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Foreword

International student mobility has become one of the most transformative experiences
available to young people today. As higher education evolves in an increasingly interconnected
world, understanding how students perceive, experience, and benefit from studying abroad is
essential for shaping policies, improving support systems, and ensuring inclusive access for all.
The ESNsurvey, now in its fiftteenth edition, remains one of the most comprehensive tools for

capturing these realities from the students’ perspective.

This year’s edition provides valuable insights into both incoming and outgoing mobility, offering
a detailed look at motivations, expectations, challenges, and the broader impact of
international exchange on personal development, academic progress, and civic engagement.
The findings confirm long-standing trends—such as the dominance of the Erasmus+ programme
and the importance of intercultural learning—while also reflecting new dynamics in areas like
digital tools, sustainability, mental health, and the changing socioeconomic landscape

influencing students’ decisions.

The survey results highlight not only the positive influence of mobility on students’ skills,
identities, and global awareness, but also the areas where institutions—sending and hosting
alike—can strengthen their support. Issues such as financial barriers, administrative complexity,
unequal access to information, and difficulties integrating into local communities remain
central challenges. At the same time, students report significant gains in communication,
adaptability, language proficiency, and personal growth, underscoring the enduring value of

mobility experiences.

We hope that this report will serve as a meaningful resource for universities, policymakers,
student organisations, and all stakeholders committed to improving international mobility. By
amplifying students’ voices, the ESNsurvey contributes to shaping a more inclusive, accessible,

and high-quality mobility ecosystem across Europe and beyond.

We extend our gratitude to all respondents who took the time to share their experiences. Their
contributions ensure that international mobility continues to evolve not only as an academic
opportunity, but as a life-changing journey that strengthens Europe’s cultural, social, and civic

society.
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Incoming Students
Basic information

1. Did you participate (or are you currently) in international student

mobility in your higher education?

All 928 respondents stated that they participated or are currently participating in international
student mobility as exchange students. None of the respondents reported a lack of
international experience during higher education. This clearly shows that the dataset is fully
focused on students with mobility experience. As a result, the data allow a detailed evaluation
of internationally mobile students, but the results cannot be generalised to students without
mobility experience. This also confirms that international exchange programmes are a

significant and accessible opportunity for the surveyed group.

2. What waslis your study level during your stay abroad?

Most respondents participated in mobility during their Bachelor studies (608 students, 65.5%),
followed by Master level (281 students, 30.3%). Only a small number of students took part
during doctoral studies (21 respondents, 2.3%) or other specific educational formats (18
respondents, 1.9%). This distribution shows that international mobility was most frequently
undertaken by Bachelor students, with a significant proportion also at the Master level. This
indicates that international mobility is most common at earlier stages of higher education.
Bachelor and Master students may have more flexibility in their study plans and fewer
academic or professional obligations, which makes participation in exchange programmes

easier. This suggests that universities mainly promote and support mobility at these levels.
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Level of study during stay aboard

@ Master or equivalent

@® Bachelor or equivalent

@ Doctorate (PhD) or equivalent
@ other

3. Which study field were you enrolled in when going on exchange?

Respondents came from a wide range of study fields. The largest group represented Social
Sciences (253 students, 27.3%), followed by Humanities (193 students, 20.8%) and Medical
Sciences (135 students, 14.5%). Engineering fields accounted for 111 students (12%), while
Economic and Business Sciences represented 104 students (11.2%). Natural Sciences were
reported by 97 students (10.5%). Other fields were represented only marginally (35 students,
3.8%). This distribution shows that student mobility is especially popular in disciplines with
more flexible curricula and broader international relevance. Fields such as medicine and
engineering are also present but to a lesser extent, which may be due to stricter study

requirements and limited recognition of courses abroad.
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Study field

30.00%

20.00%

10.00%

0.00%

Economic and Business  Engineering (e.g. Humanities (e.g. Medical Sciences (e.g. Natural Sciences (e.g.  Social Sciences (e.g. other
Sciences (e.g. Business Engineering, Humanities, Medicine, Dentistry, Physics, Chemistry,  Political Sciences, Law,
Studies, Management Technology, Computer Languages, Education, Pharmacy, Mathematics, Biology, Sociology, Psychology,
Studies, Economics, ~ Science, Architecture, Art) Physiotherapy) Geology, Communication and
Finance) Urban and Regional Environmental Information Sciences)
Planning) Sciences)

4. Select the country of your SENDING institution from the list.

The most common sending countries were Germany (11.21%), France (10.88%), Spain (10.67%)
and ltaly (10.45%), each contributing a similar number of participants. Other countries with
notable representation include Portugal (6.25%), Turkey (4.31%) and Greece (4.31%). Smaller
but still relevant groups came from Poland (3.23%), the Czech Republic (3.13%) and Romania
(2.91%).

