive University of Kassel and on
IBM personal computers at the Centre for Research on Higher Education and
Work. Programme packages SPSS-X served the statistical analysis and the pro-
vision of tables.
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5. Accommodation in the Host Country
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As regards host countries, the following patterns emerge:

- very few ERASMUS students had problems of the quality of the rooms as
such in Denmark and Germany. However, problems of sharing joint facilities
were mentioned often by students going to Germany and lack of privacy as
well as inconvenient location as regards host institutions of higher education
by those studying in Denmark;

- the quality of the room (small, lack of furniture, repair needed etc.) was most
often criticised by ERASMUS students going to Greece, Spain and Ireland.
The ratings of Greece in 1990/91 on this aspect were substantially worse than
in 1988/89;

- disturbance by others (lack of privacy, problems of sharing rooms and facili-
ties, problems with neighbours. etc.) was referred to most ofien by students
who spent their period abroad in Portugal, Greece and Italy;

- restrictive regulations, for example lack of rights to invite visitors to one's
room, were most often reported by ERASMUS students going to Italy (31 %),
Portugal (25 %) and France (19 %). In contrast, students going to Portugal in
1988/89 hardly had faced these problems at all; and

- problems of security were most often stated by students who spent the study
period in France (18 %).

Students spent on average 31 minutes daily on the return journey to the institu-
tion of higher education. Actually, a third of the students spent more than half an
hour on their daily return journey to the host institution, eight percent of whom
spent even more than one hour. These figures for 1990/91 were almost identical
to those for 1988/89.

The commuting time between the institution of higher education and the place
where students lived was undoubtedly an important element in judging the qual-
ity of accommodation. As only 14 percent had rated their accommodation as in-
conveniently located as regards the host institution, the threshold of problematic
location was on average a return journey lasting more than 50 minutes. This was
reported most often by students spending their period of study abroad in Spain
(28 %; students going to Spain spent on average 42 minutes) and in Denmark
(31 %; 40 minutes on average). On the other hand, only seven percent of those
going to Belgium spent more than 50 minutes, and the average commuting time
was only 19 minutes.



Costs and Financing of the Study Period Abroad

6.1 Monthly Expenses for Life and Study Abroad and at Home

The subsequent text and the tables are based only on the responses of students
who provided complete information on sources and expenses both while studying
abroad and at home. This was done by only 57 percent of all respondents. Some
students provided incomplete answers to this difficult and time-consuming sec-
tion of the questionnaire, others refused to state expenses and resources.

On average, ERASMUS students 1990/91 spent 479 ECU per month during
the study period abroad for life and study in the host country. This sum does not
include tuition fees and other related fees, the round-trip fare to the host country
and continuing expenses in the home country while abroad. While studying at
home, ERASMUS students 1990/91 had spent 400 ECU monthly on average
(excluding tuition fees and other related fees, including possibly the value of free
rent at home). Thus, the monthly expenses abroad for life and study were 79
ECU (20.0 %) higher than expenses at home.

In 1988/89, ERASMUS students had spent 419 ECU per month for life and
study abroad and 355 ECU at home. Thus, the expenses increased by 14 and 13
percent respectively within two years.

As Chart 6.1 shows, the monthly average expenses for life and study abroad
varied to some extent by host country. Those going to Spain in 1990/91 spent
521 ECU on average, and those going to the United Kingdom, Denmark,
Ireland, Italy and the Netherlands about 500 ECU. Those going to Belgium,
France, Germany and Greece spent about 450 ECU, and those going to Portugal
only 374 ECU. In comparison to 1988/89, expenses for students going to the
Netherlands and Spain increased substantially above average, while expenses for
students going to Denmark increased by less than the average.
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The differences found by host country did not match fully assumptions about dif-
ferences in general living expenses. There are various factors which might lead
to unexpectedly high expenditures in the host country, for example shortage of
reasonable accommodation, relatively short study periods which might cause
higher costs per month, or students' difficulties in adjusting to food and the life-
style prevailing in the host country. On the other hand, general subsidies to
studies, food, accommodation etc. in some countries benefited the visiting stu-
dents as well and thus reduced the costs of living abroad.

