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ERASMUS HITS TOP GEAR 
The Programme in 1987-88: a First-Year Overview 

ERASMUS — the European Community Action Scheme for the Mobility of University students — has got off to a flying start. 
Following the long-awaited adoption of the Programme by the Council of the European Communities in June 1987, a period of intense 
activity has taken the Scheme off the drawing board and on to the road for its first year of operation from July 1987 to June 1988. With 
the selection of grant recipients for the 1987-88 academic year completed last November, the money provided under ERASMUS is 
finally flowing. In this opening article, we review the trends already emerging to reveal who has been picking up the grants from the first-
year ECU 11.2 million budget for ERASMUS to do what, where and in which subjects. We also seek to clarify in more detail some key 
aspects of the administration of ERASMUS. Of course, administrative plans for the 1988-89 academic year are well under way too. 
When the period for applications for that year closed on January 31st, a grand total of over 2000 requests for support for inter-university 
cooperation programmes (ICPs) involving some 19,400 students had been received, while around 7000 higher education staff members 
were hoping for 'Visit' grants of various kinds from the trebled second-year ECU 30 million budget. But we are already jumping the gun. 
Our focus on 1987-88 comes first. 

MASSIVE INITIAL RESPONSE IN 
ALL P R O G R A M M E SECTORS 

Even if the original Commission budget proposal of 
around ECU 25 million for the first year of ERASMUS had 
been accepted instead of being cut by over half to some ECU 
10 million when the Programme was adopted last June, it 
would have failed by far to soak up the overall sum of ECU 34 
million actually requested under the Programme in its initial 
year of operation. This single fact alone points to the scale of 
the expectation and demand which the mere existence of 
ERASMUS is already generating. Not surprisingly, a major 
share of this demand is attributable to applications for 
financial support under ERASMUS from larger EC Member 
States, like the Federal Republic of Germany, France, the 
United Kingdom and, most encouragingly given its recent 
accession to the Community, Spain. Yet the representation of 
these countries has been most solidly supported by the 
promising participation of some of the smaller Member States, 
like Ireland, in which tremendous interest in the Programme is 
being shown. Meanwhile, three subject areas, namely 
business/management studies, engineering and languages/ 
literature are currently emerging as the initial ERASMUS 
front runners. So much for the barest general outline. Some of 
the more pertinent details now merit closer review. 

L A U N C H I N G T H E EUROPEAN UNIVERSITY 
NETWORK 

Though a programme with many components, ERAS­
MUS flows above all from the central idea that EC students 
already working for a higher education qualification at a 
university or college in the European Community should be 
able to study for up to one year at an institution in another 
Member State in such a way that the study abroad will count 
towards the qualification they are ultimately awarded by their 
home university. 

A major part of financial support under ERASMUS goes 
to universities intending to organise this kind of academic 
recognition of foreign study in the form of student mobility 
programmes ideally involving the reciprocal exchange of 
whole groups of students on certain specific courses. Together 
with similar mobility arrangements for staff teaching abroad, 
such programmes constitute the so-called European Uni­
versity Network, and are known collectively as inter-
university cooperation programmes, abbreviated to ICPs. 
(Note that, in information about ERASMUS, the word 
'university' is used as a convenient shorthand label to describe 
all types of higher education institutions, regardless of their 
designation in the individual Member States, the subjects they 

offer, and the level of study, up to and including the 
doctorate.) 

ICPs may also involve the joint development of program­
mes, courses and curricula, or (from 1988-89) short intensive 
programmes involving students and staff from several 
Member States. 

In 1987-88, higher education institutions seeking support 
for ICPs requested no less than a total ECU 12 million as 
compared with the ECU 3.85 million actually earmarked and 
awarded. The money went to 398 ICPs selected from a total 
868 applications (each made by a single university acting on 
behalf of the others involved in the proposed programme). 

Member State participation in ICPs in 1987-88 
Because applications for ICPs are made by only one 

university acting on behalf of two or more, involvement of 
Member States can be viewed either in terms of a percentage 
breakdown of programmes (proposed or supported) with 
respect to the relative participation in them of each country's 
institutions, or the country of origin of the applications 
(submitted or accepted). As discussed on p. 9, Luxembourg 
constitutes a special case. 

Thus, for example, the relative participation of uni­
versities in three of the largest EC Member States (France, the 
Federal Republic of Germany and the United Kingdom) both 
in overall applications for support and those actually funded 
this year was substantial, as might be expected given these 
countries' 'weight' within the Community, their considerable 
long-standing experience in the former EC Joint Study 
Programmes, and their strong tradition of inter-university 
cooperation (see Table I). Between these countries, however, 
participation varied in inverse relation to their total student 
populations, rising from participation by German universities 
(largest student population) in just under 40% of programmes 
seeking support, to 60% in the case of U.K. institutions, with 
France standing mid-way at just over 50%. However it may be 
a cause for concern that in another of the biggest Member 
States, Italy, institutional participation in applications was 
strikingly less pronounced, standing at around only 20%. 

When involvement is considered with respect to the 
country of origin of applications submitted (Table II), the 
situation in these same four Member States varies widely, 
though according to a somewhat similar pattern to that noted 
above for institutional participation. U.K. institutions were 
responsible for 207 of the total 868 applications submitted, 
French ones for 190, German ones for 120, and then again a 
big drop to Italy at 79. Yet for each of these countries, the 
proportion of accepted applications to those they submitted 

1 



Table I. Inter-university Cooperation Programmes : 
applications received and programmes supported, by Member State participation* 

EC Member State 
Applications 

received 
No. 

Programmes 
supported 

No. 

Belgium 
Denmark 
Federal Republic of Germany 
Greece 
Spain 
France 
Ireland 
Italy 
Luxembourg 
Netherlands 
Portugal 
United Kingdom 

131 
54 
342 
50 
160 
446 
69 
167 
2 

199 
36 
512 

15.1 
6.2 

39.4 
5.8 
18.4 
51.4 
7.9 
19.2 
<1 
22.9 
4.0 

59.0 

43 
26 
172 
31 
91 
214 
29 
85 
1 
66 
20 
238 

10.8 
6.5 

43.2 
7.8 

22.9 
53.8 
7.3 

21.4 
0.3 
16.6 
5.0 

59.8 

By way of example, the figures in the first line mean that Belgian universities were involved in 131 (15.1 %) of all programmes for which ERASMUS support was 
sought in 1987, and 43 (10.8%) of those actually supported. 

was far more even, rising from an Italian success rate of about 
47% to a German one of 54%, France and the U.K. lying in 
between at just under and over 50% respectively. 

The involvement of Spain in ICPs, already hinted at in the 
first issue of the ERASMUS Newsletter ('Spain in Strong 
Early Contribution to Joint Business Studies', ERASMUS 
Newsletter, 2/87), has been most encouraging. Although one 
of the larger EC Member States, it is still a young member of 
the Community. Despite this, Spanish universities featured as 
participants in over 18% of the programmes seeking financial 
support, and increased this presence perceptibly to ap­
proximately 2 3 % in ICPs actually funded, just overtaking here 
the Italian figure of 21.4%. Spanish institutions also took the 
initiative in actually submitting applications on behalf of 44 
programmes, 21 of which were accepted — a proportion 
(47.7%) similar to the success rate in the four largest Member 
States discussed above. 