In addition, students came from a wide range of other countries across Europe and beyond,
including Asia, Africa, and Latin America. This indicates that international student mobility is
strongly rooted in Europe but is also becoming more globally diverse. Countries with
long-standing participation in exchange programmes appear to send the highest number of
students. This distribution shows a broad geographic diversity across European sending

institutions.
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Top 10 sending countries

15.00%
10.00%

5.00%

0.00%

Germany France Spain [taly Portugal Turkey Greece Poland Czech Republic Romania

5. Please share the name of your SENDING institution.

The graph presents the results of Question 5, which asked respondents to share the name of
their sending institution. A total of 928 respondents participated in the survey, and 1
respondent did not answer this question, resulting in 927 valid responses. For clarity, only the
five universities with the highest number of responses were selected for the graph. Bordeaux
INP was the most frequently mentioned sending institution with 20 respondents, representing
approximately 2.2% of all valid responses. It was followed by the University of Padova with 15
respondents (about 1.6%) and the Aristotle University of Thessaloniki with 14 respondents
(around 1.5%). Aarhus University and Academia Tehnica Militara were each selected by 12
respondents, accounting for approximately 1.3% each. These institutions were followed by
other universities with lower numbers of respondents, which together made up the remaining

responses.
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Top 5 sending institutions
@ Bordeaux INP

@ University of Padova

@ Avistotle University of Thessaloniki
@ Aarhus University

@ Academia Tehnicd Militara

6. Prior to starting your higher education studies (university), did you
take part in any exchange experience abroad as part of an educational

programme?

Many respondents reported having international experience even before starting higher
education. The most commonly selected option was participation in other forms of educational
international mobility (456 respondents), followed closely by summer programmes abroad
(207 respondents), youth exchanges or volunteering abroad (124 respondents), and spending
part of high school education abroad (115 respondents).

A smaller but still substantial group participated in short educational trips abroad (114
respondents). Only 94 respondents indicated that they had no international learning mobility

before university.
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Take part in any exchange experience abroad as part of an educational programme

No, | didn’t take part in any kind of
learning mobility abroad before

Yes, | participated in educational short
trips abroad with my high school

Yes, | spent a period of my high school
education abroad

Yes, | participated in a youth exchange
or volunteering activity abroad

Yes, | took part in summer
programmes abroad, such as language

Yes, | participated in other forms of
educational international mobility

0.00% 10.00% 20.00% 30.00% 40.00%

7. Please choose the semester(s) during which you had your last

exchange:

Most respondents completed their last exchange in spring 2023 (361 students, 33.8%) and
autumn 2022 (329 students, 30.8%). Fewer students participated in earlier periods, such as
before August 2021 (7%) or during 2021 (13.2%) and early 2022 (15.2%). This distribution
shows a clear increase in student mobility after 2021, which likely reflects the recovery of
international exchanges following the COVID-19 pandemic. The data suggest that student
mobility has not only returned to pre-pandemic levels but has also grown in recent years,

indicating renewed interest and improved conditions for international exchange.
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Semester of last exchange
@ Before August 2021

@ Autumn 2021 (August to January
2022)

@ Spring 2022 (February to July)
@ Autumn 2022 (August to January)
@ Spring 2023 (February to July)

8. Please, share the name of the city where you lived during your mobility

The majority of respondents lived in Prague (527 students, 55.3%) during their mobility. Other
important host cities include Brno (118 students, 12.38%) and Olomouc (102 students, 10.7%),
followed by Hradec Krélové, Pardubice, Pilsen, and Ostrava. Only a small number of students
lived in smaller cities or outside the Czech Republic. This result indicates a strong
concentration of international students in major academic centres, especially the capital city.
Larger cities likely attract more students due to a wider range of universities, study
programmes, cultural activities, and international communities. Overall, Prague clearly stands

out as the dominant host destination.
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Top 10 cities for living during mobility

Prague 527
Brno

Olomouc

Hradec Kralove
Ostrava
Pardubice

Pilsen

Ceske Budejovice
Zlin

Liberec

other

0.00% 10.00% 20.00% 30.00% 40.00% 50.00%

9. Please, indicate the duration of your exchange

Most exchanges lasted 5 months (425 students) or 4 months (160 students), which corresponds
to a typical academic semester. Longer stays of 9 or 10 months were also relatively common,
while very short exchanges (less than 1 month) were rare. This shows that international
mobility is mainly semester-based and integrated into regular study programmes. The
dominance of medium-length stays suggests that students prefer exchanges that allow
sufficient academic and cultural immersion without significantly extending their overall study

duration.