Chart 6.1:
Comparison of ERASMUS-Students' Monthly Expenses for Life and Study*
Abroad and at Home - by Country** (ECU)

700

Abroad

600 B At home

ECU

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

* Excluding tuition and other fees (both students abroad and at home), and excluding round-trip
fare to the country and continued expenses at home while abroad (students abroad)

** Expenditures during the ERASMUS-supported period abroad, by host country, and expendi-
tures at home, by country of home institution of higher education.
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abroad, grants and loans are the major sources for funding of study at home for
Danish (70.7 %), Dutch (62.4 %) and British students (46.6 %) (also the few stu-
dents from Luxembourg). ERASMUS students from other EC Member States on
average funded their study at home predominantly by their own and their pa-
rents' resources.

6.6 The Role Played hy ERASMUS Support

Students were not asked to provide information on the exact amount of
ERASMUS grants they recetved. In combining the information provided on the
expenses and on the ways of financing the study period abroad, it is possible to
estimate the amount of grant received.” As shown in Table 6.5, the average
ERASMUS monthly grant was 194 ECU for all 1990/91 students responding.
The monthly grant was about 15 percent higher than in 1988/89,8 corresponding
to the increasing costs. As already reported, the 1990/91 students surveyed
reported 14 percent higher expenses for life and study abroad than the 1988/89
students surveyed.

As the additional monthly expenses for the study period abroad - travel, addi-
tional living costs and continued costs at home while being abroad - amounted to
181 ECU and the additional costs for tuition fees and related fees were at most
three ECU on average, the ERASMUS grant surpassed the additional expenses
abroad by ten ECU. There might be moderate errors in the estimate, but the
figures allow us to conclude that the ERASMUS grants in 1990/91 on average
covered the additional costs associated with study abroad completely.’

Based on the same ways of calculation, we estimate that parents and students
themselves covered 300 ECU of the monthly expenses while the students were at

7 Based on the students' responses, we estimated the following tuition fees and other fees paid
per month at home and the additional fees paid per month abroad according to country of
home institution: Belgium (31 and 4 ECU), Germany (8 and 2 ECU), Denmark (0 and 13
ECU), Spain (40 and 2 ECU), France (36 and 4 ECU), Greece (0 and 17 ECU), ltaly (23 and
2 ECU), Ireland (29 and 2 ECU), the Netherlands (57 and 2 ECU), Portugal (4 and 2 ECU),
and United Kingdom (10 and 14 ECU).

8 The estimate of 158 ECU reported in Maiworm/Steube/Teichler, op. cit., p. 126, was about 9
ECU too low, because no estimates of tuition fees and related fees were taken into consider-
ation.

9 The respective figure for 1988/89 was calculated as 23 ECU. Adjusted to include estimates on
tuition and related fees, the figure comparable to that of 1990/91 would be 29 ECU for
1988/89.
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the home university, and 268 ECU of the expenses abroad. The parents' and stu-
dents' contributions to the study period abroad, thus, were lower than to the study
period at home. One has to bear in mind, though, that the expenses stated for the
study period at home include the value for free rent at home; therefore, it might
have been more difficult for the parents to cover the expenses abroad.

The absolute amount of other grants and loans was more or less the same on
average for the study period abroad as for study at the home institution (about
115 ECU). Other sources covered somewhat more than ten ECU per month of
the expenses while studying at home and somewhat more than 30 ECU of the ex-
penses for the study period abroad.

As Table 6.5 shows, Portuguese students were awarded an ERASMUS grant
of about 500 ECU per month; Italian, Belgian, Spanish and Greek students were
awarded somewhat more than 250 ECU; German and Danish students received
about 200 ECU, and finally French, Irish, British and Dutch students received
around 150 ECU.

Thus, Italian, Portuguese and Belgian students were awarded about 80 ECU
per month more on average than the additional expenses for the study period
abroad. British students received about 40 ECU more than the additional ex-
penses. German, Danish and Spanish students received more or less as much as
the additional expenses for the study period abroad. The grants awarded to
French, Irish and Dutch students remained on average somewhat below the ad-
ditional expenses abroad (about 30 to 60 ECU per month). Finally, Greek stu-
dents on average spent about 140 ECU more for the study period abroad than
their ERASMUS award.