Among the smaller EC countries, institutions from the 
Netherlands were remarkably well represented in this first 
year, being present in nearly 2 3 % of programmes requesting 
support, but this proportion dropped quite noticeably to only 
16.6% in those actually receiving it. For Belgian institutions, 
there was a similar fall-off from 15.1 % in programmes asking 
for money to just under 11 % in ICPs now operational. A 
surprise, perhaps, was that while Belgian universities submit­
ted over 20 fewer applications for ICP support than the 
Netherlands (65 as compared to 88), a greater number were 

successful in absolute terms (23 against 21), and more so still 
therefore in proportional terms (around 35.4% contrasted 
with under 24%). Among the Belgian applicants, French-
speaking universities were much more in evidence than those 
from the Dutch-speaking part of the country. In this same 
matter of applications accepted as a proportion of those 
submitted by any given Member State, the above percentages 
for Belgium and the Netherlands were lower than those for 
both Denmark (42%) and Ireland (36.7%). This achievement 
of the two latter countries was noteworthy, even though their 
substantially smaller size (populations) expectedly kept their 
institutional participation to around 6% and 7.5% respect­
ively of both programmes seeking support and ICPs granted it. 

The percentage of programmes requesting support which 
involved participation of Greek or Portuguese institutions was 
slightly lower than in the case of Denmark and Ireland. But 
among those granted support, nearly 8% involved Greek 
university participation — higher than that of either Danish or 
Irish universities — and 5% Portuguese participation. 
However, while Greece had exactly one in two of the 
programmes for which it submitted applications accepted 
(seven out of 14), Portugal secured support for no less than 
seven out of ten of its programme proposals, the highest 
acceptance rate of any Member State. It is to be hoped that this 
will be a spur to the future extended participation in the 
ERASMUS Programme of one of the Community's two 
newest members. 

Table II. Inter-university Cooperation Programmes: 
applications received and programmes supported, by Member State of coordinating institution. 

EC Member State 
Applications 

received 

No. %of 
total 

Programmes 
supported 

No. % of 
total 

Belgium 
Denmark 
Federal Republic of Germany 
Greece 
Spain 
France 
Ireland 
Italy 
Luxembourg 
Netherlands 
Portugal 
United Kingdom 
Total 

65 
19 
120 
14 
44 
190 
30 
79 
2 
88 
10 
207 
868 

7.49 
2.18 
13.82 
1.61 
5.07 

21.89 
3.46 
9.1 

0.23 
10.14 
1.15 

23.85 
100.00 

23 
8 
65 
7 
21 
92 
11 
37 
0 
21 
7 

106 
398 

5.78 
2.01 
16.33 
1.76 
5.28 

23.12 
2.76 
9.3 
0.0 

5.28 
1.76 

26.63 
100.00 



Languages and literature, business and engineering the 
front runners in wide spread of disciplines 

The field of study with the strongest participation, at 
almost 20%, in supported ICPs was languages/literature/lin­
guistics (see Table III). The interest and quality of applications 
received in this subject area may be partly attributed to the fact 
that a period of study abroad in the appropriate foreign 
country is usually regarded as indispensable to mastery of its 
language and adequate understanding of its literature. The 
same conviction indeed has been reflected for many years in 
the organised student teaching or similar placements abroad 
which have long been an integral part of foreign language 
degree courses in some Member States. 

ILI ΤΛ KS 

Photograph by courtesy of the Marie Haps Institute 

Languages and literature is the best represented field of study in the initial 
ERASMUS ICPs. The students pictured here are at the Brussels Marie Haps 
Institute, which has established an ICP in translation and interpretation with the 
University of Granada, Spain. 

Business management, the most popular subject area in 
ICP applications (16% of all requests for ICP financial 
support) came second in terms of ICPs supported, accounting 
for 17% of the programmes now operational. Third came 
engineering as regards both applications (12.7%) and 
supported programmes (12.8%). Fields of study like natural 
sciences (8.5%) and law (7.3%) came further down the list of 
accepted ICPs. 

It is an ironic reflection that, in contrast to the central 
place occupied by agricultural issues on the EC stage, 
ERASMUS has yet to reap the possible benefits of setting its 
hand to the plough ! In a breakdown of supported ICPs by 
subject area, agriculture shared joint bottom place with 
geography/regional studies at 2.3%, a proportion only 
fractionally greater (2.5%) in ICP applications submitted. As 
a crucially important area of applied expertise, it was thus 
overtaken by the humanities and social sciences (7.5%). 
However, the observation must be set in context since 
agriculture is a subject with a relatively small 'academic 
population' anyway, which is almost certainly the main reason 
for its low position. 

It is to be hoped that several other subjects associated 
largely, if not entirely, with subsequent professional activity, 
will be better represented in future ICPs. They include 
architecture/urban planning (4.0% of programmes supT 
ported), medicine/paramedical subjects/dentistry (3.5%), 
mathematics/informatics (3.0%), and education/teacher 
training (2.8%), the modest participation of which remains a 
special cause for concern. 

The Student Grants Budget and Distribution 

A second major share of financial support under 
ERASMUS is for ERASMUS student mobility grants 
intended to cover the extra costs liable to be incurred during a 
period of study abroad recognized by a student's home 
institution (see 'More about ERASMUS Student Grants' on 
p. 8). In 1987-88, students had to be participants in (student 
mobility) ICPs to be eligible for such grants, for which no less 
than ECU 15 million were requested for this first year of the 
Programme. In the event, the ECU 3.1 million actually 
earmarked in the budget went to some 3000 students in 357 
ICPs. 

Table IV provides a breakdown, by EC Member State, of 
the number of student grants requested in applications, as 
compared to the number of grants available. (Both figures are 
expressed as the equivalent number of full-year grants of a 
notional average of ECU 2000, though many students in 
receipt of grants spend less than an entire academic year in 
another Member State.) 

Table III. Inter-university Cooperation Programmes: applications received and programmes supported, by subject area. 

Field of study 
Applications 

received 
No. % 

Programmes 
supported 

No. % 
Agriculture 
Architecture/Urban planning 
Fine arts 
Business/Management 
Education/Teacher training 
Engineering 
Geography/Geology 
Humanities 
Languages/Lit./Linguistics 
Law 
Mathematics/Informatics 
Medicine/Paramed ./Dentistry 
Natural Sciences 
Social Sciences 
Others 
Total 

22 
34 
38 
139 
41 
110 
21 
37 
131 
51 
32 
57 
70 
65 
20 
868 

2.5 
3.9 
4.4 
16.0 
4.7 
12.7 
2.4 
4.3 
15.1 
5.9 
3.7 
6.6 
8.1 
7.5 
2.3 

100.0 

9 
16 
12 
67 
11 
51 
9 
20 
79 
29 
12 
14 
34 
30 
5 

398 

2.3 
4.0 
3.0 
16.8 
2.8 
12.8 
2.3 
5.0 
19.8 
7.3 
3.0 
3.5 
8.5 
7.5 
1.3 

100.0 



Table IV. Distribution of ERASMUS Student Grants requested and available within supported ICPs, 1987-88. 

EC Member State 
Demand for grants 

(full-year 
equivalents) 

No. 

Grants available 
(full-year 

equivalents)* 
No. 

Belgium 
Denmark 
Federal Republic of Germany 
Greece 
Spain 
France 
Ireland 
Italy 
Luxembourg 
Netherlands 
Portugal 
United Kingdom 
European Community 

72 
18 

1042 
39 
289 
1165 
105 
221 

151 
21 

1189 
4300 

approx. 
E C U 15 million 

1.6 
0.4 

23.8 
0.9 
6.6 

26.6 
2.4 
5.1 

3.5 
0.5 

27.0 
100 

43 
15 
300 
45 
245 
275 
20 
217 

69 
34 
264 
1500 

approx. 
E C U 3.1 million 

2.8 
0.9 
19.4 
2.9 
15.8 
17.8 
1.3 

14.0 

4.4 
2.2 
17.0 
100 

The figures for grants in these two columns presuppose an average full-year equivalent grant of ECU 2000. 