Duration of the exchange

Less than 1 month
2 months
4 months
425
6 months
8 months

10 months

12 months
0.00% 10.00% 20.00% 30.00% 40.00% 50.00%
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10. Please, share the name of your HOST institution.

In total, 928 respondents participated in the survey, and 13 of them did not answer this
question, resulting in 915 valid responses. For clarity, the graph includes only the five
universities with the highest number of responses. Charles University was the most frequently
mentioned host institution, chosen by 476 respondents, which represents approximately
51.3% of all valid responses. It was followed by Palacky University in Olomouc with 104
respondents (about 11.2%) and Masaryk University in Brno with 63 respondents (around
6.8%). The University of Hradec Kralové was selected by 39 respondents (approximately 4.2%),
and the University of Pardubice by 29 respondents (about 3.1%). These universities were
followed by other institutions with lower numbers of respondents, such as Mendel University
in Brno, Czech Technical University, the University of Chemistry and Technology, and several

others, which together accounted for the remaining responses.

Top 5 host institutions
60.00%

50.00%

40.00%
30.00%
20.00%
10.00% 39 29 29
0.00%
Charles University Palacky University Masaryk University of University of University of
in Olomouc University in Brno  Hradec Kralove Pardubice Technology Brno

11. Select your mobility type.

The vast majority of respondents (872 students, 94%) participated in a study exchange at
another university. Only a small number took part in traineeships/internships (34 students,
3.7%), short-term mobility programmes (12 students, 1.3%), or other forms of mobility (10
students, 1.1%). This indicates that international mobility is still primarily academically

oriented and focused on formal university study. Alternative mobility formats exist but remain

® o000
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less common, suggesting potential for further development and promotion of practical or
blended mobility opportunities. This shows that study exchanges were the main type of

mobility.

Mobility type

@ Study exchange at another university

@ Traineeship/internship placement at a company/organisation
@ Short mobility programme of less than 1 month

© other

12. Select your exchange programme:

The vast majority of respondents participated in the Erasmus+ programme (888 students out of
928, 95.7%). Only a small number of students took part in other types of exchange
programmes, such as institutional agreements without a formal programme (21 students),
CEEPUS (4), freemover exchanges (4), or SEMP for Swiss universities (4). Other programmes

were mentioned only rarely.

This result clearly shows that Erasmus+ is the dominant framework for international student
mobility among the respondents. The strong prevalence of this programme suggests that
Erasmus+ is widely accessible, well-structured, and strongly supported by both sending and
host institutions. At the same time, the low number of students in alternative programmes
indicates that non-Erasmus mobility options are less visible or less attractive. This implies that
universities and policymakers may consider promoting a wider range of exchange programmes

to diversify mobility pathways and reach students who cannot participate in Erasmus+.

o000
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Exchange programme

Erasmus+

None - Agreement between Institutions without
programme

CEEPUS
Freemover

SEMP programme - for Exchange with Swiss
Universities

other
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Perception and awareness about Erasmus«

13. Were you informed of the rights of Erasmus students included in the

Erasmus Student Charter during your mobility?

In total, 928 respondents answered the survey, but 91 of them did not answer this question.

Most respondents reported that they were informed about the Erasmus Student Charter,
mainly when they were informed about Erasmus+ opportunities (341 students out of 837,
40.74%) or during the application process (187 students, 22.34%). A smaller group received
this information when signing the Erasmus+ Grant Agreement (149 students, 17.8%). However,
160 students stated that they were not informed at all, and 91 respondents did not answer the

question.

These results suggest that information about student rights is generally provided, but not in a
consistent way. The relatively high number of students who were not informed or did not
respond indicates potential gaps in communication. This implies that institutions could improve
transparency and ensure that all students receive clear and timely information about their

rights before starting their mobility.