Table 6.5
ERASMUS Grant and Additional Expenses for the Study period abroad*,
by Country of Home institution (in ECU; mean)

Country of home institution of higher education Total
B D DK E F GR I IRL NL P UK

Additional costs 184 192 204 273 186 393 180 193 196 414 106 184
ERASMUS grant 261 200 199 256 159 250 267 151 139 499 147 194
Difference 77 8§ 5 -17 -27 -143 87 42 -57 85 41 10

* Including estimates on tuition fees and related fees paid additionally during the study abroad
period
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Altogether, the information provided by the students suggests that the
ERASMUS grants were slightly higher on average than all additional expenses
for the study period abroad. This does not necessarily mean, however, that the
grants solved all problems related to additional costs of a study period abroad. As
shown above, some students reccived an ERASMUS grant smaller than the
additional costs which they actually incurred in the context of their study period
abroad (while other students received a higher grant than costs incurred). In
addition, the comparison made does not necessarily reveal all financial means
and expenses; for example, students might have had opportunities of earning
money while studying at home which did not exist while studying abroad.
Furthermore, information about the actual expenses did not reveal how many
students might have been compelled to choose thriftier living conditions abroad.
This was certainly the fact for many among the 21 percent of the ERASMUS
students, notably Irish, Greek and French students, who reported financial prob-
lems. Finally, a survey on ERASMUS students by definition cannot reveal how
many students did not apply for ERASMUS support or did not go abroad when
offered support because they considered it too small.
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at home, while German students considered academic progress abroad in the
United Kingdom (2.5) clearly better than in France (2.8). British students con-
sidered study progress abroad in France and Germany (2.9 each) only moderately
more positive than at home.

7.5 Impediments to Academic Progress Abroad

Those who rated their academic progress abroad to be lower than at home, i.c.
one fifth of the ERASMUS students, were asked to state the major reasons. Of
the nine categories provided, those mentioned most often were:

- differences in teaching, learning and examination modes between the host and
the home university (45 % of those rating their academic progress abroad
lower, i.e. 9 % of all ERASMUS students surveyed);

- substantial differences in course content (39 %, or 8 % of all respondents);
and

- lack of guidance and supervision (35 %, or 7 % of all students).

Clearly, the most frequently stated reasons for limited academic success referred

to educational discrepancies between higher education systems or to the aca-

demic setting of the programme. Organisational drawbacks were named by 27

percent of ERASMUS students reporting less academic progress abroad (5 % of

all students surveyed). Reasons which could be attributed to the students them-

selves played - according to the students' perception - a lesser role than those of

the academic setting:

- language barriers (30 % of those rating their academic progress abroad lower
than at home, or 6 % of all students);

- students themselves did not work well, i.e not hard enough, etc. (24 %, or 5 %
of the total);

- students' personal problems (10 %, or 2 % respectively);

- more demanding courses at host university (8 %, or 2 % of all students), and

- students' difficulties of living abroad (8 %, or 2 % of all students).

Finally, it is worthwhile mentioning that language barriers were mentioned more
than average as a reason for low academic progress abroad by the respective Irish
(53 % of those reporting less academic progress abroad and 19 % of all Irish stu-
dents), Greek (50 % and 7 % respectively) and British students (42 % and 12 %
respectively). On the other hand, 13 percent of all ERASMUS students going to
Portugal reported that language barriers were among the reasons for less aca-
demic progress abroad. The respective figure was ten percent for all students go-
ing to Italy, as compared to three to eight percent for students going to other
countries.






Improvement of Foreign Language Proficiency and
Cultural Impacts

8.1 The Scope of the Analysis

Pursuit of academic interests and academic achievement, improvement of career
prospects as well as cultural enhancement and foreign language learning are
generally accepted as major motives for a period of study in another country.
Within the framework of this study we could not establish the long-term impacts
of a study period in another EC Member State. What was possible, though, was
to elicit students' views regarding the progress of foreign language proficiency in
the course of the study period abroad.! Similarly, a few dimensions of cultural
impacts were analysed: the knowledge acquired on a range of aspects of the host
country's culture and society, and the change of opinions on various aspects both
of the host and the home country.

