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Introduction 
In today‘s world, international student mobility has become a critical 

component of both personal growth and regional economic integration 

during a student’s higher education journey. The European Higher 

Education Area (EHEA) and its flagship initiative, Erasmus+, represent this 

commitment of promoting cross-border collaboration, cultural dialogue, and 

the development of globally competitive skills.  

However, mobility remains unequally accessible due to barriers such as 

regional disparities, and social or institutional hurdles that frequently 

exclude under-represented groups, creating concerns about the fairness 

and inclusiveness of these programs. While Erasmus+ is intended to 

overcome gaps, their unequal implementation demonstrates the existence 

of systemic impediments. 

This report is a first step in the analysis of the potential variables between 

different Erasmus+ programme countries that influence equal access to 

Erasmus+ during tertiary education attainment. The ESNsurvey XV is titled 

“Making Quality Mobility a Reality for All” and understanding the different 

realities in participation among countries associated to the Erasmus+ 

programme.  

The complexity of factors that influence participation to mobility is impacted 

by a persons’ demographic characteristics, socioeconomic conditions of the 

home country and institutional regulations and conventions. This report is a 

first attempt at shedding light on recorded differences within student 

responses in the ESNsurvey data. This study was delivered in the framework 

of the Long-Term Activity (LTA) on Social Inclusion in Higher Education, in 

cooperation between the Erasmus Student Network and the National 

Agency for Higher Education (NA DAAD). 

From March 2021 to December 2024, the Erasmus+ National Agency of 

Higher Education at DAAD (NA DAAD) coordinated the LTA on Social 

Inclusion in Higher Education through nine online sessions and one on-site 

meeting. The LTA consortium consisted of representatives from 13 

Erasmus+ National Agencies (BE01, CZ01, DE01, EE01, FI01, FR01, GR01, 

IE02, IS01, NL01, NO01, RS01, SK01), the Academic Cooperation 

Association (ACA), and the Erasmus Student Network (ESN). 

Understanding these dynamics is critical not just for achieving educational 

parity, but also for realising mobility programs' transformative potential for 

every student enrolled in Higher Education across Europe.  
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Methodology 
The data for this report comes from the ESNsurvey XV, collected between 

29/05/2023 and 31/07/2023, with students predominantly doing 

mobilities in the academic year 2021-2022 and 2022-2023.  

This is a convenience sample; students volunteer to participate in the survey 

to support the improvement of the programme.  

Out of all data gathered in ESNsurvey XV, 17,855 respondents did an 

exchange during their Higher Education degree. Of those, 15,629 did an 

Erasmus+ exchange, 14,789 did a study exchange at another university, and 

1,146 traineeship placements.  

We included all students who reported their mobility was an Erasmus+ 

mobility, out of which we gathered 14,631 students reported their sending 

institution was one of the 33 countries associated with the Erasmus+ 

programme.  

Although we collected answers from all countries, in this report, we only 

show national data points from the countries with more than 100 answers, 

to have sufficient data samples to understand the general trends from that 

country, both as a sending and a host country.  

 
Figure 1 - number of respondents with the country of the sending and hosting 
institution (n – 14631) 
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Demographic Data 
The following data showcases the demographic characteristics of the 

students. Students were allowed to indicate personal characteristics for us 

to analyse and see if they were part of a minority group. Questions were not 

mandatory to answer, and respondents were given the option to indicate 

“prefer not to disclose”.  

In the survey, we gathered data on gender identity, the socio-economic 

background of their family, as well as their family educational history, and 

the place where they grew up to understand their geographical background, 

their sexual orientation, their ethnicity, or if the students live with a 

disability.  
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Gender identity 
When asked “How do you identify yourself”, on average 67% of 

respondents indicated that they identified as a woman, followed by 31% 

responding they identified as male. 1% of respondents indicated that they 

identified as non-binary whereas 1% indicated that they preferred not to 

disclose their gender identity.  

In Ireland 3% of students identified as non-binary, whereas in Finland and 

Norway, respectively 3% and 2% of respondents preferred not to disclose 

their gender identity in the survey.  

In 13 countries, the gender identity of participants is more frequently female 

compared to the Erasmus+ average. Especially Austria (79% of 452 

respondents), Poland (75% of 603 respondents), and Greece (74% of 

respondents). Followed by France, Ireland, Bulgaria, Croatia, Sweden and 

Finland had more than 70% of respondents identifying as female.  

Turkey on the other hand has more men participating in Erasmus+ 

compared to the other countries, with 56% of respondents identifying as 

female and 43% identifying as male. It would be important to understand if 

this follows general trends in enrolment numbers in Higher Education in the 

different countries associated with the Erasmus+ programme, or if this is a 

trend specific to mobility data.  
 

Figure 2 respondents to the question: “How do you identify yourself?” (n = 9655) 
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Family Income 
Research has consistently shown that the socio-economic status of 

students, particularly parental education levels and financial background of 

their families, plays a crucial role in determining educational outcomes from 

early education to after graduation from higher education. Students from 

more affluent and educated families are more likely to enter and complete 

higher education (OECD, 2018). 

Family contribution was the most common mechanism students used to co-

fund their mobility, followed by personal savings and student jobs 

participants used to fund their mobility expenses.  

 

  

Of respondents are 
students with a family 
income reported below 
average.  

19% 
Of respondents that do 
not have a parent with 
a tertiary education 
background 

 

35% 
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To identify the socio-economic background of participants, we asked the 

respondents the questions about their household income when they were 

under the age of 18, and they were asked to respond if they considered this 

to be above average, average or below average.  

19% of respondents indicated that their socio-economic status and their 

household income were below average. This is below 26% of the estimated 

number of Europeans who are at risk of social exclusion or poverty. On 

average, 37% of respondents indicated that their household income was 

above average before mobility, whereas 37% indicated that their 

household income was average compared to the other families around 

them.  

Countries such as Croatia (34% of students), Ireland (26%), Romania (25%), 

Finland (24%) and Slovenia (23%) reported that their families’ household 

income was below average. They therefore seem to send more students 

with a lower socio-economic background on mobility. In countries such as 

the Netherlands (54%), Belgium (53%) and Germany (52%), students 

indicated that their financial background growing up was above average, 

which is above the average of the Erasmus+ programme, and therefore it 

may indicate that students with a more affluent background tend to go on 

an Erasmus+ study mobility more frequently in those countries. 
 

