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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 PROGRAMME 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.

LAUNCHING THE 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
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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
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Table 1. Inter-university Cooperation Programmes:
applications received and programmes supported, by Member State participation*

Applications Programmes
EC Member State received supported
No. % No. %
Belgium 131 15.1 43 10.8
Denmark 54 6.2 26 6.5
Federal Republic of Germany 342 394 172 43.2
Greece 50 5.8 31 7.8
Spain 160 18.4 91 22.9
France 446 514 214 53.8
Iretand 69 7.9 29 73
Italy 167 19.2 85 21.4
Luxembourg 2 <1 I 0.3
Netherlands 199 229 66 16.6
Portugal 36 4.0 20 5.0
United Kingdom 512 59.0 238 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 23% 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 23% 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.

Applications Programmes
received supported
EC Member State Yool % of
No. total No. total

Belgium 65 7.49 23 5.78
Denmark 19 2.18 8 2.01
Federal Republic of Germany 120 13.82 65 16.33
Greece ) 14 1.61 7 1.76
Spain - 44 5.07 21 5.28
France 190 21.89 92 23.12
Ireland 30 3.46 11 2.76
Italy 79 9.1 37 9.3
Luxembourg 2 0.23 0 0.0
Netherlands 88 10.14 21 528
Portugal 10 1.15 7 1.76
United Kingdom 207 23.85 106 26.63
Total 868 100.00 398 100.00
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Table IV. Distribution of ERASMUS Student Grants requested and available within supported ICPs, 1987-88.

Demand for grants

Grants available

(full-year (full-year
EC Member State equivalents) equivalents)*
No. % No. %
Belgium 72 1.6 43 2.8
Denmark 18 0.4 15 0.9
Federal Republic of Germany 1042 23.8 300 19.4
Greece 39 0.9 45 29
Spain 289 6.6 245 15.8
France 1165 26.6 275 17.8
Ireland 105 24 20 1.3
Italy 221 5.1 217 14.0
Luxembourg — — — —
Netherlands 151 3.5 69 4.4
Portugal 21 0.5 34 .22
United Kingdom 1189 27.0 264 17.0
European Community 4300 100 1500 100
approx. approx.

ECU 15 million

ECU 3.1 million

* 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
4

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









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 Wirzburg

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 J.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 Il

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
Netheriands Universities Foundation for International Cooper-
ation

Portugal

Professor J.A. ESPERANCA PINA
Rector

University of Lisbon

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

United Kingdom

Dr. RM.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.

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).
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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.

e 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
inturn has to certify that all the above conditions for a grant are
satisfied.

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 ourgoing 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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