1 One methodological issue should be briefly addressed in advance. Students were asked upon
return to rate their foreign language proficiency, cultural knowledge and opinions of the host
and home country both before and afier the study period abroad. Thus, proficiencies,
knowledge and attitudes prior to the sojourn were measured retrospectively. Retrospective
surveys of this kind are criticized for creating artificially large measures of change, because
respondents, believing that they have improved, might rate prior proficiencies lower and prior
attitudes too negatively, exaggerating their improvement. On the other hand, students asked
before and after the study period in the framework of a longitudinal study might change their
yardstick in assessing proficiencies and attitudes. We cannot prove the superiority of any of
the two procedures in the framework of this study. Our option for a retrospective analysis was
pragmatically based on the timing and the resources available; but a retrospective analysis can
claim certainly sufficient validity and might be superior to a longitudinal analysis.
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8.2 Improvement of Foreign Language Proficiency

ERASMUS students were asked to rate their proficiency in the (major) language
of instruction at the host institution of higher education in three separate aspects:
- reading, listening, speaking and writing;

- separately in academic setting and outside classroom; and

- prior to the study period abroad and after the period abroad.

All 16 ratings were on a scale from 1= "very good" to 7 = "extremely limited".
Excluded from the subsequent analysis were 11 percent of ERASMUS students,
most of whom were taught completely or predominantly in their mother tongue
while abroad, and some of those who did not provide complete ratings.

According to their ratings, ERASMUS students had a remarkable level of
foreign language proficiency already prior to the study period abroad. Average
ratings ranged from 3.7 to 4.4, as Table 8.1 shows. 1990/91 students rated their
language proficiency prior to the study period abroad somewhat worse than
1988/89 students (from 3.4 to 4.2). In both surveys, proficiency in academic set-
tings was rated to be only slightly inferior to proficiency outside the classroom.
Passive proficiency, i.e. reading and listening, was considered clearly better -
about half a scale-point - than active proficiency, i.e. speaking and writing.

On average across the eight ratings made by the ERASMUS students 1990/91,
Spanish (3.6) and Greek students (3.7) considered their proficiency in the major
language taught abroad best, while Irish (4.8), Italian (4.6) and British (4.4)
rated it lowest. The low proficiency of Irish and British students certainly reflects
the fact that their home language is most widely used internationally and thus
the need for foreign language learning seems to be less obvious. This corre-
sponds to the fact that students who went to Ireland and to the United Kingdom
rated their prior knowledge of the language of instruction at the host university
highest (means of 3.4 and 3.7 across the eight ratings), as Table 8.2 indicates.
Students going to Portugal (6.0), Denmark and Greece (5.4 each) felt least pre-
pared with regards to proficiency in the host country language.

Students enrolled in foreign language studies as well as those in business
studies felt strongest in the foreign language prior to the study period abroad,
while students in architecture, agriculture, geography and geology, and engineer-
ing rated their prior foreign language proficiency more modestly. It is worth re-
porting that students who went abroad immediately at the beginning of their first
year of study reported the highest level of foreign language proficiency prior to
the study period abroad (3.6 on average of the eight ratings compared with 4.1
for all students). .
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5. Accommodation in the Host Country 75

Students going to Spain and Ireland mentioned more problems than those going
to other countries. Notably, they criticized the high price, the scarce provision
and the poor quality of accommodation available in these two countries. Also
students going to Italy pointed out the high price, and a substantial proportion of
those going to Portugal did not know where and how to look as well as facing
language difficulties in the search.

5.5 Quality of Accommodation

Altogether, 1990/91 ERASMUS students were not dissatisfied with their ac-
commodation in the host country. On average, they rated 2.6 on a scale from 1 =
"very good" to 5 = "very bad". They considered accommodation abroad, however,
clearly worse than accommodation at home which was rated 1.9 on average, as
Chart 5.3 shows. Some 21 percent of the ERASMUS students rated their ac-
commodation abroad as bad (scale points 4 and 5), but only five percent did so
on accommodation at home. These figures for 1990/91 were almost identical to
those for 1988/89.