Figure 3 – breakdown of family income while growing up (n=9591) 
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First in Family 
Students were asked to indicate if their parents or guardians attended 

university, as the educational background of parents can impact the 

student’s engagement with student life on-and-off campus, which leads 

them to be less exposed to opportunities such as Erasmus+.  

On average, 35% of mobile students indicated that their parents or 

guardians did not have tertiary education, whereas 62% of respondents 

indicated that it is the case that parent or caretaker had a tertiary 

education.  

In countries such as Bulgaria (84%), Norway (84%), Poland (74%) Greece 

(74%), Czechia (71%) and France (70%), a larger-than-average number of 

respondents primary caretakers had tertiary education. On the other hand, 

In Italy, 51% of respondents indicated that none of their parents had tertiary 

education, followed by Austria (45%), and Finland (42%).  
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Figure 4 - Education background of parents/guardians (n=9602) 
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Students living with a disability 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5 - students reporting they live with a learning or physical disability (n = 9644)  
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When students were asked if they were living with a disability, on average 

across all Erasmus+ programme countries, 1,6% indicated they have a 

physical disability, and 2,1% reported having a learning disability. 2,8% of 

respondents did not prefer to disclose this considering the survey, which is 

more respondents than those that indicated living with a disability, 

indicating that this may still be a sensitive topic for respondents to disclose. 

Overall, there are large differences between countries when it comes to the 

students indicating they live with a learning or physical disability. Ireland 

(8,9%), the Netherlands (6,1%), Sweden (4,7%) and Belgium (4,6%) have 

more respondents indicating that they have a learning disability compared 

to the Erasmus+ programme’s average, while Finland (3,6%), Hungary 

(3,3%), Germany (2,9%) and Turkey (2,5%) have a larger percentage of 

students with a physical disability participating compared to the Erasmus+ 

programme average of 1.6%.  As indicated, not all students are comfortable 

disclosing this sensitive information; 5,1% of respondents from Poland, 

4,8% of Finland, and 4,1% of respondents from Slovenia did not wish to 

disclose this information in the survey, indicating there may be a level of 

underreporting of these figures in the programme.  
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Geographical Background 
When looking at the geographical background that students indicate they 

were raised in, we see that on average within Erasmus+ respondents, 45% 

of indicated they grew up in an urban area, with 35% of respondents 

indicating that they grew up in a suburban area, followed by 19% of them 

growing up in a rural area.  

However, there are vast differences across respondents and the countries 

they come from. With 81% of respondents, Turkey has the largest number 

of respondents indicating they come from a city or urban area, in Turkey 

only 2% of respondents come from a rural area, and 15% from a town or 

suburban area. Bulgaria follows closely with 72% of students coming from 

an urban area, with 7% from a rural area and 21% from a suburban area. In 

Romania and Greece, similar trends are shown, in both cases 58% of 

respondents indicated that they were from cities or urban areas, Romania 

however reports more rural respondents (22%), compared to Greece with 

8% of respondents being from Rural areas. On the other end of the 

spectrum, we see that Austria and Ireland have the largest groups of 

students from rural areas (38%), followed by Slovenia at 31% of 

respondents. Belgium (49%), the Netherlands (46%) and Slovenia (43%) are 

the countries with the largest student populations coming from towns or 

suburban areas.   Figure 6 - respondents to the question: “geographical background while growing up?” (n = 9640) 
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Ethnic background 
When asked which ethnic groups students consider themselves to be a part 

of, they were allowed to select multiple answers.  

Overall, 73.9% of respondents identified as white / Caucasian. The most 

frequent ethnic minority that was reported is Middle Eastern, followed by 

“other, please specify” by 3.7% of respondents. In the open response, 

respondents most frequently indicated the Turkic ethnic minority as the 

biggest group that was not identified in the options of the survey. The third 

most frequent ethnic minority was students who identified as 

Roma/Traveller, as 2.6% of the overall respondents indicated being part of 

the Roma or Traveller communities. 1.4% of respondents indicated they 

identify as South American/Latinx, followed by 1% of respondents 

identified as South Asian, 0.9% of respondents identified as North African. 

6,9% of respondents preferred not to disclose this information.  

There are vast differences among participants from different sending 

countries, with 10 countries having more than 80% of respondents 

identifying as White / Caucasian: Ireland (90%), Slovenia (86%), Czech 

Republic (85%), Finland (85%), Hungary (82%), Austria (82%), Belgium (81%), 

Portugal (81%), the Netherlands (81%) and Norway, (80%).  

 Turkey scored lowest on students reporting as White / Caucasian at 30% 

of the population, followed by 29% of respondents identifying as Middle 

Eastern, 15% as Other (they specified to identify as Turkic) and 10% as Asian 

(more specifically central Asian). There are vast differences among countries 

with regards to which ethnic minorities constitute the most represented 

minority group, with South American being the most common minority 

group in Spain (4.8%), Portugal (4,8%), and to a certain extend in the 

Netherlands (2.6%) and France (2.8%). Middle Eastern was the most 

common minority group in Poland (8.4%), Bulgaria (5,1%), Greece (4,9%), 

Romania (4,9%) and Austria (4.7%).  
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LGBTQ+ Background 
When asked about their sexual orientation, on average 73% of students 

identified as heterosexual, 12% as bisexual and 4% as homosexual, with 8% 

of students identifying they did not wish to disclose this information.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

There are large differences among the different student populations; with 

Spain, Finland, France, Ireland and Greece have the highest reported 

LGBTQ+ participation in mobility. In Hungary, Sweden, Croatia and 

Slovenia, more then 80% of respondents identified as heterosexual.   