This notion of the number of full-year equivalent grants 
provides a rough and ready pointer to at least two trends. 
Considered, first of all, together with data from successful ICP 
applications regarding the proposed destination of student 
participants, it may be used to obtain an approximate idea of 
the 'balance' of student flows within the ERASMUS 
Programme, or how the number of ERASMUS student 
'arrivals' within a given country compares with the number of 
student 'departures' from the same country. In the first year of 
the Programme, these data reflect a reassuringly well balanced 
participation, in terms of this specific criterion, in the great 
majority of the twelve EC Member States. In nine of them 
(Denmark, the Federal Republic of Germany, Spain, France, 
Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands, Portugal and the United 
Kingdom), the difference in 1987-88 between the figures for 
incoming and outgoing full-year equivalent student granthol-
ders was less than 30%, while in five out of those nine (France, 
Ireland, Italy, Spain and the United Kingdom) it was less than 
20%. This trend towards relatively balanced participation was 
particularly encouraging in the case of France and Italy where 
'departures' were greater than 'arrivals' by no more than an 
estimated 4.8% and 5.2% respectively. Noteworthy, however, 
was the overall estimate for time spent in Spain by foreign 
students, which was 12.1% more than that spent by students 
going abroad from Spanish institutions. This strongly suggests 
that the surge towards greater Spanish participation in 
ERASMUS already referred to is resulting in fully reciprocal 
student exchange in the true spirit of the Programme, rather 
than simply reflecting a quest by Spanish institutions for 
increased opportunities to send their own students and staff 
abroad. 

A second interest of Table IV is that it provides a rough 
guide to how the number of students actually receiving grants 
as a proportion of those eligible currently varies from one 
Member State to the next. 

In Greece, Italy and Portugal, the equivalent of one full-
year grant has been comfortably available for every student 
applicant. In Denmark and Spain, around three out of every 
four eligible students have been able to receive a grant, and in 
Belgium and the Netherlands approximately one in every two. 
It is in the Federal Republic of Germany, France, Ireland and 
the U.K. that there have been relatively the least number of 
grants to go round, with just one grantholder to about every 
four or five students eligible. The European Community 
average thus stands at roughly one student grantholder for 
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every three eligible student applicants. (There are no 
corresponding first-year figures for Luxembourg students, 
although any applications submitted on their behalf by 
institutions in other Member States are 'hidden" in the above 
data, as may be inferred from the explanation on p. 9). 

The Commission is conscious of the disappointment felt 
in some Member States in which the share of the first-year 
student grants handout was relatively modest , despite their 
immediately enthusiastic participation in the Programme. In 
1988-89, however, getting on for ECU 13 million will be 
available for the ERASMUS student grants, a figure 
approaching one-half of the second-year ERASMUS budget 
of ECU 30 million. It is keenly hoped that this near 
quadrupling of the 1987-88 student grants allocation will do 
much to lessen the effect of such anomalies as have been 
arguably evident in the first year. 

The big stepping up in resources for ERASMUS student 
grants at still four years from 1992 is also a strikingly concrete 
indication of the Commission's determination to lay the 
soundest possible practical foundations for achieving the 
Internal Market planned for that date. By the time it is 
reached, ERASMUS will have enabled many thousands of 
students to undergo a fully recognized period of high-level 
training in a Member State other than their own, together with 
substantial — and hopefully stimulating — exposure to the 
unfamiliar social and cultural environment they can expect to 
encounter there. Whether in terms of tangible benefits linked 
to the development of a competitive Internal Market, or the 
less tangible more idealistic notion of 'The People's Europe', 
the consequences of this opportunity will, in all likelihood, be 
momentous. 

VISITS TO STIMULATE NETWORK GROWTH 

If ERASMUS is with us at last, this does not of course 
mean that ICPs and other forms of cooperation can simply 
proliferate overnight. Recognizing that most universities have 
to establish initial exploratory contacts with prospective 
partner institutions to examine whether and how cooperation 
might be feasible, the Programme has provided for a 
significant category of travel and subsistence grants for short 
visits to other Member States (up to four weeks), whereby 
higher education staff can discuss first proposals for future 
student and staff exchanges with foreign counterparts working 
in similar fields. The same kind of visit grant can also be used 



How the First-Year 
Budget Cake was Cut 

ERASMUS has a budget of some ECU 85 million for its initial 
phase (1987-90) 
From this sum, the ECU 11.2 million allocation for 1987-88 went 
to: 
Over 850 UNIVERSITIES for 
398 Inter-University Cooperation Programmes (ICPs) 

Student Mobility Programmes 
Staff Mobility Programmes 
Joint Course Development 

ECU 3.9 million 

Some 3000 STUDENTS in 357 ICPs for 
the extra costs of study abroad : 

Return travel 
Foreign language learning 
Higher cost of living 

ECU 3.1 million 

Some 2000 UNIVERSITY STAFF for 
1138 Study Visits 

Planning or extending ICPs 
Improving course content 
Fact-finding about higher 
education 

ECU 2.0 million 

12 UNIVERSITY ASSOCIATIONS for 
boosting higher education cooperation 
in line with ERASMUS ECU 0.1 million 

INFORMATION ACTIVITIES, PUBLICATIONS 
AND PROGRAMME ADMINISTRATION ECU 2.1 million 

to extend ICPs already established, to improve the content of 
courses, and to find out more about aspects of higher 
education in the country visited (administrators in higher 
education are eligible for awards as well as lecturers). In 1987-
88, a total of no less than ECU 6.36 million was requested in 
2366 applications for visits. Of these, 1138 were successful and 
shared out the ECU 2.03 million on offer (in the original 
ERASMUS proposals, the Commission had budgeted for 
ECU 2.83 million). Moreover, as numerous projects accepted 

involved several people, the total number entailed the 
participation of well over 2000 academic and administrative 
staff members. A further 11 study visit awards went to staff of 
the EC Network of National Academic Recognition Inform­
ation Centres (N ARIC) to enable them to acquaint each other 
more fully with their work and its progress. 

Visits by Member State and Field of Study 

What can be said about the breakdown of Study Visit 
applications, as well as Study Visit grants actually awarded, by 
Member State participation and field of study? Bearing in 
mind that today's visits may lay the foundations for 
tomorrow's ICPs, visit grants were awarded, in certain 
instances, partly with a view to redressing, where appropriate, 
imbalances in country and subject area representation in the 
ICPs supported. Differences in the distribution of ICP and 
Study Visit Grants by Member State and subject area are 
therefore partly explained by this consideration. However, 
there were also interesting differences in the distribution of the 
applications. Admittedly, France and the U.K. both had the 
highest proportion of grant applications for visits, as they had 
in the case of ICP applications by coordinating institution. But 
little less noteworthy were visit applications from Spain and 
Italy (296 and 245 corresponding to 12.5% and 10.4% 
respectively) both exceeding those from the Federal Republic 
of Germany (234 or 9.9%) which had ranked third in ICP 
applications. In the same way, Greece also shot forward to 
account for 148 or 6.3% of Study Visit applications (just one 
application less than Belgium), as opposed to only 1.6% in the 
case of ICPs : a similar advance was observed for Portugal with 
4.6% of visit applications compared to 1.2% of ICPs. The 
Netherlands, Ireland and Denmark, on the other hand, all 
applied for proportionately slightly fewer visit grants than ICP 
awards. 

While the U.K. still had the highest percentage particip­
ation (15.8%) in Study Visit grants awarded, that of Spain 
and, most encouragingly Italy, surged forward to 13.6% and 
12-8% respectively, thereby now overtaking France at 11.2%, 
as well as the Federal Republic of Germany at 10.1% (see 
Table V). The proportional participation of the remaining 
Member States changed noticeably in one or two instances by 
comparison with the level at the applications stage, but not 
enough, to alter radically their ranking. 

The subject area attracting the biggest demand in Study 
Visit grant requests was engineering (14.6% of applications) 
which had ranked third (at 12.7%) in ICP applications. 