Two host countries clearly stood out in the quality of accommodation provided
with 72 percent of ERASMUS students studying for some period in Denmark
and 71 percent studying in Germany rating housing provided there as good. They
considered it almost as good as accommodation in their respective home coun-
tries. Accommodation in both countries was also rated most positively in
1988/89. As regards the remaining countries, positive ratings in 1990/91 ranged
from 35 to 55 percent, with accommodation in Greece (37 % negative ratings
compared to 10-28 % in other host countries) being considered worst. In
1988/89, accommodation in France was also frequently rated as poor by students
spending their period abroad there, while accommodation for students going to
Ireland was frequently rated as poor in 1988/89, but considerably less so in
1990/91.

Eighty percent of the ERASMUS students stated that they had problems with
the quality of their principal accommodation in the host country. The range of
problems faced was obviously broad, as Table 5.2 shows: the most frequent one
was stated by 26 percent of the students, compared with nine percent for the
problem least frequently mentioned. Small size of the room as well as problems
of furniture and equipment were most frequently mentioned, with problems in
sharing facilities with others as well as noise or rude treatment by neighbours
following closely. The frequency of problems mentioned regarding each category
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by ERASMUS students 1990/91 differed by at most three percent from those
mentioned in 1988/89.

Chart 5.3
Quality of Accommodation in Host Country* and in Home Country** (mean)

Host country [l Home country

Very 1
good

Very 5 L
bad

B D DK E F GR | IRL NL P UK Total

Question 7.7: How would you, in general, describe the quality of your accommodation in the host
country and in your home country?

* By host country (for example, quality of accommodation in Belgium for students spending
study period abroad in Belgium)

** By home country (for example, quality of accommodation for students from Belgium while
studying at home in Belgium)



Recognition and Academic Progress

7.1 Need for Varied Measures of "Recognition"

Recognition of the ERASMUS supported period in another EC Member State
upon return is one of the most crucial measures of the success of the ERASMUS
programme. In principle, ERASMUS support is only granted to institutions of
higher education willing to recognize the academic achievements of their stu-
dents upon return. This emphasis on recognition is based on the assumption that
a study period in another country of the European Community will be an integral
part of studies, if study successfully undertaken at a host institution substitutes
for study loads or study periods at home.

There does not exist, however, any generally agreed definition of recognition.
We might consider recognition to be fully granted, if all work successfully com-
pleted at the host institution of higher education is - formally or de facto - rec-
ognized by the home institution upon return. This measure of recognition is
sound, but it might be misleading, if it is the only measure employed. For stu-
dents might take a reduced study load abroad; even if this is fully recognized,
study at the host university does not fully correspond to study at the home insti-
tution. Finally, students might face additional work-load at the home institution
leading to a prolongation of the total duration of the study period up to the com-
pletion of the degree, even if their study achievements at the host institution are
completely recognized. For example, the home institution might formally recog-
nize the achievements during the study period abroad, but not fully offset the
course and examination requirements of the study programme at home.

Therefore, three different measures of recognition were addressed in this stu-
dent survey:
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(a) degree of recognition: the extent to which the academic study actually
undertaken at the host institution of higher education was recognized or
otherwise considered equivalent to study at the home institution of higher
education;

(b) degree of correspondence: he extent to which study at the host institution of
higher education actualily corresponds to the amount of typical study at the
home institution during a corresponding period of study; and

(c) non-prolongation: the expected non-prolongation of the total duration of
studies due to the study period at the host university.!

7.2 Degree of Recognition, Correspondence and Non-Prolongation

As the final row in Table 7.1 shows, 74 percent of the studies actually under-
taken by ERASMUS students 1990/91 at the host institutions of higher education
were recognized upon return. Actually, 56 percent of the students reported that
all their study at the host institution of higher education was recognized (or oth-
erwise considered equivalent) upon return by the home institution while 16 per-
cent were credited for less than a quarter of their study at the host university.

As shown in the centre of Chart 7.1, academic studies at the host institution of
higher education - on average for all ERASMUS students responding - corre-
sponded to 72 percent of the typical amount of study at the home institution.
Only 33 percent of students reported that the amount of study abroad equalled
that at home or even surpassed it. As 74 percent of the studies abroad were rec-
ognized and as the study load actually taken abroad or the number of courses
completed abroad was about one sixth lower than that typically carried out or
completed during a corresponding period at home, one could have expected that
the academic studies at the host university corresponded to a lesser extent to the
typical amount of study at home.