Figure 7 – Responses to the Question: How do you describe your sexual orientation? (n=9616) 
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Inclusion Data from 
Outgoing Students 
 
The following chapter focuses on analysing the data collected from 

students about their sending institutions. Data is presented for the 

countries in the case that more than 100 answers were collected from 

Italy, Spain, Germany, Czech Republic, France, Poland, Austria, Greece, 

Romania, Turkey, Portugal, Belgium, The Netherlands, Sweden, Finland, 

Ireland, Hungary, Croatia, Slovenia, Norway, Slovakia and Bulgaria. Data 

collected from the other countries remains included in the average 

Erasmus+ scores.  
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When comparing if students have prior experience with learning mobility 

before joining Higher Education, on average 47.8% of respondents 

indicated that they did not take part in any form of learning mobility 

beforehand. We see that in Italy, Spain and Germany it is most common for 

respondents to have experienced learning mobility before they started 

Higher Education, as they each have less than 40% of respondents have not 

taken part in mobility before their higher education.   

The most frequent activity that learners took part in was short educational 

trips abroad with their high schools, which was reported by 24.6% of 

respondents. Second was summer programmes, which was the case for 

15,4% of respondents, but when looking at the data we see that Spain 

(22,7%) and Italy (30.2%) score exceptionally high here, and are the only two 

countries above the average. A period in high school comes third, with 

12,5% of respondents taking part in this type of mobility before higher 

education. Germany, Slovakia and the Czech Republic score highest, with 

students doing part of their high school education abroad before Higher 

Education.  

11,2% of respondents took part in Youth Exchanges or volunteered abroad 

before their higher education, with exceptional scores for Germany with 

18.7% of German respondents taking part in this type of learning mobility 

before higher education.  

 

Table 1 - number of Erasmus+ students with experiences in learning mobility before 
Higher Education. Highlighted in blue is the Average for Erasmus+ and in green all 
countries that score better than the Erasmus+ average. 

No learning 
mobility 
abroad 

before  HE

Period of 
high school 
education 

abroad

Summer 
programmes 
abroad (e.g. 

language 
learning)

Youth 
exchange 

or 
volunteer 

abroad

Educational 
short trips 

abroad 
with my 

high school

 Other 
educational 

internat. 
mobility

AT 41,7% 11,9% 14,0% 12,1% 35,7% 9,5%
BE 54,8% 10,3% 11,8% 9,5% 23,1% 8,0%
BG 49,1% 12,7% 7,3% 12,7% 17,3% 15,5%
CZ 43,9% 15,3% 13,2% 12,6% 29,1% 8,5%
DE 38,3% 17,8% 13,1% 18,7% 31,6% 10,1%
E+ 47,8% 12,5% 15,4% 11,2% 24,6% 9,1%
ES 39,1% 14,2% 22,7% 10,6% 28,7% 7,5%
FI 58,1% 9,2% 12,2% 6,1% 14,8% 9,6%
FR 44,0% 13,1% 11,3% 9,9% 33,4% 7,9%
GR 65,4% 4,0% 3,7% 13,0% 14,3% 6,8%
HR 66,3% 5,5% 9,5% 13,1% 13,1% 5,5%
HU 50,7% 8,1% 10,0% 11,8% 26,2% 12,7%
IE 59,9% 11,3% 9,0% 13,5% 23,0% 3,6%
IT 36,8% 14,6% 30,2% 8,4% 27,3% 10,7%
NL 49,4% 10,4% 9,2% 9,8% 29,1% 8,9%
NO 54,0% 13,9% 13,9% 7,3% 19,7% 14,6%
PL 54,9% 11,8% 8,4% 11,3% 19,4% 10,5%
PT 69,5% 5,6% 7,1% 7,1% 11,7% 5,3%
RO 63,1% 5,8% 3,3% 13,5% 13,6% 10,5%
SE 64,0% 10,6% 9,3% 5,1% 11,0% 8,5%
SL 49,4% 7,1% 11,9% 14,9% 27,4% 14,3%
SL 58,1% 18,6% 6,2% 8,5% 10,1% 6,2%
TR 72,3% 8,8% 6,1% 7,2% 6,6% 6,1%
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Out of all Erasmus+ programme countries, Turkey scores lowest, with 72% 

of respondents not taking part in learning mobility beforehand, followed by 

Portugal, with 69.5% of respondents, not taking part in learning mobility 

before Higher Education. Hungary (66.3%), Greece (65,4%), Sweden (64.0%) 

and Romania (63.1%) are all countries that have more than 60% of 

respondents not taking part in any form of learning mobility before they 

joined Higher Education.  

Turkey, Sweden and Belgium are the three countries that score below 

average on each of the different learning mobility types that are offered 

before higher education, indicating that there may be a problem with that 

type of offer in these countries.  

 When we asked respondents about the duration of mobility, we saw that 

the average mobility lasted 5 months, with 40% of respondents going on 

mobility for 5 months, followed by 16% of respondents leaving for a mobility 

of 6 months.  Of all Erasmus+ programme countries’ averages, 74% of 

mobilities took place for a semester (3 to 6 months). While short mobilities 

of 2 months or less, account for 3% of all mobilities and a year-long mobility 

of 7 to 12 months, accounts for 23% of all mobilities.  

Out of five countries that send out more students for a longer period, 58% 

of Irish respondents went for a full academic year, followed by Spain (51%) 

as well as France (35% of respondents. Greece, the Netherlands, Finland, 

Belgium and Sweden each sent less than 10% of their students for more 

than 1 semester.  

92% 88% 90% 88% 85% 85% 86% 85% 84% 82% 76% 78% 78% 75% 79% 70% 75% 74% 74% 73%
63%

45% 41%

5% 7% 7% 9% 10% 11% 11% 12% 12% 13% 17% 17% 19% 19% 19% 21% 23% 23% 24% 24%
35%
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figure 8 – mobility duration in months. (n=14.631) 
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To get outside  
my comfort zone &  
challenge myself in a 
completely new environment 
 

 

Motivational factors to go abroad  
Students expressed a wide range of motivations for participating in the 

mobility scheme, reflecting both personal and academic goals. On average, 

the most recurring motivation was cultural engagement, with responses 

from countries such as Austria and Belgium reaching over 80% of 

consensus among respondents, indicating a general willingness of 

beneficiaries to engage with people from different cultural backgrounds. 

Similarly, gaining knowledge of another culture was highly rated, especially 

in Turkey (82%) and Finland (81%) underlining the central role of the 

Erasmus+ programme as a cultural exchange platform. In this sense, 

qualitative responses reinforce the findings by highlighting participants' 

desire to explore different educational systems, lifestyles, and traditions. 