Informed of the rights of Erasmus students (Erasmus Student Charter) during mobility

@ 1was notinformed about the Erasmus Student Charter.
@ When I signed the Erasmus+ Grant Agreement.
@ When | submitted my application for Erasmus+.

@ When | was informed about the Erasmus+ opportunities.

o000
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14. To what extent do you agree with the following statements about the

Erasmus.+ programme?

Students were asked how much they agree with several statements about the Erasmus+

programme. Most answers are positive.

e Inclusiveness:
Most students agreed that the Erasmus+ programme is inclusive for students from
different backgrounds.

293 students agreed and 412 strongly agreed, while very few disagreed.

e Sustainable travel:
Many students felt that the programme allows them to use sustainable travel options.
Most answers were agree (279) or strongly agree (274), although some students chose

neutral (199).

e Sustainable skills:
Most students thought that Erasmus+ helps them develop sustainable skills and habits.

284 students agreed and 376 strongly agreed.

e Digital solutions:
Many students believed that Erasmus+ offers useful digital tools for the mobility
process.

336 agreed and 236 strongly agreed.

e Digital skills:
Students also said that Erasmus+ helps them gain digital skills.
The most common answers were agree (301) and strongly agree (186), but some chose

neutral (238).

e Civicengagement:
Many students agreed that the programme encourages civic engagement.

296 students agreed and 285 strongly agreed.

In total, 928 people took part in the survey, but 91 of them did not answer this question.

o000
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Overall, the results show that most students have a positive opinion of the Erasmus+

programme.

Statements about the Erasmus+ programme

The Erasmus+ programme is inclusive of students ﬁ#

from different backgrounds. 88 293 412

The Erasmus+ programme allows for students to
engage in sustainable means of travel to/from ﬁ 70 199 279 274
destination
The Erasmus+ programme contributes to the
acquisition of sustainable skills, habits and é 41 128 284 376
behaviours among participants

The E + ffers digital solutions t
e Erasmus+ programme offers digital solutions o% 58 200 336 236

facilitate the mobility process.

The E + rts th isiti
e Erasmus+ programme supports the acquisi |on@ - - - .

of digital skills and digital literacy

The Erasmus+ programme encourages civic
70 171 296 285

engagement during exchanges.

B strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree

15. Which tools did you use as part of your Erasmus+ journey?

Students used different digital tools during their Erasmus+ mobility. The most commonly used
tool was the Online Learning Agreement (563 students), followed by the European Student
Card (448). Many respondents also reported that their mobility procedures (322), including
credit recognition (304), took place fully or partly online. A significant number of students

experienced online or blended learning formats during their exchange (217).

Only a small group reported using the Erasmus+ App (54), either for information or for the
application process, and 55 students did not use any of the listed tools. This suggests that
digital tools are widely integrated into Erasmus+ mobility, especially for administrative
processes, but some newer tools, such as the Erasmus+ App, are not yet fully adopted. This
implies that further promotion and user support could increase the effective use of digital

solutions and improve the overall student experience.

o000
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Tools used as a part of Erasmus+ journey

I had an Online Learning Agreement
| used the European Student Card
All my mobility procedures were
My credit recognition process took
I had online classes during my

I had a part of my mobility courses
None of the above

| used the Erasmus+ App to obtain

| used the Erasmus+ App for my

0.00% 10.00% 20.00% 30.00% 40.00% 50.00% 60.00%
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Motivations to go on an exchange

16. When did you decide you wanted to study abroad?

In total, 763 students answered, and 164 did not answer. Among respondents who answered
this question, the most common moment for deciding to study abroad was before enrolling in
higher education (329 students, 43.1%) or at the start of their higher education journey (272
students, 35.6%). Fewer students made the decision right before application deadlines (107
students, 14.0%) or towards the end of their degree (41 students, 5.4%). Only a small number

selected other specific situations (14 students, 1.8%).

This suggests that the idea of studying abroad often exists early in students’ educational paths.
Early decision-making may allow students to better plan their studies and prepare academically
and financially for mobility. The relatively high number of blank responses may indicate
uncertainty, difficulty recalling the exact timing, or a less conscious decision-making process.
Overall, this shows that early awareness and promotion of mobility opportunities can strongly

influence participation.