Just the reverse occurred in the case of business and 
management studies, the third most popular field for visits 
(10.5%), but the favourite subject among the would-be ICPs 
(16.0%). In both categories of application, languages and 
literature was the second preferred area of specialization 
(15.1% of ICP applications and 11.6% of candidates for study 
visits). The area attracting the least number of Study Visit 
grant requests (2.2%) was higher education administration, 
the preserve essentially of university staff other than teachers 
seeking grants. 

Law was the field in which there was the biggest contrast 
in popularity ranking at the level of ICP and study visit 
applications, with 5.9% of applications for ICPs (7th highest), 
but only 2.8% for visits (14th highest). Happily, the demand 
for visits did grow noticeably in certain areas which had been 
appreciably less forthcoming with ICP applications, notably 
agriculture which accounted for 5.1% of visit applications, 
education/teacher training (7.1%) and medical sciences 
(7.9%). 
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Table V. Study Visits : applications received and grants awarded, by Member State 

EC Member State 
Applications 

received 

No. % 

Programmes 
supported 

No. 

Belgium 
Denmark 
Federal Republic of Germany 
Greece 
Spain 
France 
Ireland 
Italy 
Luxembourg 
Netherlands 
Portugal 
United Kingdom 
Total 

149 
80 
234 
148 
296 
349 
93 
245 
1 

138 
108 
525 

2366 

6.29 
3.38 
9.9 
6.3 

12.51 
14.75 
3.93 
10.35 
0.04 
5.83 
4.56 

22.19 
100.0 

85 
58 
115 
79 
155 
124 
48 
146 
1 
74 
73 
180 

1138 

7.5 
5.1 
10.1 
6.9 
13.6 
11.2 
4.2 
12.8 
0.1 
6.5 
6.4 
15.8 

100.0 

The subject urea must in evidence in the applications for ERASMUS Study Visit 
grams was engineering. Several grant holders will be aiming to establish ICPs not 
unlike the one between the Institut Universitaire de Technologie (IUT) in Be'thune, 
France, and the Middlesex Polytechnic, U.K. French IUT students, Eric Orywal 
and Christopher Devigne, are here seen at work in the Polytechnic's micro­
electronics centre. 

As an exceptional transitional measure to facilitate the 
launching of ERASMUS, there were two rounds of appli­
cations for financial support under the Programme in 1987-88. 
In the second of these, an attempt to redress imbalances in 
subject representation in selected ICPs was deliberately 
adopted as an additional criterion in selecting successful 
applicants for study visits. The significantly higher proportion 
of visit grants, as compared to ICPs, concerned with the above 
three subject areas, as also with mathematics and social 
sciences, was thus partly attributable to this special effort. 

ASSOCIATIONS IN IMPORTANT SUPPORTING 
ROLE 

ICPs, grants to students taking part in them, and visits to 
fuel cooperation still further — these have been the three 
major targets of ERASMUS funding in the first year. But they 
should not mask the back-up contribution that university 
associations and consortia can make in reinforcing the main 
thrust of ERASMUS. Thus a modest, but significant, share of 
the first-year budget was earmarked as financial support to 
6 

such bodies for initiatives geared to this end. In 1987-88, ECU 
134,000 went to 12 associations (from 30 applicants), and 
support under the same heading is to be regularly available in 
the future. 

While all ventures supported in the first year were 
concerned with furtherance of higher education cooperation, 
their emphasis interestingly varied. Several were concerned 
with the production or streamlining of information and 
publicity geared to enhancing awareness of possibilities for 
cooperation in certain specific countries, regions, or areas of 
specialisation, or problems to be overcome in achieving it. 

Such was the case, for example, of the Association of 
European Schools of Planning (AESOP) involved in a new 
project to prepare and publish a directory of EC urban/ 
regional planning education programmes to help link the 
Association's member institutions and promote mobility. The 
European Society for Engineering Education (SEFI) was 
awarded a grant to help it set up an information network to 
attract greater involvement on the part of southern Europe in 
its activities. NOOPOLIS (Centro Internazionale di Sviluppo 
e Cooperazione Culturale) was successful in obtaining support 
for the purpose of extending to other countries its data bank 
on grants available in Italy for study abroad. 

A different group of initiatives focused more on creating, 
exchanging or harmonising course material in certain fields. 
They included the business case studies project of the 
European Foundation for Management Development 
(EFMD), the harmonisation of psychology curricula within 
the EC proposed by a consortium coordinated by the 
University of Liège, or the idea of the European Centre for 
Community Education (a consortium of higher education 
institutions based in Koblenz) to initiate a novel European 
qualification in social work. 

THE ERASMUS T H I N K TANK 
When ERASMUS was designed it was realized that the 

Programme was of a potential and on a scale requiring 
constant expert guidance. In accordance with the Council 
decision, the first move by the Commission was therefore to set 
up the high-level advisory body known as the ERASMUS 
Advisory Committee with the task of providing regular 
recommendations on the implementation of the Programme. 
Each Member State was accordingly invited to nominate two 
official representatives to this Committee, both of whom were 
to have in-depth knowledge of higher education systems and 
inter-university cooperation, and at least one of whom was to 
be from the academic community. (The names of those 
appointed to the Committee are indicated in the accompany­
ing box.) 



The Committee met for the first time at the end of July 
1987, a second meeting was held on November 24-25th 1987, 
and a third on May 18th 1988. 

On these occasions the discussions took place in a most 
constructive and cooperative spirit all the more welcome given 
the complexity of some of the questions involved. The topic of 
most central concern to the Committee has been the allocation 
and management of the money earmarked for ERASMUS 
student grants, given the need to ensure balanced Member 
State participation, fairness to individual students and the 
academic quality which the Programme must strive to achieve. 
This whole issue is certain to be kept under constant review 
both throughout the initial phase of the Programme (up to 
June 30th 1990) and beyond. 

However the Committee has been no less instrumental in 
helping the Commission to finalize, within a very tight 
timetable, the transitional procedure necessary to launch 
ERASMUS smoothly in the 1987-88 academic year, and then 
to devise arrangements for applications for financial support 
in the 1988-89 academic year which would enable the 
Programme to adopt thenceforth a more normal adminis­
trative schedule. Other topics on which the Committee has 
provided the Commission with expert advice have included the 
development of an appropriate information policy for 
ERASMUS, the measures planned to facilitate academic 
recognition of qualifications and courses, and the relationship 
between ERASMUS and COMETT, the other major EC 
programme involving universities in the education and 
training sector. The ERASMUS Advisory Committee will 
normally meet twice a year. 

The ERASMUS Advisory Committee 
As its name suggests, this Committee is a consultative body to which each Member State of the European Community has nominated two 
representatives as follows: 

Belgium (French-speaking) 
Professor Y. VAN HAVERBEKE 
Rector 
State University of Mons 

Belgium (Dutch-speaking) 
Mr. R. TOTTE 
Director-General 
Ministry of Education 

Denmark 
Professor A. TROMMER 
University of Odense 

Mr. K. LARSEN 
Director, Directorate of Higher Education 
Ministry of Education 

Federal Republic of Germany 
Professor T. BERCHEM 
President 
University of Würzburg 

Dr. L. GIESEKE 
Federal Ministry of Education and Science 

Greece 
Professor G. KRIMPAS 
Vice-Rector 
University of Athens 

Mrs. M. EGINITOU-PANAYOTIDOU 
Ministry of Education 

Spain 
Professor Ü.M. BRICALL 
Rector 
University of Barcelona 

Mr. F. DE ASIS DE BLAS ARITIO 
Director-General 
Higher Education 
Ministry of Education and Science 

France 
Professor G. DRUESNE 
President 
University of Nancy II 

Mr. G. LEOUTRE 
Director-General 
International and Cooperation Affairs 
Ministry of Education 