Respondents from Romania (80%) and Slovakia (82%) indicated the 

experiencing of a different learning environment as a motivation.  

Another significant driver towards mobility was represented by personal 

growth, with independence and resilience cited by 90% of Irish and 87% of 

Belgian students. Open responses describe the experience as an 

opportunity to break daily routines and challenge participants to adapt to a 

new environment.  
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Figure 9 - timing of the decision to take part in an Erasmus+ programme (n=12.122) 

The decision to take part in an Erasmus+ experience is often shaped by a 

combination of academic and personal influences.  According to the 

available data, university staff and professors were the most cited sources 

of encouragement, with around 25% of respondents in most countries 

identifying this category as an influencing factor for their decision to study 

abroad. This influence is particularly prominent in countries such as Portugal 

(University Staff 27%, Professors 26%) and the Netherlands (University 

Staff 26%, Professors 25%), highlighting the importance of formal support 

systems in motivating students to go abroad.  

Looking closer at the data, peers also seem to have a significant influence 

on a student's decision, often surpassing the role of family members. This 

phenomenon is particularly evident in countries such as Spain (Family 14%, 

Friends 20%) and Bulgaria (Family 14%, Friends 20%).  

These findings suggest that students’ decisions are influenced by multiple 

factors. While universities remain the central driver of mobility through their 

staff and academic mentors, the personal encouragement of families and 

the social influence of peers cannot be underestimated in fostering 

participation in mobility programmes. 

When it comes to the moment of decision-making – we see that across all 

Erasmus+ respondents, 43% indicated they knew they wanted to take part 

in a mobility experience before they enrolled in higher education.  
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Respondents from Ireland (59%), Spain (52%) and Finland (51%), indicated 

that they knew before enrolling in higher education. This may indicate that 

in these countries’ students are aware of mobility opportunities before they 

enrol into higher education. 35% of respondents indicated that they decided 

to take part in mobility at the start of their higher education journey, 

especially in Hungary (45%, Bulgaria (44%) and Romania (43%), a significant 

number of respondents indicated that their decision to go on an Erasmus+ 

mobility was made at the start of the mobility. In Hungary (13%) and 

Slovenia (9%), significantly more students compared to the general 

Erasmus+ programme average (6%), made this decision after a higher 

education degree – and most likely decided after their bachelor's degree 

that they would want to do an exchange abroad in their consecutive degree.  

Across all Erasmus+ programmes, 15% of the students decided to take part 

in an Erasmus+ mobility right before the application deadline; respondents 

from Slovakia made this decision right before the deadline in 27% of all 

respondents, followed by 21% of respondents from Norway and Poland. On 

the other hand, respondents from France (9%), Austria (11%), Spain (11%), 

Ireland (11%) and Portugal (11%), indicated a lower level of responses here, 

indicating that a larger percentage of respondents knew before the final 

application stage that they wanted to take part in mobility.  

Overall, the absence of family and friends was the most commonly reported 

challenge. This issue was particularly pronounced in Finland (25%), the 

Czech Republic (24%) and Poland (24%), indicating the impact of emotional 

and social barriers to mobility. Conversely, students from Croatia (12%) and 

Slovakia (15%) have a lower perception of family and friends as a challenge.  

These findings suggest a diversity in the challenges faced by students during 

mobility. Addressing them  can help alleviate some of these issues but a 

more compressive approach is essential to ensure the inclusivity of the 

Erasmus+.   

 

Financial challenges experienced  
during student mobility  
As part of the survey, students were asked to share insight into the 

challenges faced during their experience abroad. More specifically, for this 

report, it was decided to focus primarily on late payment of grants and loss 

of income and the absence of family and friends. The results highlighted 

some patterns emerging across different countries.  
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Figure 10 - Issues experienced during study abroad - late payment of grants (n=14.631) 

Starting with the challenges related to grants, late payments were generally 

reported to be a challenge by 17% of the overall respondents. However, 

differences among countries were evident. 29% of Spanish students 

reported late payments, making it the most affected by this challenge 

followed by Portugal (26%) and France (25%), suggesting a recurring 

challenge with the distribution of funds in the south-west of Europe. On the 

other hand, Slovenia (4%) and Croatia (7%) reported significantly lower 

rates, potentially indicating that these countries handle grants more 

efficiently.  

 

Figure 11 - Issues experienced during study abroad - loss of income (14.631) 

Moving on, the loss of income was a notable issue in Ireland (25%), the 

Netherlands (21%) and Finland (19%). In these countries, students may rely 

more heavily on part-time/student jobs. By contrast, Croatia (3%) and 

Portugal (3%) reported the lowest rate of income loss, based also on the 

previous findings that could suggest that they rely on external income 

sources to support their mobilities. The acknowledgement of this difference 

by HEIs and NAs is crucial to promoting targeted strategy in support of 

working students.  
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Receipt of top-up grants  
The innovations to the Inclusion top-up grants in the Erasmus+ programme 

2021-2027 are crucial to support students' mobility. However, results 

reveal significant variations in access to top-up grants across countries, 

highlighting disparities in how these resources are allocated and 

communicated.  

Quantitative data shows that most students (on average 68%) reported not 

receiving any top-up grant, while 14% stated they were unsure whether 

they had received one. The highest percentage of students receiving grants 

for fewer opportunities was reported in Slovenia (46%) and Croatia (37%). 

Conversely, Bulgaria (15) and the Czech Republic (1%) showed extremely 

lower rates, indicating potential gaps in outreach or eligibility.  

Top-up grants for special needs were far less common, with the highest 

percentages observed in Hungary (20%) and Romania (6%), compared to an 

average of only 4%. While these grants serve a vital purpose for accessibility 

and inclusion, the data suggests that they are underutilized or not widely 

available in many regions.  

 

Figure 12 - Top-ups received by students per country of sending institution (n =9576 ) 
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The qualitative responses offer additional context to these findings. 

