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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Research-intensive universities maintain dense net-
works of international research links over all disciplines. 
They are inherently international in their outlook and 
approach to academic work, as evidenced in their re-
cruitment of students, researchers and academics. In 
addition, there is increasing internationalisation at un-
dergraduate level. In the recent past, LERU has argued 
already that research collaboration in general should and 
could be exploited better to articulate international edu-
cational collaborations and intensify student mobility to 
achieve excellence in education1.  

In this advice paper, LERU sets out how this can be re-
alised, through the development of different, more di-
verse, forms of student mobility. The paper offers a de-
tailed description of these forms, compares them and 
provides recommendations to both policy makers – na-
tional and European – and to universities.
The mobility schemes investigated can be divided into 
three models: 

· Exchange mobility:  Students themselves choose 
to have an experience abroad for a short or longer 
period of time, at a host institution, according to an 
individual mobility arrangement between the host 
and the home institution. The prototypical exam-
ple here is mobility as funded by the Erasmus pro-
gramme. 

· Networked mobility and curricula: One university, 
a faculty, department or a specific university pro-
gramme forms a network with several partners. 
The ‘centre or demanding university’ sends its stu-
dents for a certain period of time to one or more 
partner institutions, to follow (part of ) their curric-
ulum abroad.

· Embedded mobility and curricula: A limited 
number of partners (faculties, departments, pro-
grammes) engage in a  consortium (e.g. ‘ring-
shaped’), in which students then ‘rotate’ and follow 
parts of their educational trajectory subsequently in 
two or more partner institutions, while students of 
those partner institutions do the same. The curric-
ulum is fully synchronised. 

 

‘Networked’ and ‘embedded’ mobility are referred to as 
‘structured’ as they obviously require and provide more 
structure in their implementation. 

The ideas of this paper blend in well with the propos-
al of the European Commission for the Erasmus for All 
programme for 2014-2020, analysed in the first chap-
ter of this paper. At the European policy level, the new 
programme 2014-2020 will support not only individual 
mobility as in the old Erasmus scheme, but also strate-
gic collaborations between university programmes, in 
order to create better opportunities and a better learning 
experience for students. LERU very much welcomes this 
as it is clear that the current Erasmus programme has 
reached its limits. 

A second part of the paper provides a detailed investiga-
tion of the three different types of student mobility. Next 
to a desciption of the model, its objectives, the participa-
tion of students, the impact on the curriculum, its quality 
and its business and management model are analysed. 

After this thorough analysis, different qualitative fea-
tures of the mobility schemes are compared in a compar-
ative table.

In a fourth part of the paper the newer, more structured 
parts of student mobility are investigated. The opportu-
nities and benefits it creates for students, for staff mem-
bers involved and for institutions as a whole, are set out. 
Next to this, logistical benefits,  challenges and manage-
ment aspects are elaborated on.

In the final part of the paper LERU makes a number of 
recommendations aimed at policy makers and insti-
tutions. The first recommendations are directed at the 
European level, in particular at “Erasmus for all”, which 
LERU supports as the programme is designed in such a 
way that it can give a new impuls to the current Erasmus 
programme and support new, more integrated forms of 
mobility as well. LERU believes it is key that Erasmus for 
all is not only flexible in how it is designed, but can also 
be flexible during its implementation, when new chal-
lenges or ideas occur.

InternatIonal currIcula and student mobIlIty

1 Geoffrey Boulton and Colin Lucas, What are universities for?, LERU Position Paper, September 2008.



4

InternatIonal currIcula and student mobIlIty

4

To guarantee the viability of  more integrated forms of 
mobility, but also to support universities that are now 
burdended severely with administrative duties linked to 
the current Erasmus programme, LERU pleads for the 
attribution of a substantial overhead cost in the relevant 
parts of Erasmus for all and for additional funding of 
the administrative and logistical support for institutions 
participating in European mobility programmes.

LERU also calls upon national (or regional) governments 
to support the improvement and optimization of univer-
sity curricula through international collaboration and 
mobility by removing existing barriers that hamper mo-
bility of students.

However, not only policy makers, but also higher educa-
tion institutions should implement changes. LERU be-
lieves that in the long run, curriculum collaboration and 
mobility should become part of the international policies 
and strategies of a university, leading to excellence. The 
institution’s policy on mobility should also allow more 
diversity in mobility schemes. 

More flexibility is necessary as the design and purpose 
of mobility schemes can differ depending on the type 
of student, discipline or specialisation involved. This 
should also entail making a wider range of mobility op-
tions available in the classical exchange moblity, in par-
ticular including mobility for short periods, mobility in 
intermittent stages or internships.

LERU is strongly convinced that more integrated mo-
bility schemes are an important step towards the mod-
ernisation of Europe’s higher education institutions and 
therefore encourages European universities, in particu-
lar the LERU members, to consider organising and en-
gaging in such mobility schemes.