On average, ERASMUS students expected that their overall period of study up
to the completion of the degree was prolonged for more than three months due to
their study period abroad. The prolongation expected corresponded to 46 percent

1 The percentages in the subsequent tables refer only to those students actually stating that
recognition was granted or expected. Some students had not (yet) returned to the home
university at the time the survey was conducted; in other cases, the recognition procedure was
not yet completed. 88 percent of the students provided information on the degree of
recognition, 89 percent estimated the degree of correspondence of study at the host institution
with that at the home institution, and 82 percent replied to the questions regarding possible
prolongation of studies due to study abroad.
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of the study period abroad, as Table 7.2 shows. While 52 percent of the students
did not expect any prolongation of their studies, 37 percent of the students stated
that the prolongation of studies due to study abroad would be as long as the study
period abroad (in a few cases even more).

Chart 7.1

Recognition According to Different Criteria 1988/89 and 1990/91
(all students; percent)

100
%0 1988/89 W 1990/91

74 73 72

Percent

Credits Corres- Non Credits Corres- Non
granted pon- prolon- granted pon- prolon-
dence gation dence gation
a b c a b c
Average recoghnition Proportion of students

awarded full recognition

Taking all three criteria into consideration (see Chart 7.1.), we note a small de-
cline in recognition (2 % on average) from 1988/89 to 1990/91.2 One could have
expected that recognition might have increased, because some inter-university

2 In the publication of the 1988/89 survey (Maiworm/Steube/Teichler, op. cit., p. 134-136) the
ratio of non-prolongation stated was 47 percent, i.e. 9 percent lower. A subsequent check of
the responses, however, showed that the mean score was inflated by the fact that some
students had included a period without lectures in the calculation of prolongation, but not in
the duration of the study abroad period. This error was excluded in both of the 1990/91 and
1988/89 data stated in this chapter.
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cooperation programmes might have consolidated over time and because the
concept underlying the ERASMUS programme became more popular. On the
other hand, the quantitative expansion of the ERASMUS programme might have
led to the inclusion of a larger proportion of networks in which academic coop-
eration was not yet well established.

Recognition of study abroad upon return seems to be a generally well-estab-
lished principle at Belgian and French institutions of higher education participat-
ing in the ERASMUS programme and, naturally, institutions in Luxembourg are
well-adjusted to acceptance of study periods abroad. On the other hand, many
institutions in Italy, Greece, Germany and Denmark accepted study achievement
abroad only formally, but did not integrate them into their course programme
and examination system in a way which would allow study abroad without pro-
longation of study.

It should be added that recognition of study abroad differs much less accord-
ing to host country than according to country of home institution. These data do
not suggest that lack of confidence in the quality of higher education in certain
host countries substantially limits recognition upon return. ERASMUS students
1990/91 enrolled in medicine expected least prolongation of study due to the
study abroad period (27 %). Students in business studies (37 %) and architecture
(38 %) also expected prolongation to a lesser extent than students in other fields.
On the other hand, students in communication and information sciences (60 %),
law (60 %) and social sciences (57 %) anticipated a prolongation on average cor-
responding to more than half of the study period they spent abroad. Similar pat-
terns can be noted according to "degree of recognition" and according to "degree
of correspondence”, as Table 7.3 shows.

The "degree of recognition" and the "degree of correspondence” did not differ
substantially according to the duration of study. In contrast, students having been
abroad for at most three months only expected a prolongation of 34 percent,
while those spending about half or one academic year abroad expected a prolon-
gation corresponding to half the study period abroad. According to all three cate-
gories, however, recognition appeared to be highest for those spending more than
one year abroad: both "degree of recognition" and "degree of correspondence"
surpassed 90 percent, and participating students expected on average only a 23
percent prolongation.

Female¢ students reported a slightly lower "degree of recognition” (72 %) than
male students (76 %), and also a slightly lower "degree of correspondence”
(70% and 76 % respectively). As regards non-prolongation, however, no
difference can be observed.