Students frequently mentioned grants based on family income, academic 

performance, or other specific criteria. For instance, responses from Italy 

and Spain highlighted regional or government-provided scholarships, while 

several German students mentioned receiving grants for being first-

generation academics or for having to leave their student jobs during 

mobility. Other students noted a lack of awareness about the existence of 

top-up grants, such as one respondent from the Netherlands who stated 

they "did not receive any information about a top-up grant." 

Finally, the preliminary analysis of the XV ESNsurvey reveals that students 

eligible for top-ups tend to be more satisfied with both their home and host 

institutions (46% were satisfied and very satisfied 20% about their home 

institution and the 36% were very satisfied with the support from their 

hosting institution). This correlation suggests that the availability of these 

grants may positively influence students' experiences and perceptions of 

their education abroad. When asked about the Erasmus+ priorities, students 

who have received the top-up believe the Erasmus+ Programme is inclusive 

of students from different backgrounds, with 33% agreeing and 48% 

strongly agreeing.  

 

Sources to finance student mobility  
Students were asked to rank their economic sources, with 1 representing 

the most relied-upon source and 5 the least. Family contributions was the 

primary resource of income, with an overall average ranking of 1.75. 

Students from Belgium (1.39) and Turkey (1.44) stand out for the highest 

ranking, reflecting strong reliance on family contributions. Norway (3.16), 

Finland (1.15) and Sweden (3.15) ranked lower, possibly reflecting cultural 

norms or economic dynamics incentivising student engagement. The 

standard deviation (1.08) indicate moderate differences in reliance on the 

financing source across countries 

Student jobs ranked lowest overall, with an average of 4.42, showing 

minimal reliance across most countries. The low standard deviation (0.92) 

indicates the consistency of the findings across all countries.  

Student loans had an average ranking of 3.64, but they displayed the 

greatest variability (standard deviation: 1.28). Countries like Norway (1.58) 

and Sweden (1.89) relied heavily on loans, indicating the availability of well-

structured student loan systems. Conversely, students in Slovakia (4.45) and 

the Czech Republic (4.39) reported the lowest reliance on this source.  

Personal savings were a moderately relied-upon source, with an overall 

average of 2.20 and a low standard deviation (0.81), indicating consistency 

across countries. Students in Bulgaria (1.88) and Slovakia (1.88) relied more 
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heavily on savings, possibly reflecting limited access to alternative funding 

sources or greater financial constraints. Finally, student jobs before mobility 

had an overall average of 2.99 and showed low variability (standard 

deviation: 0,81). Students in Turkey (3.65) and Spain (3.28) ranked this 

source lower, likely due to greater access to alternative funding 

mechanisms. Ireland (2.35) and Austria (2.73) relied more heavily on pre-

mobility jobs, reflecting the need for preparatory financial planning 

 

Affordability of the hosting city 
When considering the important factors for mobile students when choosing 

their exchange destination, the affordability of the hosting city emerged as 

a key feature across all surveyed countries. This is particularly evident in 

students from Turkey (88%) and Portugal (82%) which stand apart for 

prioritizing this criterion.  

Contrary, the percentage of students who found affordability unimportant 

was relatively low across most countries, with only Sweden (23%) and 

Finland (17%) reporting notable levels of indifference. Neutral responses 

varied more widely among countries indicating that while affordability is a 

shared concern for most, some students may place more emphasis on other 

factors when choosing their destination.  

These findings give a significant insight into the impact of financial 

constraints  and their influence on students’ decision-making processes. 

They also suggest that while affordability remains a major factor for most 

students, there are notable differences in its perceived importance across 

countries, reflecting diverse financial realities across the continent and 

personal priorities among students. 
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Inclusion data from 
incoming Erasmus+ 
students 
 

 

The following chapter focuses on analysing the data collected from 

students about their hosting countries. Data is presented for the countries 

in the case that more than 100 answers were collected from Italy, Spain, 

Germany, Czech Republic, France, Poland, Austria, Greece, Romania, 

Turkey, Portugal, Belgium, The Netherlands, Sweden, Finland, Ireland, 

Hungary, Croatia, Slovenia, Norway, Slovakia and Bulgaria. Data collected 

from the other countries remains included in the average Erasmus+ scores.  
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Issues encountered  
during their study abroad 
 

Students were asked if they experienced any issues during their 

study abroad related to the following:  

• Problems related to the courses taken 

• Insufficient money to cover the cost of living 

• Problems with administration  

• Finding affordable accommodation  

• Adapting to life in the hosting city  

• Problems connecting to locals  

• Absence of family & friends 

• Discrimination based on personal background 

 

 

 

 

Table 2 - Heatmap with issues experienced by students in their host country during their exchange.  
Green = issue is uncommon for students, Pink = a common issue for students 
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Problems related to the courses taken are an overall issue. Students across 

all countries analysed seem to have experienced issues regarding credits 

taken, especially in Greece (51%) and Turkey (46%). The lowest amount 

registered for this issue is Norway (20%), however, that still means that ⅕ 

of students seem to experience this issue. This highlights that credit 

recognition and course compatibility continue to be a concern for 

international students. This could be addressed through better coordination 

between institutions and more transparent information on credit transfer 

processes. 

In continuation, when it comes to administrative issues, Turkey (40%) is 

again highly presented, therefore showing a pattern of recurring challenges 

faced by students in this country. Slovenia (29%) is also notable, with a 

relatively high percentage of students reporting administrative difficulties. 

This shows a need to improve administrative processes, offer clearer 

guidance, and enhance support services for international students to help 

mitigate these issues and ensure a more seamless experience. 

Regarding issues related to funds to cover the cost of living, Denmark (51%), 

Belgium (47%), Italy (45%), and Ireland (44%) report high percentages, 

showing a financial strain as a significant concern for students in these 

countries. This financial burden is further emphasized by the issue of finding 

affordable housing, where Ireland (72%), Italy (60%), Netherlands (55%), and 

Belgium (48%) are also among the countries with the highest percentages. 

These data points suggest that in these countries, students are going 

through difficulties not only with the cost of living but also with challenges 

in securing affordable accommodation, underlining the need for improved 

financial support systems and affordable housing solutions for international 

students. 

When it comes to social-related issues, such as adapting to life in the 

hosting city, problems connecting to locals, absence of family and friends, 

and discrimination based on personal background, there seem to be fewer 

experiences reported. However, the relatively lower percentages do not 

negate the importance of continued efforts to support students in 

overcoming these issues, ensuring they feel integrated and welcomed 

within the local community. 