Decision to study abroad
40.00%

30.00%
20.00%

10.00%

0.00%

Before enrolling in At the start of my Right before the At the end of a Higher Other
Higher Education Higher Education application deadlines Education degree
journey
o000 0
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17. Select what were the motivational factors for going on exchange:

The strongest motivations for going on exchange were engaging with people from different
cultural backgrounds (617, 80.9%), gaining knowledge of another culture (595, 78.0%), and
becoming more independent and resilient (590, 77.3%). Academic and personal development
factors, such as experiencing different learning environments (567, 74.3%), language
improvement, and developing international skills, were also highly rated. Career-related

motivations, while still important, were slightly less dominant.
Other motivations were:
e be amore inclusive and happier person;

e to experience life in another city (Prague), that | wanted to go back to ever since | first

visited;
e toexperience living abroad for the first time;
e togain access to courses and topics that are not available in my own university;
e toimprove my English skills and development my research project;
e toimprove the confidence | had in myself.

These results indicate that students are primarily motivated by personal growth and
intercultural experiences rather than purely academic or career benefits. This suggests that
international mobility is seen as a holistic life experience. Institutions may therefore strengthen
promotion by highlighting not only academic outcomes but also personal and intercultural

development.

o000
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Motivational factors for going on exchange

to engage with people from different cultural

backgrounds o17

to gain knowledge of another culture 595

to become more independent/resilient 590

to experience different learning environments 567
to be able to be my true self / explore my identity
to learn/improve a foreign language.

to develop my skills related to internationalisation
to enhance my future career prospects

to improve my academic performance

to build up a personal and professional network

0.00% 10.00% 20.00% 30.00% 40.00% 50.00% 60.00% 70.00%

18. Who played a role in your decision to go abroad?

Students rated the influence of different people (1 = no influence, 5 = very strong influence).
University staff and university professors were rated as highly influential by many respondents,
especially at the higher end of the scale. Friends and family tended to have a more mixed
influence, often rated as low to moderate. Other students, such as exchange alumni, also played

a noticeable role but were not the primary decision-makers.

This shows that institutional actors play a key role in encouraging student mobility. Professional
guidance and academic support appear to be more influential than personal networks. This
implies that universities have a strong responsibility in actively informing and motivating

students to participate in exchange programmes.

e University staff: 245 rated 5 (very influential);

e Friends: mostly rated 1-2 (lower influence), only 53 rated 5;
e University professors: 241 rated 5;

e Family: 238 rated 1 (low) and 87 rated 5;

e Other students: mixed responses, 137 rated 5.

This shows that university staff and professors had a strong influence, while friends and family

had mixed influence.

o000
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A role in decision to go abroad
30.00%

262
242 245 245 241

20.00%

117124124

10.00%

0.00%

no influence minor influence moderate influence major influence decisive influence
B University staff ] Myfriends [l University professors My family [l Other students

19. How important were the following factors when choosing your

exchange destination?

The most important factors were affordability of the hosting city and matching courses that can
be recognised by the home institution. Academic reputation and language of instruction were
also considered important by many students. In contrast, factors such as career aspirations in

the destination country or the destination being the only option offered were generally rated as

less important.
Most students considered these factors important or very important:

e Affordability of the city (284 + 378 = 662 students, 86.8%);

e Academicreputation (271 + 152 =423, 55.4%);

e Matching courses for recognition (202 + 338 = 540, 70.8%);

e Recommendations from other students (252 + 251 = 503, 65.9%).
Less important factors included:

e Itwasthe only destination available;

e Career aspirations in the destination country;

e Strategic partnership of the university.

o000
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These findings suggest that students make pragmatic decisions when choosing their exchange
destination. Financial feasibility and academic recognition are key conditions for participation.
Sustainability and community engagement were moderately important, indicating growing
awareness but not yet decisive influence. Universities can therefore increase participation by

ensuring transparent course recognition and providing financial support.

Importance of factors choosing exchange destination

Affordability of the hosting city I 11 75 284 378
Matching courses which can be recognised by my home institution 51 119 202 338
Recommendations from other students 73 146 252 251
Ability to speak the language of the instruction in the university of 90 117 159 232
Support systems offered by the hosting institution 89 222 250 166
Academic reputation of the hosting institution 73 235 271 152
Reachable through sustainable means of transport 118 135 191 175 144
The university is a strategic partner of my sending university (European m 110 215 113 129
Possibility to engage with the local community during my courses. m 135 246 190 103
It was the only destination available/offered to me by my sending institution 309 105 159 93 97
Aspirations for a career in the destination country/city 224 202 181 94 62

B Very Unimportant Unimportant Neutral Important Very Important

20. Did you participate in any of the below information activities? How

effective were they?