Ireland 
Professor H.M. RIDLEY 
University College Dublin 

Mr. D.F. O'CEALLACHAIN 
Assistant Secretary 
Department of Education 

Italy 
Professor P. BUCCI 
Rector 
University of Calabria 

Dr. A. LAURIA 
Director-General 
Ministry of Public Instruction 

Luxembourg 
Professor P. MARGUE 
Honorary President 
Centre Universitaire de Luxembourg 

Mr. E. WEIS 
Government Adviser 
Ministry of National Education and Youth Activity 

Netherlands 
Professor F.I.M. BONKE 
Rector 
State University of Limburg 

Dr. T.G. VEENKAMP 
Netherlands Universities Foundation for International Cooper­
ation 

Portugal 
Professor J.A. ESPERANÇA PINA 
Rector 
University of Lisbon 

M. M. CARMELO ROSA 
Secretary-General 
Ministry of Education and Culture 

United Kingdom 
Dr. R.M.W. RICKETT 
Director 
Middlesex Polytechnic 

Mr. M.G.J. SMITH 
Further and Higher Education 
Department of Education and Science 



More about ERASMUS Student Grants 

What the Grants Cover 

A major plank of the ERASMUS Programme is its 
financial support to universities for organising ICPs in which 
EC students already working for a qualification at a university 
in the Community receive full academic recognition from that 
university for several months' study at an institution in 
another Member State. The period abroad is thus regarded as 
an integral part of the course leading to the qualification of the 
home institution. The latter also has to certify that its students 
will not be required by the foreign institution to pay tuition 
fees while abroad and, further, that any national grants or 
loans to which they are normally entitled for study at home 
will be fully maintained over the same period. 

However, to study abroad, nearly all students need 
financial resources over and above those necessary for a 
comparable period of study at home. One or more return trips 
to the foreign country, possible increases in the cost of living, 
and the need for foreign language tuition usually account for 
most of such extra expenditure. So it would have been totally 
unrealistic for ERASMUS to give money to universities for 
ICPs without simultaneously earmarking a big slice of the 
budget to help students meet these additional expenses. This is 
the purpose of the ERASMUS student grants which are 
therefore 'mobility' grants and not a substitute for any support 
available from national or other sources for study at home. 
Indeed, with over a quarter (28%) of the budget for 1987-88, 
and well over a third (40%) of that for 1988-89, they are 
arguably the most vital and centrally important component of 
the whole ERASMUS Programme. From 1989-90, some two-
thirds of the operational budget for ERASMUS will go 
directly to the students. 

ERASMUS Student Grants are for: 
• Helping to meet mobility expenses — the supplementary 

expenses entailed by a study period abroad in another 

Member State, including: 

— travel; 

— linguistic preparation; 

— higher cost of living in the host country. 

• A fully recognized period of study. Students must receive : 
— total academic recognition from their home university 

for a period of study (minimum three months) in another 
Member State; 

— full exemption from tuition fees at the host university; 

— any grant or loan from their national authorities to 

which they would be entitled for the purpose of study at 

their home university. 

• Students in ICPs in the European University Network (see 
p. 1), who receive priority in the award of the grants; 

• Other students, within the limits of the funds available and 

provided they satisfy all the conditions for eligibility. 

Applications for grants 

Although the administration of ERASMUS student grants may 

vary significantly between Member States, 11 of the 12 

Member States have designated a National Grant Awarding 

Authority (NGAA) responsible for the award of grants to 

students currently studying in that country and who are 

intending to spend a period of study in another Member State. 

In all countries, students wishing to receive an ERASMUS 

grant must always first approach their home university which 

¡ π turn has to certify that all the above conditions for a grant are 

satisfied. 

Grants Eligibility of Students not in ICPs 

In 1987-88, students had to be participating in the ICPs in 
order to be eligible for a grant, and this category of students 
will continue to be given priority in the years to come. In 1988-
89, however, the total sum available for ERASMUS student 
grants is to be more than quadrupled from ECU 3.1 million to 
ECU 13 million, and it is expected that some of this amount 
will go to EC students who, while getting their universities to 
satisfy the necessary requirements referred to above, will be 
applying for the grants essentially on their own initiative, 
rather than as ICP participants. The opinion is widespread 
that, while money to universities for student mobility ICPs and 
the ERASMUS student grant support they entail may be the 
indispensable bricks and mortar of ERASMUS, students 
enrolled in departments of universities not currently involved 
in ICPs should not be deprived of all opportunity to benefit 
from the ERASMUS Programme. It is also felt by many 
people that students applying for ERASMUS grants on an 
individual basis may well generate interest in the Programme 
among their own teachers and lecturers, thereby catalysing the 
development of further ICPs in the longer term. 

Be that as it may, individual students interested in 
applying for an ERASMUS grant in this way always have to 
approach first the university where they are already studying, 
and this university must sign the application form together 
with the student. Clearly, this is because only the university 
can guarantee that all the essential requirements for an award 
have been satisfied. Applications are handled by the national 
grant-awarding authority for the country in which the 
student's present university at the time of departure is situated 
(see opposite and insets). 

The National Grant Awarding Authorities (NGAAs) 

In line with the Council decision of June 15th 1987, the 
allocation of the sum available for ERASMUS student grants 
in each Member State is currently calculated with respect to 
two factors. These are the number of 18-25-year-olds in each 
Member State as a proportion of the total EC population of 
the same age group, and the number of students in each 
Member State as a proportion of the total EC student 
population (all data from EUROSTAT). The Council decision 
also stipulates that the ERASMUS student grants are to be 
administered through 'the competent authorities in Member 
States'. Accordingly, virtually all have designated agencies 
known as National Grant Awarding Authorities (NGAA) 
with the responsibility for managing the sum allocated to each. 

The addresses and telephone numbers of these authorities 
are shown in the accompanying inset. Their prime task is to 
award grants to outgoing students, either directly or via the 
sending universities in their country (NGAAs are never 
responsible for allocation support to incoming students from 
other Member States). Any money not handed out to priority 
students (i.e. students of an approved ICP) may then, as 
appropriate, be allocated to other student applicants who fulfil 
all the conditions and who have taken the initiative to seek 
ERASMUS student grant support as 'free movers'. 

The establishment of the NGAAs reflects the conviction, 
on the part of the Commission, that such a crucial and 
potentially sensitive matter as the administration of the 
ERASMUS student grants was best handled via the EC 
Member States. In particular, the individual Member State is 
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ERASMUS Grants for 198819 announced 
The Commission of the European Communities has now announced the selection of ERASMUS projects for support during the 
academic year 1988/9. Publication of the present issue of the ERASMUS Newsletter has been postponed in order to take account of this 
announcement. In the following article we present a statistical overview of the main features of the 1988/9 ERASMUS projects, 
indicating some of the interesting trends and developments compared with the previous year. The next issue of the Newsletter will be 
partly devoted to more detailed reports on some of the projects being funded. 

'The considerable success of the ERASMUS Programme in 
its second year of operation demonstrates the ever-increasing 
interest of the academic world and of students, in better and 
broader inter-university cooperation and greater mobility for 
staff and students'. 

This was the way Commission Vice-President Manuel 
Marin summed up the situation when presenting the results of 
the 1988/9 selection process to the plenary session of the 
Commission in June this year. And indeed, with regard to each 
of the many types of cooperation for which funding is 
available within ERASMUS, both the number of applications 
for support and the total amount of money requested have 
increased dramatically by comparison with 1987/8. In all, 
applicants requested over three times as much support as in 
1987/8 (almost MECU 103 as against MECU 34). Given that 
the total budget available was only MECU 30, compared with 
MECU 10 in 1987/8, the ratio of supply to demand remained 
unchanged at approximately 1:3.4. This highly selective 
situation is clearly a cause for concern. 