Adapting to life in the hosting city is an issue for students who study abroad 

in France (12%) Lithuania (15%) and Romania (12%), indicating that a small 

proportion of students in these countries face challenges adjusting to their 

new environment. This could be related to factors such as cultural 

differences, language barriers, or unfamiliarity with local customs and daily 

life. 

Issues in connecting with the local community are particularly high in 

countries such as Czechia (41%), Hungary (36%), Lithuania (36%), and 
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Sweden (36%), suggesting that a significant proportion of students in these 

countries face challenges in building relationships with locals. 

The absence of family and friends is also a common issue for international 

students, to those who studied abroad in the Netherlands (28%), Cyprus 

(27%), Ireland (27%) and Turkey (27%), that is why it’s important for hosting 

institutions to provide robust support systems, such as counselling services, 

social events, and peer mentoring programs, to help students cope with 

feelings of loneliness and homesickness. 

Discrimination based on personal background is an issue that some 

international students face during their period abroad, in Turkey (10%) and 

Lithuania (9%) this is close to 1 in 10 Erasmus+ students. This underscores 

the need for greater awareness and education on cultural sensitivity and 

diversity within host institutions. By fostering an inclusive and respectful 

environment, hosting institutions can ensure a more positive and equitable 

experience for all students. 
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Engagement with groups during mobility  
To be able to collect data from students regarding their overall inclusion and 

engagement in the community during mobility, students were asked about 

how frequently they engaged- between “very often”, “often”, “sometimes”, 

“rarely” and “never”- with the following groups during their mobility: Local 

students from the host country; International students from other foreign 

countries; Students from your home country; and Members of the local 

community.  

 

Figure 13 - Interaction with local students from never to very often. (n=12.379) 

When it comes to Local Students from the Host Country, percentagewise, 

we see that students doing their mobility in Romania (26%), and Turkey 

(26%) seem to have more engagement with local students. Overall, 

international students seem to engage most commonly “often” and 

“sometimes” with local students, indicating that while there is a moderate 

level of interaction, there is still room for improvement in fostering deeper 

connections between international and local students.  

Students doing their mobility period in Estonia and Czechia seem to have 

the most difficulties when it comes to engaging with Local Students, as 

shown by a higher percentage of “never” and “rarely” answers. This means 

that students may face challenges in integrating into the local student 

community, potentially due to cultural, language, or social barriers. The 

responses indicate that these students might struggle to find opportunities 

or feel welcomed in local student networks. 

This level of engagement suggests that hosting institutions and local 

communities could benefit from implementing targeted initiatives, such as 

cultural exchange events, buddy programmes, or collaborative academic 

projects, to encourage more meaningful interactions.  

Strengthening these connections can enhance the cultural and social 

dimensions of mobility experiences, creating a more inclusive and integrated 

environment for all students. 

 

 



 

Inclusion in Erasmus+ A Comparative Report                 31 

 
Figure 2 - Interaction with International students of other nationalities (n=12.380) 

Concerning international students' engagement with other international 

students from different nationalities than their own, there is an extremely 

high trend in students “very often” interacting and forming connections with 

peers from various countries, fostering a diverse and multicultural 

environment.  

Most countries have a range of answers of the “very often” option between 

77% and 60%, indicating that there is a strong tendency for international 

students to engage with peers from different nationalities. This suggests 

that hosting institutions in these countries may offer more opportunities or 

environments that encourage interaction among international students. 

 

 

Overall, international students generally engage with peers from different 

nationalities, with a high trend of "very often" interactions, fostering a 

diverse and multicultural environment. However, to achieve true social 

inclusion in university communities, institutions should also foster 

engagement with the local community. Encouraging interactions between 

international students and local peers is essential for creating a more 

integrated and inclusive environment that benefits both groups, enhancing 

the overall cultural exchange and social cohesion within the campus. 

 
Figure 15 - Integration with International students of the same nationalities (n=12.353) 

With respect to the engagement of international students with other 

international students from their own nationality, it is observable that most 

have a “very often” or “often” engagement through all countries, 

demonstrating that they tend to form strong connections within their own 

cultural groups.  
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This pattern highlights the comfort and familiarity that shared nationality 

and cultural background provide, which can serve as a support system 

during their mobility experience. However, it also underscores the 

importance of creating opportunities for broader interaction to encourage a 

more diverse and enriching social experience. Countries where during 

mobility this pattern is highly visible are Croatia (46%), however, the data 

shows that more than half of the countries range from 44% to 32% in “very 

often” engagement, indicating a high proportion overall. In Lithuania (25%), 

Turkey (25%) and the Netherlands (26%) the trends are lower, however, the 

overall engagement of international students with peers from their own 

nationality remains significant.  

While international students frequently connect with peers from their own 

nationality, fostering a sense of community is crucial for institutions to 

actively promote broader intercultural engagement and inclusion. By 

encouraging interactions with students from diverse backgrounds, including 

local peers, universities can create a more inclusive environment that values 

diversity, breaks down cultural barriers, and strengthens the sense of 

belonging for all students. 

Regarding international students' engagement with the members of the 

local community, the data shows that the engagement is substantially lower 

than all three other previously mentioned groups. This highlights a gap in 

social integration and underscores the need for targeted initiatives to foster 

stronger connections between international students and the local 

community, promoting mutual understanding and a more inclusive 

environment. 

 

Figure 16 - Integration with local members of the community (n=12.377) 

The lowest values for this type of engagement can be seen in Norway and 

Sweden; this indicates that in those countries perhaps the local community 

may have fewer opportunities to engage with international students. There 

might be a need for hosting institutions and local stakeholders to implement 

programmes or events that facilitate the interaction and integration of 

international students.  

 



 

Inclusion in Erasmus+ A Comparative Report                 33 

The countries with the highest value for the engagement of international 

students with the local community are Turkey (30%) and Romania (25%) 

however, this engagement remains relatively low overall, as a significant 

proportion of students still report "rarely" or "never" interacting with the 

local community. 