Group information sessions and social events with an international focus were most often rated
as effective or very effective by participants. Individual meetings with university staff were also
positively evaluated. Study abroad fairs received more mixed evaluations and had a high
number of “not applicable” responses, suggesting lower participation. In total, 927 students

answered, and 164 did not answer these questions.
Students rated different activities for effectiveness:

e Group information sessions: most found them effective or very effective (268 + 183 =
451,59.1%);

e Social events with international students: 162 + 170 = 332 (43.5%);
e Individual meetings with staff: 159 + 166 = 325 (42.6%);

o000
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e Study Abroad fair: 119 + 125 = 244 (32%).
Some students marked Not Applicable for each activity.

These results indicate that direct and interactive forms of communication are the most
effective in supporting student decision-making. Personal contact and peer interaction appear
to be more impactful than large-scale events. This implies that universities should continue

investing in targeted information activities and personalised support.

Effectivity of participation in information activities

Group information session about

exchange opportunities 130 268

Social event with an
international mobility
component (exchange alumni,
international student

122 162

Individual meeting with

university staff member (28 U

Study Abroad fair with an

overview of opportunities 35 17 119

H N
H w N
N
)
©

B Very Ineffective Ineffective Neutral Effective [l Very Effective [l Not Applicable

o000 00O
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Pre-departure support and initial guidance

21. Which pre-departure support do you find important to receive?

The most important type of pre-departure support for respondents was information about
financial support (662 students). This was followed by support with the application process,
information on available programmes, and hearing from students who have already been
abroad. Academic-related information, such as courses offered by host universities and the

impact of exchange on grades, was also considered important, but slightly less frequently.
Students said the most important support before going abroad was:

Information about financial support (662 students);

e Help with the application process (531);
e Information on programmes available (524);
e Hearing from students who have been abroad (498);

Information about courses at host universities (468).

Less important were:
e Support to find an internship (184);
e |nformation on career prospects (152).

Each option was answered by a different number of students, and the rest did not answer. In
total, 928 students answered at least some of these questions. These results show that
students primarily need clear and practical information before going abroad. Financial clarity
and administrative guidance are key factors that can reduce uncertainty and stress. The
importance of peer experience also suggests that students value informal and
experience-based information alongside official guidance. This implies that institutions should

combine administrative support with student-led information activities.

o000
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Importante pre-departure support

Information about financial support available 662
Support with the application process

Information on the programmes available

Hearing from students who have been abroad

Information about the courses offered by potential host universities
Information on the impact of exchange on grades

Support in choosing a host university

Meeting other students considering mobility

Meeting students from the host university

Support to find an internship placement

Information on the impact on career prospects

700

22. How satisfied were you with the following services and support

provided by your SENDING institution before departure?

In total, 928 students answered, but 165 did not answer each question. Overall, respondents
expressed moderate to high satisfaction with most services provided by their sending
institutions. Information on mobility opportunities, funding, learning agreement preparation,
and grade recognition were generally rated as satisfactory or very satisfactory. Linguistic and
intercultural support received more mixed evaluations, with many neutral and “not applicable”

responses.
Students rated services before departure. Most students were satisfied or very satisfied with:
e Information on mobility opportunities (283 + 212 = 495 students);
e Financial aid information (265 + 240 = 505);
e Support for the Learning Agreement (223 + 233 = 456);
e Support for mobility application (237 + 205 = 442).
Some services had lower satisfaction, for example:

e Support for people with fewer opportunities or special needs (104 + 98 = 202
satisfied/very satisfied);

o000
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e Linguistic support (175 + 145 = 320 satisfied/very satisfied).

Support for students with fewer opportunities or special needs had a particularly high number
of “not applicable” responses, which may indicate limited awareness or limited access to this
type of support. These findings suggest that while core administrative support functions well,
additional services related to inclusion, language support, and internationalisation could be
strengthened. Institutions may benefit from better visibility and promotion of these support

measures.