In overall terms, the ERASMUS Programme will be 
providing support in the 1988/9 academic year to : 

— 1091 Inter-University Cooperation Programmes, of which 
948 will involve mobility of students and 214 an integrated 
exchange of university staff members ; 

— an estimated 13,000 students, spending periods of 3 months 
to a full year in another Member State; 

— 1267 visit projects which will enable some 2611 higher 
education staff members to prepare cooperation program­
mes, to study aspects of higher education systems or give 
guest lectures ; 

— 23 European projects launched by university associations 
and consortia; 

— 12 publications on aspects of university cooperation and 
mobility in Europe, together with other major publications 
prepared at Community level such as the EC student 
handbook, Higher Education in the European Community. 

Additionally, grants and organizational support will be 
provided to ensure the smooth functioning and further 
development of the EC network of National Academic 
Recognition Information Centres (NARIC) and to un­
iversities participating in the pilot phase of the European 
Community Course Credit Transfer System (ECTS) (cf. call 
for expressions of interest elsewhere in this supplement). 1988/ 
9 will also witness the award of the first 'ERASMUS Prizes of 
the European Community' in a few months' time. 

Inter-University Cooperation Programmes (ICP) 

The total number of applications for support of ICPs in 
1988/9 was 2041 compared with 898 in 1987/8 (+ 127%). The 
MECU 52 requested represent almost 6 times the amount 
available (MECU 9). These bare figures demonstrate the 
enormous interest among universities Community-wide in 
becoming involved in the ERASMUS Programme, and in 

particular the European University Network. Of the 2,041 
applications received, 1,579 (77%) involve a student mobility 
programme, 745 a teaching staff mobility programme, 575 a 
programme for the joint development of curricula and 521 an 
intensive programme (the last of these being a new element in 
ERASMUS introduced for the first time in 1988/9). It is 
interesting to cast a closer glance at these figures in terms of 
their distribution by the Member State of their 'coordinating 
institution', i.e. in most cases the university which took the 
main initiative to submit the application. This analysis reveals 
that Portuguese universities submitted 5 times more appli­
cations than in 1987/8, the corresponding ratios for the other 
Member States being as follows : Belgium, 2.7 ; Denmark, 2.3 ; 
the Federal Republic of Germany, 2.4 ; Greece,3.6 ; Spain, 4.1 ; 
France, 2.3; Ireland, 1.9; Italy, 2.7; Netherlands, 1.9; U.K., 
1.8. In terms of the involvement of each Member State in all 
applications, Spain increased its participation rate by 7.6%, 
while Italy ( + 4.7%) and Portugal (+3.7%) also recorded 
considerable increases. Conversely, the British universities' 
participation rate fell by 8.6%, the other Member States 
remaining relatively stable. 

From these figures, it may be seen that the most significant 
percentage increases in applications came from those countries 
which had been less in evidence in 1987/8. The continuing low 
number of applications from Denmark is an exception in this 
regard. 

Viewed in terms of the academic disciplines involved, a very 
similar pattern emerged to that recorded in 1987/8, the main 
differences being substantial increases in the proportion of 
applications in the fields of agriculture, engineering and 
languages, and a very substantial fall in the percentage of 
applications in business studies. The low number of appli­
cations in teacher education and, to a lesser extent, medical 
sciences, remains a cause for concern. 

The Commission decided to distribute the support available 
among 1,091 Inter-University Cooperation Programmes. Of 
these, 948 include a student mobility programme (87%), 214 a 
teaching staff mobility programme, 79 a programme for the 
joint development of curricula and 72 an intensive pro­
gramme. (It should be noted that each ICP can contain various 
different types of cooperative activity). This corresponds to a 
success rate of 53% overall, although the success rates for the 
individual components of the programme differ considerably 
(60% for student mobility programmes, 29% for teaching 
staff mobility programmes, 14% for programmes for the joint 
development of curricula and intensive programmes). 

In financial terms, the supply/demand situation was even 
more dramatic in the case of curriculum development and 
intensive programmes, for which 15 times and 17 times as 
much money was requested respectively than was available. 
This was due to the fact these types of programme form part of 
Actions 3 and 4 of ERASMUS, on which the Council Decision 
places a total ceiling of 10% of the overall ERASMUS budget. 

Table 1 provides a survey of the participation of universities 
from the various Member States in all 2,041 applications and 
in the 1,091 projects accepted for Inter-University Cooper­
ation Programmes. 



Table 2 shows the distribution of the applications and 
programmes over the various subject areas. In this context, 
attention should be drawn to the problem that the number and 
quality of the applications in the various subject areas differed 
considerably. In certain subject areas, good quality appli­
cations accumulate, so that care must be taken to ensure that 
the ERASMUS Programme is not flooded by individual 
subjects (in particular languages and business studies could be 
mentioned here). Within closely drawn limits, the selection 
must set stricter standards for some subjects than for others. 

Student Grants in great Demand 

As indicated above, 948 of the ICPs to be supported in 1988/ 
9 will involve an exchange of students for integrated periods of 
study in another Member State. Table 3 demonstrates certain 
features of these programmes as regards the involvement of 
each member State. 

Students participating in these programmes are given 
priority treatment by the National Grant-Awarding Author­
ities (NGAA), which are responsible for the distribution of 
ERASMUS student grants. In addition to these students, most 
of the NGAAs will also be awarding a number of grants to so-
called 'free-movers', i.e. students who fulfil the normal 
eligibility requirements but who are going to another member 
State outside the framework of EC-supported ICPs. The 
number of such students (estimated at around 2,000) will be 
severely limited in 1988/9 due to the lack of available funds. 

In all, student grant requests amounted to approximately 
MECU 39, three times the available budget of MECU 13. This 
budget has been divided up among the 12 Member States on 
the basis of the criteria provided for by the Council Decision 
on the ERASMUS Programme : the number of young people 
aged between 18 and 25 (inclusive) and the number of students 
enrolled in the higher education institutions. This gives the 
following distribution (in % of the student grants budget 
within ERASMUS): 
Belgium : 3.02 
Germany: 20.79 
Denmark: 1.64 
Spain : 12.64 

France: 17.13 
Greece: 2.58 
Italy : 17.07 
Ireland: 0.94 

Luxembourg : 0.7 
Netherlands : 5.13 
Portugal : 2.43 
United Kingdom: 15.88 

A close analysis of the flows, between Member States, of 
students for whom a grant has been requested within the 
framework of accepted ICPs throws up some very interesting 
data. In most cases, a very real balance is to be observed in 
terms of 'export' and 'import' of students for each Member 
State (see next Table). From this standpoint, only the United 
Kingdom can really be considered as a 'net importer' and 
Greece a 'net exporter'. 

Member State 

Belgium 
Denmark 
Federal Republic of Germany 
Greece 
Spain 
France 
Ireland 
Italy 
Luxembourg 
Netherlands 
Portugal 
United Kingdom 

'Exports' 

320 
120 

2056 
164 

1056 
2543 
266 
700 

'Imports' 

330 
113 

1830 
97 

970 
2587 
357 
592 

Figures too low to be significant 
530 
136 

2348 

489 
128 

2851 

Study and Teaching Visits 

For the 1988-89 academic year, teachers and administrators 
in higher education institutions submitted to the Commission 
3510 applications for visit grants (as compared to 2377 in 
1987-88), in order to visit universities in other Member States 
of the Community. 

Table 4 gives the number of visit grants requested for the 
1988-89 academic year, broken down by Member State of 
origin of application, as well as by rate of growth with respect 
to the 1987-88 academic year. What is clear, and this is both 
encouraging and promising for the future, is that the biggest 
increase in applications for visit grants comes from Member 
States still experiencing some difficulty in promoting inter-
university cooperation programmes. The comparatively small 
number of applicants from Denmark remains a cause for 
concern. 