The data shows a significant gap in the engagement of international 

students with local communities, which remains substantially lower 

compared to other groups. While some countries show higher levels of 

interaction, overall engagement is limited, with many students reporting 

minimal or no interaction. Addressing this issue requires hosting institutions 

and local stakeholders to prioritise initiatives that encourage meaningful 

connections, foster greater social integration and create a more inclusive 

environment for international students. 
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Support Systems offered  
by the hosting institution  

Support systems provided by hosting institutions play a pivotal role in 

ensuring a positive experience for students during their mobility 

programmes. These systems encompass a wide range of services, from pre-

departure guidance and orientation sessions to on-site support such as 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

academic advising, mental health resources, and integration 

activities. Students were asked how important support systems offered by 

the hosting institution were an influence when choosing their exchange 

destination, ranging from Important, Neutral and Unimportant. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As shown by the previous data, we can conclude that students from 

Lithuania (69%), Finland (64%) and Romania (64%) find the support systems 

a highly important factor when choosing their mobility destination, which 

indicates that the availability and quality of support systems significantly 

influence their decision-making process.  

This suggests that students prioritise destinations where they feel assured 

by receiving adequate assistance throughout their mobility experience.  

Figure 3 - Importance of support systems offered by the hosting institution (n=12.435) 
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Institutions in these countries likely stand out for their ability to provide 

support, highlighting the importance of fostering systems to attract and 

retain international students. 

Students doing an Erasmus in Italy (23%) and Greece (22%) seem to be the 

ones who find that support systems are unimportant in their decision-

making regarding their mobility destination, which could indicate that 

students from these countries may prioritise other factors, such as academic 

opportunities, cultural experiences, or affordability, over institutional 

support systems when choosing their mobility destination.  

Overall, students seem to find that support systems offered by hosting 

institutions are an important factor when choosing their exchange 

destination, once again emphasising the critical role that well-structured and 

accessible support services play in enhancing the mobility experience. These 

systems not only assist students in adapting to a new environment but also 

contribute to their overall well-being and academic success.  

Cost of Living - Hosting Institution 
With regards to the information provided about the cost of living in the host 

country by the hosting institution, students were asked to answer between 

Satisfied, Neutral or Dissatisfied. Students should be provided with good 

information to make clear and good decisions about their future host 

country.  

 

Figure 4 - Satisfaction with the Host institution with regards to information on 
affordability of the host country (n=10.789) 

 

As noted by the data collected, students who went abroad in Italy (61%), 

and Portugal (53%) seem to be the most dissatisfied with their host 

institution when it comes to information about affordability of the host 

country.  

On the other hand, students who went abroad to Finland (82%), Norway 

(73%) and Estonia (72%) were highly satisfied with the information 

provided by the hosting institution. Overall, students seem to be satisfied 
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or neutral about the information hosting institutions provide concerning 

the hosting countries' living costs. 

Having clear and accurate details about living costs, housing options, and 

other financial aspects is crucial for students to plan effectively and avoid 

unexpected challenges during their stay. The data highlights the disparity in 

the quality of information provided by host institutions across different 

countries.  

While some institutions excel in transparency and support, others leave 

students feeling unprepared. This inconsistency underscores the need for a 

standardised approach to sharing affordability-related information, ensuring 

all students have equal access to resources that enable informed decision-

making. 

Incoming Affordability 
When preparing for a period abroad, one of the biggest challenges for 

students is the personal budget, for some, it is their first experience 

managing their budget, which is why the factor of “affordability of the 

hosting city” is an important one when choosing an exchange destination.  

As Figure 16 shows, students who went abroad to Romania (92%) Bulgaria 

(91%), and Slovenia (90%) declared that the affordability of the city is a 

highly important factor when choosing that country for their exchange 
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destination. These markers seem to suggest that financial factors play a 

significant role in decision-making for students going to these regions, 

highlighting the importance of cost-effective mobility destinations to do 

mobilities in. 

Countries such as Norway (unimportant at 34% & neutral at 34%), Denmark 

(unimportant at 24% and 41% as neutral) and Ireland (18% unimportant, 

35% as neutral) present a notably higher percentage of students marking 

affordability as “unimportant” or "Neutral", as well as Sweden, Finland and 

the Netherlands. This could indicate that, for students in these countries, 

affordability may not be a primary factor in their decision-making process, 

possibly due to other appealing aspects of the exchange experience, such 

as unique cultural, academic, or professional opportunities. 

Overall, the affordability of the hosting city seems to be a very important 

factor when considering mobility, this trend highlights the significant role 

financial considerations play in shaping students’ decisions and underscores 

the need for inclusive mobility opportunities that ensure students from 

diverse socioeconomic backgrounds can access and benefit from 

international experiences. 
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Conclusion & Recommendations  
The findings of this report highlight several challenges and opportunities 

related to inclusivity and accessibility of the mobility experiences within the 

Erasmus+ Programme. While progress has been made, significant gaps 

remain, particularly for underrepresented groups. The following 

recommendations aim to address these issues, drawing on the insights from 

the report to create a more inclusive and impactful Erasmus+ Programme. 

Each section begins with a recap of key challenges or findings from the 

report, followed by actionable recommendations tailored to address these 

issues. 

 

Increasing participation and accessibility 
Participation in mobility programs remains uneven, with underrepresented 

groups such as students from low-income backgrounds, rural areas, and 

those with disabilities facing significant barriers. These gaps highlight the 

need for targeted strategies to expand access and provide flexible mobility 

formats that cater to diverse student needs. Addressing these challenges 

will ensure a broader and more equitable reach for Erasmus+ programs. 

1. Higher Education Institutions should strengthen their 

internationalisation and outreach strategies by setting internal 

targets for student participation in learning mobility and other 

international opportunities. This process should involve a thorough 

analysis of the unique characteristics of the student population, 

identifying specific groups that may be underrepresented and the 

types of mobility programmes that are currently lacking 

participation. 