Satisfaction with services/support provided by sending institution before departure

An international component in teaching and learning activities in the 63 151 200 153 _
sending university
Intercultural and other international activities at the sending university n 81 182 155 131 _
Information on mobility opportunities for university students (before
¥ opp Y students (ocfore PR ) 143 283 212
mobility application)
Support for mobility application (how to apply for mobility, to write
PP vepe ¢ PRy Tor e 46 88 163 237 205
motivation letters etc.)
Information about available funding / financial aid ¥J 67 152 265 240 .
Support in the preparation of the Learning Agreement 103 144 223 233 l
Information and support on grade transfer, ECTS and mobility studies
recognition 88 161 234 203
Support for people with fewer opportunities or special needs 59 166 104 98 —
Linguistic support (online language support, language courses) 59 168 175 145 _
B Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Very Satisfied [l Not Applicable

23. Do you have any positive comments about the services provided by your

SENDING institution?

The positive comments highlight several recurring themes. Respondents frequently praised
professional, friendly, and fast support from international offices and Erasmus coordinators.
Many students appreciated clear communication, quick email responses, well-organised
application processes, and help with Learning Agreements and course selection. Financial
support, availability of partner universities, pre-departure meetings, and language support

were also mentioned positively.

These comments suggest that personal engagement and efficient communication significantly

improve the student experience. When support staff are accessible and proactive, students feel
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more confident and supported throughout the mobility process. This underlines the

importance of well-trained and motivated international office staff.

24. Do you have any negative comments about the services provided by

your SENDING institution?

Negative comments mainly focused on administrative issues, such as disorganisation, slow
communication, unclear or confusing information, and delays in financial support. Several
respondents reported problems with credit recognition and course validation, as well as
difficulties with Learning Agreements. Some students also felt that mobility opportunities were

not sufficiently promoted or that personal support was lacking.

These criticisms indicate that while many institutions perform well, inconsistencies in
organisation and communication can significantly affect student satisfaction. Delays in financial
support and unclear academic procedures appear to be particularly problematic. This suggests
a need for more transparent processes, clearer guidelines, and stronger coordination between

faculties and international offices.

25. Overall satisfaction with services provided by SENDING institution?

Among respondents who answered this question, the majority reported being satisfied (337
students, 44.2%) or very satisfied (187 students, 24.5% ) with the services provided by their
sending institution. A smaller group expressed a neutral opinion (140 students, 18.3%), while

99 students (13%) reported dissatisfaction or strong dissatisfaction.

These results indicate that overall satisfaction with sending institutions is generally positive.
Most students felt adequately supported during the preparation and organisation of their
mobility. However, the presence of dissatisfied respondents and a relatively high number of
blank answers suggests that experiences were not fully consistent across institutions. This
implies that while many sending institutions provide high-quality support, there is still room for
improvement, particularly in terms of communication, administrative efficiency, and financial

procedures, which were highlighted in earlier questions.
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Exchange experience

26.  What means of transport did you use for travelling at these three key

moments of your exchange?

Each question was answered by 928 students, and 165 did not answer. The most frequently
used means of transport across the different travel moments was the plane, followed by train
and bus. Cars were used less often, mainly in combination with other transport modes. Only a

very small number of respondents reported using boats or other uncommon options.
Students mainly used:
e Totravel to the exchange destination: Plane (462), Train (119), Bus (91), Car (73);
e For overnight trips during exchange: Train (366), Bus (322), Plane (32), Car (11);
e Totravel back home: Plane (434), Bus (132), Train (109), Car (78).

This result suggests that students mainly prioritised speed and practicality, especially for
long-distance travel to and from the host country. Although more sustainable options such as
trains and buses were used by a significant number of students, air travel clearly remained
dominant. This indicates that sustainability is a consideration, but often secondary to time,

distance, and cost constraints.

Exchange transport for traveling in key moments

50.00%
40.00%
30.00%
20.00%

10.00%

73 78
0.00% 11 32 10
For travelling to your exchange For overnight trips during your for travelling back home after your
destination exchange abroad exchange.

car [ plane [ train [ bus [ other
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27. What are the most important reasons for choosing this specific mode of

transport?

Among 763 respondents, personal safety (63.96% rating 6-7) and flexibility (52.6%) were the
strongest motivations. Environmental friendliness also stood out, with 41.41% rating it highly.
In contrast, only 11.14% considered travel time highly important and just 3.41% did so for
price-cost relation, even though these two had the highest number of low ratings (time:
61.49%, cost: 73.92% rating 1-2). Ease of booking was relatively unimportant, with only 8.26%

giving it a high score.

These findings show that students make pragmatic travel decisions. While sustainability is
present in students’ thinking, financial and safety considerations remain more influential. This
suggests that if sustainable travel options are to be used more often, they must also be
affordable, safe, and time-efficient. Overall, safety and freedom played a much stronger role

than speed or cost.