Roughly two in every three applications are concerned with 
a visit for the purpose of preparing new cooperation 
agreements, thereby clearly demonstrating the part that visit 
grants can play in the development of new ICPs. As Table 5 
indicates, the Commission accepted 1267 applications, or 36% 
of the total (as compared with 48% in 1987-88). A sum of 
MECU 2.1 was available for this purpose although applicants 
requested a total MECU 8.5. Over half the 1267 grants 
awarded are for group visits, and no less than 2611 persons 
altogether will be able to carry out visits thanks to this form of 
Commission support. 

As in 1987/8, but to an even greater extent, particular 
attention has been paid to applications concerning the 
Member States which are not yet fully involved in the ICP 
network. 

Table 5 documents this clearly. Thus in total the four 
countries of the south of the Community (Portugal, Spain, 
Italy and Greece) will receive 647 visit grants, that is 51 % of 
the total — which represents exactly twice their current 
participation in the ICPs, which amounts to 25.4%. 2.5% of 
the visits originate in Denmark (2.3% of the ICPs). 

As for the Member States, the visits concern in particular 
those fields of study which are less represented in the ICPs (cf. 
also Table 6) : 

Agriculture 
Fine Arts 
Teacher education 
Humanities 
Mathematics 
Medical sciences 

3.6 % of the ICPs 
2.08% 
2.1 % 
5.5 % 
3.6 % 
5.8 % 

5.3% of the visits 
4.7% 
6.1% 
7.5% 
5.7% 
8.6% 

On the other hand, fields already closely involved in the ICPs 
are proportionally less well represented in the visits : 

Languages 
Engineering 
Business 

18.9% of the ICPs 
14.5% 
9.4% 

11.3% of the visits 
9.9% 
4.7% 

Threefold Increase in Grants for Associations and 
Publications 

Action 4 of the ERASMUS Programme groups together a 
series of complementary measures designed to encourage the 
mobility of university students. Action 4.2 includes two main 
components : 

— support to associations or consortia of universities working 
on a European basis, in particular with a view to making 
innovative initiatives in specific fields better known 
throughout the European Community. 



— support for certain publications designed to enhance 
awareness of study and teaching opportunities in other 
Member States or to draw attention to important 
developments and innovative models for university 
cooperation throughout the European Community. 

Support for associations/consortia of universities was 
introduced in academic year 1987/88, when 30 applications 
were received. 102 requests for support were received for 
academic year 1988/89 which represents an increase of 72 or 
340%. 27% of applications came from student organisations. 
Additionally 23 requests for support for publications were 
received for the academic year 1988/89, the first year in which 
funds were made available to external applicants under this 
heading. (') 

From this total of 125 applications, 35 projects (23 for 
university associations and 12 for publications) varying widely 
in nature and scope were selected for support. ECU 270,000 
have been awarded to university associations; the 12 
publications will be sharing a total of ECU 252,900. These 
amounts represent 11.5% and 19.5% respectively of the total 
amount requested. The projects approved cover a wide spread 
of subject areas. All Member States are involved in 10 of the 23 
projects from university associations (43,5 %) and 10 of the 12 
publications (83,3 %) being funded. 

Conclusions 
In his concluding remarks to the Commission, Com­

missioner Marin expressed his satisfaction with the way in 
which the ERASMUS Programme was developing, while at 
the same time expressing some concern at the inadequacy fo 
the available budget in relation to the enormous demand for 
ERASMUS grants. 

'Overall, we can be very satisfied with the operation of the 
ERASMUS Programme and with the interest which it has 
aroused both among potential users and in the Community at 
large.In addition, I am pleased at the way that Member States 
are cooperating with the Commission in order to best achieve 
the objectives of the ERASMUS Programme. 

From information currently to hand, and following the 
large number of study visits undertaken to prepare future 
inter-university cooperation programmes, a doubling of 
applications can be expected for the 1989-90 academic year. 
This will make selection more difficult, given the paucity of 
available funds (45 MECU). 

The Commission's financial estimates which accompanied 
the proposal for a Council decision were fully justified. 
Unfortunately, the Council saw fit to reduce them by half. I 
trust that next year, the Commission will take budgetary 
measures adequate to respond in a realistic manner to the 
growing requests for cooperation by the universities and for 
the mobility of students and staff. If it does not, the 
ERASMUS Programme itself could be at risk'. 

(') In academic year 1987/88 work was also carried out on a number of 
publications issued by the Commission itself (e.g. European Community 
Student Handbook, Directory of Higher Education Institutions, Diploma 
Handbook, ERASMUS Newsletter). 

ERASMUS GRANTS 1989-90 
Applications are now invited in respect of financial 
support under the terms of the E R A S M U S Pro­
gramme in the academic year 1989-90. 
Detailed Guidelines for Applicants and application 
forms are available on request from : E R A S M U S 
Bureau, 15 rue d'Arlon, B-1040 Bruxelles, Belgium. 
Tel.: (32)2-233.01.11. Fax : (32)2-233.01.50. Telex: 
63528. 
Applications for the Inter-university Cooperation 
Programmes and grants for students within these 
programmes should be mailed to the Bureau before 
31 December 1988, those for other grants before 28 
February 1989. 
Students wishing to obtain a grant outside the 
framework of Inter-University Cooperation Pro­
grammes can obtain all information concerning the 
application procedures to follow from the com­
petent National Grant Awarding Authority in each 
Member State. 

Table 1 : Inter-university Cooperation Programmes 1988/9 : General Overview by Member State. 

Member State 

Β 
D 
DK 
E 
F 
G 
I 
IRL 
L 
NL 
Ρ 
UK 

Total 

All 

Coordinating Institution (') 

Applications 

Number 

173 
293 
44 

180 
444 

51 
211 

57 
2 

169 
50 

367 
2,041 

% 

8.5 
14.5 
2.2 
8.8 

21.8 
2.5 

10.3 
2.8 
0.1 
8.3 
2.5 

18.0 
100 

Accepted 

Number 

89 
144 
25 

103 
225 

20 
124 
26 

0 
96 
29 

210 
1,091 

ICP 

% 

8.2 
13.2 
2.3 
9.4 

20.6 
1.8 

11.4 
2.4 

0 
8.8 
2.7 

19.2 
100 

Success 
Rate 

% 

51 
49 
57 
57 
51 
39 
59 
46 
-

57 
58 
57 

Total Number of Involvements (2) 

All 
Applications 

Number 

347 
830 
120 
532 

1,044 
137 
489 
160 

8 
418 
160 

1,030 

% 

17.0 
40.7 
5.9 

26.1 
51.1 
6.7 

24.0 
7.8 
0.4 

20.5 
7.8 

50.5 

Accepted 

Number 

191 
449 

73 
314 
578 
74 

291 
95 

4 
260 
101 
571 

ICP 

% 

17.5 
41.1 

6.7 
28.8 
53.0 
6.8 

26.7 
8.8 
0.4 

23.8 
9.0 

52.3 

(') Each ICP has one coordinating institution. This institution is in many cases the main driving force behind the ICP. 
(2) The figures mean that, for example, Belgian universities are involved in 191 ( 17.5%) of the 1091 accepted ICPs. Each country is counted only once in each accepted ICP 

in which it is involved, even if several universities from that country are participating in the ICP concerned. 