2. Higher Education Institutions should aim to diversify their 

internationalisation offerings to better cater for the interests and 

needs of the entire student population. While Erasmus+ studies 

should remain at the core of the programme, new mobility 

opportunities should be explored as stepping stones towards 

longer-term mobility formats. This includes mobility options with a 

digital component, such as Blended Intensive Programmes, which 

should be particularly promoted among students with fewer 

opportunities, as they provide a valuable chance for international 

experience. Furthermore, HEIs should explore and promote other 

types of mobility programmes, such as the Erasmus Mundus Joint 

Master Degrees, which can serve as a gateway for establishing 

more joint degree programmes in the near future (XIV ESNsurvey, 

2022). 
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3. Higher Education Institutions should aim to improve the timing of 

grant distribution to exchange students, ensuring that students 

receive their grants before starting their mobility. Many universities 

have reported that delays are often caused by the documentation 

required for students to receive the grants. It is important to 

emphasise that, according to Erasmus+ regulations, only three key 

documents are required to be signed to go on mobility: the Learning 

Agreement, the Transcript of Records and the Certificate of Arrival 

and Departure. Any additional documents introduced due to legal 

or institutional requirements should be processed in a way that 

does not jeopardise the student’s mobility experience. 

Enhancing financial support and inclusivity 
Financial barriers remain one of the most significant challenges to mobility, 

with insufficient grants, delayed payments, and limited co-financing options 

restricting access for disadvantaged students. This financial strain is 

compounded by its impact on mental health and overall well-being. 

Enhanced financial support and targeted mental health services are crucial 

to making mobility a reality for all. 

1. National Agencies and National Authorities should provide national 

and/or regional co-financing to all students to ensure more 

substantial mobility grants, with a particular focus on prioritising 

students from fewer opportunity backgrounds. Additionally, 

synergies with other European funding mechanisms, such as the 

European Social Fund Plus (ESF+), should be explored to enhance 

the quality and adequacy of grants provided to international 

students. 

2. Higher Education Institutions should intensify their efforts to 

address all forms of student well-being, especially in relation to 

services connected to mental health, ensuring that the needs of 

young people are fully met. Data highlights a clear link between 

insufficient financial support for mobility and increased feelings of 

anxiety and stress. Therefore, prioritising the well-being of 

international students throughout their entire mobility journey has 

become more crucial than ever. By providing robust mental health 

and well-being support, HEIs can create a more inclusive and 

supportive environment, enabling students to thrive academically 

and personally during their time abroad (Gaušas et al., 2024) 

 

Support services and student engagement 
The student mobility experience is shaped not only by the quality of 

academic opportunities but also by the availability of adequate support 

services. The lack of clear guidance, housing challenges, and limited 
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awareness of rights under the Erasmus Student Charter hinder the overall 

experience. Simplifying processes and improving access to support systems 

will significantly enhance student satisfaction and engagement 

1. Higher Education Institutions should seek ways to simplify 

information regarding mobility procedures, ensuring that the 

Erasmus Charter for Higher Education is respected and that all 

necessary details are consolidated in one accessible location. This 

information should be made available in a digital format to enhance 

accessibility for all students. Additionally, to improve the delivery of 

information, HEIs are encouraged to collaborate with student 

associations to develop comprehensive checklists outlining the 

steps students need to take before studying abroad. 

2. Higher Education Institutions should intensify their efforts to 

support international students in securing accommodation before 

going abroad. Although, in most cases, universities do not have their 

own housing options to offer, the International Student Housing 

Report by ESN and ESU highlights that students highly value when 

universities provide information about potential accommodation 

solutions. Therefore, improving the flow of information regarding 

available options—even when direct accommodation cannot be 

provided by the institution—should be prioritised. This effort can 

significantly enhance students' satisfaction with their mobility 

experience and the support provided by their institution. 

3. Higher Education Institutions should work side by side with student 

organisations to enhance the outreach and awareness of the 

Erasmus Student Charter. This document outlines the rights, 

responsibilities and duties of international students before, during 

and after their mobility, making it essential for students to be well-

informed about their entitlements and obligations. Moreover, 

students should be made aware of the mechanisms available to 

report complaints and issues as specified in the charter. By 

collaborating with student organisations, HEIs can ensure effective 

peer-to-peer support, a highly valued resource among international 

students. This partnership also equips student organisations with 

critical knowledge about the charter, fostering a more informed and 

supportive student community. 

Addressing learning and employability outcomes 
Mobility programs play a critical role in fostering employability and civic 

engagement. However, challenges such as gaps in credit recognition and 

limited access to Erasmus+ Traineeships reduce the impact of these 

experiences. Recognising informal learning, expanding traineeships, and 
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integrating service learning into mobility strategies can better prepare 

students for professional and personal growth. 

1. Higher Education Institutions should formally recognise students’ 

volunteer work and participation in civic engagement activities 

within the local community. This can be achieved through existing 

tools such as ECTS recognition and the diploma supplement. 

Additionally, European University Alliances, through the 

development of the student board, can play a pivotal role in 

fostering such practices. By integrating formal recognition of 

student board activities into their frameworks, alliances can better 

motivate students to engage in these initiatives. This approach can 

also pave the way for the adoption of such practices across the 

entire higher education sector. 

2. Higher Education Institutions should actively expand Erasmus+ 

Traineeships in their academic offer, enriching opportunities to 

attract a wider range of students and positioning these experiences 

as a bridge to the job market. By demonstrating how mobility 

participation can enhance employability, institutions can encourage 

more students to take advantage of Erasmus+ internships, aligning 

the programme with both personal career growth and broader 

economic benefits. Furthermore, HEIs can implement a strategic 

approach by collaborating with local authorities to link Erasmus+ 

internships with local innovation ecosystems and incorporate an 

entrepreneurship component. This approach not only enriches the 

internship experience for students but also contributes positively to 

the local economy and community, fostering a mutually beneficial 

relationship between students and their host environments. 

3. Higher Education Institutions should seek to incorporate service 

learning as an integral part of their internationalisation strategy, 

encouraging students to engage in activities within the local 

community as part of their educational experience. International 

students should also be actively encouraged to take part in service-

learning activities. Their involvement in community engagement 

can serve as a transformative step towards embedding civic 

participation within the learning mobility framework. To further 

emphasise the value of these activities, institutions should strive to 

align them with ECTS credits or, where this is not feasible, ensure 

they are recognised in the diploma supplement, highlighting the 

importance of participation in such activities (XIV ESNsurvey, 

2022). 
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