Table 2: Inter-University Cooperation Programmes: 
General Overview by Subject Area Table 3 : Student Mobility Programmes by Member State 

Subject Area 

Agriculture 
Architecture 
Fine Arts/Music 
Business 
Education 
Engineering 
Geography/Geology 
Humanities 
Languages 
Law 
Mathematics/Informatics 
Medical Sciences/Psychology 
Natural Sciences 
Social Sciences 
Miscellaneous 

Total 

All applications 

Number % 

65 3.2 
71 3.5 
61 3.0 

222 10.9 
63 3.1 

281 13.8 
62 3.0 

108 5.3 
371 18.2 
119 5.8 
68 3.3 

139 6.8 
172 8.4 
184 9.2 
52 2.5 

2,041 100 

Accepted ICPs 

Number % 

39 3.6 
39 3.6 
31 2.8 

102 9.3 
23 2.1 

158 14.5 
26 2.3 
61 5.5 

208 18.9 
72 6.9 
39 3.6 
63 5.8 

103 9.4 
100 9.2 
28 2.6 

1,091 100 

Member State 

Belgium 
Germany 
Denmark 
Spain 
France 
Greece 
Italy 
Ireland 
Luxembourg 
Netherlands 
Portugal 
United Kingdom 

Success rate 
in relation 

to application 

62.5% 
59.8% 
70.4% 
67.4% 
60.6% 
64.5% 
70.5% 
57.1% 

-
68.0% 

76.5% 
60.8% 

Rate of participation in 
student mobility programmes 

1987/88 

10.8% 
43.2% 

6.5% 
22.9% 
53.8% 

7.8% 
21.4% 

7 .3% 
0 .3% 

16.6% 
5.0% 

59.8% 

1988/89 

15.3% 
41.4% 

6.0% 
28.4% 
53.3% 

6.3% 
26.5% 

7 . 1 % 
0 . 1 % 

21.7% 
7.9% 

51 .1% 

Table 4: Study Visit Grants: Applications by Member State. Table S : Visit Grants : grants awarded by Member State. 

Member State 1987/88 1988/89 Increasing 
level 

Belgium 
Germany 
Denmark 
Spain 
France 
Greece 
Italy 
Ireland 
Luxembourg 
Netherlands 
Portugal 
United Kingdom 

Total 

151 
235 

81 
297 
350 
149 
246 

94 
1 

139 
108 
526 

2,377 

240 
294 

87 
488 
546 
289 
454 
112 

3 
173 
275 
549 

3,510 

+ 58.9% 
+ 25 .1% 
+ 7.4% 
+ 64.3% 
+ 56.0% 
+ 93.9% 
+ 84.5% 
+ 19.1% 

-
+ 24.5% 
+ 154.6% 
+ 4.4% 
+ 47.7% 

Member State Accepted 
Applications 

No. of 
participants 

Total 1267 

Table 6: Visit Grants: grants awarded by Member State and subject area 

Success 
Rate 

(Applications/ 
grants) 

Belgium 
Germany 
Denmark 
Spain 
France 
Greece 
Italy 
Ireland 
Luxembourg 
Netherlands 
Portugal 
United Kingdom 

82 
101 
32 

202 
117 
128 
198 
52 

2 
69 

119 
165 

194 
193 
71 

386 
299 
225 
394 

95 
4 

187 
231 
332 

34% 
34% 
37% 
4 4 % 
2 1 % 
4 4 % 
4 4 % 
4 6 % 
67% 
4 0 % 
4 3 % 
30% 

2611 36% 

Member State from which application originated 

Subject Area 

Agriculture 
Architecture 
Fine Arts 
Business 
Education 
Engineering 
Geography 
Humanities 
Languages 
Law 
Mathematics 
Medical Sciences 
Natural Sciences 
Social Sciences 
Others 
Higher Education 

Total 

Β 

2 
2 
0 
0 
4 

10 
1 
5 

10 
6 
8 

12 
3 

13 
2 
4 

82 

D 

4 
2 
1 
9 

12 
15 

1 
4 

16 
6 
4 
6 
7 
7 
3 
4 

101 

DK 

2 
3 
1 
0 
1 
3 
0 
2 
3 
0 
2 
2 
1 
4 
5 
3 

32 

E 

2 
4 

15 
3 

16 
19 
5 

16 
22 
17 
6 

33 
18 
13 
10 
3 

202 

F 

12 
3 
5 

12 
4 

11 
5 

10 
13 
8 
1 
8 
4 

10 
5 
6 

117 

G 

13 
8 
2 
7 
5 
9 
3 
4 

12 
5 

10 
16 
9 

14 
8 
3 

128 

I 

14 
12 
4 
1 
3 

12 
5 

35 
31 
11 
20 

7 
8 

12 
9 

14 
198 

IRL 

2 
0 
2 
5 
0 

13 
0 
1 
3 
1 
6 
3 
5 
3 
5 
3 

52 

L 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
2 

NL 

4 
1 
7 
5 
3 
7 
3 
3 
9 
2 
3 
9 
2 
6 
4 
1 

69 

Ρ 

8 
2 

13 
6 

22 
7 
3 
4 
5 
2 
3 
3 

12 
18 
8 
3 

119 

UK 

4 
9 

10 
12 
7 

20 
11 
11 
18 
6 
9 

10 
19 
11 
6 
2 

165 

Tot. 

67 
46 
60 
60 
77 

126 
37 
95 

143 
64 
72 

109 
88 

112 
65 
46 

1267 



EUROPEAN COMMUNITY COURSE CREDIT TRANSFER SYSTEM (ECTS) 
Call for expressions of interest from universities 

The following call for expressions of interest from universities wishing to participate in the pilot phase of ECTS was issued in the Official 
Journal of the European Communities on 27.7.88 (Ref. 88/C 197/08) 

The principal objective of the ERASMUS Programme (1) is to boost significantly the mobility of university (2) students in the Community. 
This mobility will be a central element in the creation of the People's Europe and an indispensable corollary to the completion of the 
internal market by 1992. 

One of the main obstacles to student mobility in the Community is the difficulty in giving credit for study periods carried out in other 
Member States or in providing academic recognition for diplomas delivered by other Member States. The European Community Course 
Credit Transfer System (ECTS), provided for within Action 3 of ERASMUS, is designed to fill this gap. Universities wishing to participate in 
the pilot phase of the system are hereby invited to indicate their interest. The pilot phase will span a maximum of six academic years 
(1989/90 to 1994/95). Preparatory work for the launch of ECTS will be finalized during the academic year 1988/89 with a view to beginning 
the pilot phase in 1989/90. 

ECTS constitutes an innovative approach to the academic recognition and credit transfer problem in Europe. On the basis of cooperation 
founded on the principle of mutual confidence between all participating universities, students will receive academic credit for course 
units, intermediate examinations and final academic qualifications for the purpose of continuing their studies at another university within 
the ECTS system. Universities participating in ECTS will do so on a voluntary basis, once selected by the Commission on the basis of their 
application. 

The pilot phase for ECTS wi II involve a total of some 80 universities which will be selected to participate on a voluntary basis and will cover 
five subject areas : 
— Business Administration, 
— Chemistry, 
— History, 
— Mechanical Engineering, 
— Medicine. 

Each participating university will be involved in ECTS for only one of the abovementioned subject areas. 

The universities selected will normally receive a grant from the Commission to help implement the system. Their experiences during the 
pilot phase of ECTS will be carefully monitored, and arrangements will be made for a number of students participating in ECTS to receive 
ERASMUS student grants. Universities not selected for formal participation in the ECTS pilot phase will nonetheless be encouraged to 
adopt similar guidelines for credit transfer, thereby greatly extending the provision for such transfer between universities in European 
Community Member States. 

Full documentation on the pilot phase of the ECTS system is available on request from the ERASMUS Bureau. 

Universities are called to consult this documentation before submitting their expression of interest in participating. Such expressions of 
interest must reach the ERASMUS Bureau by 31 October 1988. The Commission expects to select the participating universities by 30 
November 1988. 

(1) ERASMUS, the European Community Action Scheme for the Mobility of University Students, was adopted by the Council on 15 June 1987 (ef. OJ N 166/220, 
25.6.1987, p. 20). 

(2) The term 'university' in the present document is used in its general sense to indicate all types of postsecondary education and training establishments 
which offer, where appropriate within the framework of advanced training, qualifications or diplomas of that level, whatever such establishments may be 
called in the Member States. 
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