Reason for choosing this specific mode of transport

Time taken to complete the
journey

Environmental friendliness 143 173

Personal safety 26 129 271 217

Flexibility/Freedom 36 137 135 266
M1 W2 W3 W4 W 6 7
Due to limited space in the chart, textual labels were replaced with numerical values. Each

factor is therefore represented by a number. Below is a brief mapping of the individual criteria

and their corresponding values:

1. Notimportant at all 4. Moderately important
2. Veryslightly important 5. Important
3. Slightly important 6. Veryimportant
7. Extremely important
o000 0O
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28. How frequently did you engage with these groups of people during your

mobility?

International students were by far the most frequent social group: 88.0% interacted with them
very often and another 27.4% often. Students also met peers from their own country regularly
(53.4% very often). In contrast, engagement with local students was low, as only 12.5%
interacted with them very often, while 41.63% did so rarely or never. Contact with the local
community was even weaker, with 48.0% engaging rarely or never and only 10.3% very often.
This pattern suggests that international mobility tends to create strong international student
networks, while integration into the local community is more limited. Language barriers,
cultural differences, or structural separation between local and international students may
explain this gap. Universities may need to create more opportunities for meaningful contact
with local students and communities. This shows a strong international circle but minimal

integration with locals.

Frequency of interaction with different groups of people during mobility

60.00%
50.00%

40.00%

30.00%
10.00%
163 176
115 126 124

Local students from host International students from Students from your home Members of the local
country other foreign countries country (same nationality) community
(different nationality)

never [l rarely [ sometimes often [J] veryoften
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29. How many friends did you make from each group during your

exchange?

Friendships with international students were strongest: 28.49% made more than 16 friends,
and over 23.47% made more than six. Local friendships were more limited - 24.22% made none,
while 39.05% made 2-5 friends. Only 2.18% reported more than 16 local friends. Students
from the same home country ranked in the middle: 34.77% made 2-5 friends, but 13.29% made

none.

These results confirm that international exchanges strongly support international social
networks, but integration with local students remains a challenge. This implies that mobility
programmes are successful in creating multicultural environments, but less effective in
fostering deep local integration. Overall, forming international friendships was very easy,

especially compared to local ones.

Number of friends made from each group during the exchange

30.00%
25.00%
20.00%
15.00%
10.00%

5.00%

0.00%

Local friends International friends (different Friends from my home country (same
nationality) nationality)

[ ofriends [ 1friend [ 11-15friends [ 2-5friends [J] 6-10friends [ morethen 16
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30. While on exchange, which actions did you do in the local community or

HOST institution?_Volunteered in the local community

Out of all 928 respondents, 57.03% did not join any listed activity, making this the dominant
answer. The most common engagement was joining a sports club (13.39%), followed by local
student/youth associations (8.44%) and volunteering (6.52%). Very few joined student councils
(4.05%) or arts-related clubs (4.39%). However, open responses show additional activities such
as university events, ESN events, museums, festivals or language teaching, suggesting informal

participation was higher than the official numbers indicate.

This suggests that while informal participation exists, structured civic or community
engagement during exchanges is relatively low. Students may lack time, information, or
motivation to engage more actively. This indicates potential for universities to better promote

extracurricular and community-based opportunities for exchange students.

Participants who volunteered in the local community during their exchange

Volunteered in the local -
community
Found a part-time student
o RSS!
Joined the local Student
Union/Council -
Joined a local student/youth _
association
S i N )
club/team
Joined an art/music/drama
cup ISE)
Other (Please Specify) -
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31. Did you attend activities organised by the local ESN section or other

organisations working with international students?

Among 763 respondents, participation in ESN activities was very high: 53.6% joined ESN
events, and 20.97% joined both ESN and other organisations. Only 11.14% were not interested,
and 5.37% reported that no organisations existed. Participation in other organisations alone
reached 8.91%. These results show that almost 75% of students engaged in organised

activities, with ESN being the key provider of social opportunities.

These results highlight the important role of ESN and similar organisations in supporting social
integration and student engagement. Their activities appear to be a key entry point into social

life for international students, especially at the beginning of the exchange.

Attendance in activities from ESN section and other organization

@ No, | was not interested

. No, there were no such organisations
@ Yes, both

@ VYes, ESN section

@ VYes, other organisations

32. Did you experience any of the following issues during your study

abroad?

The most common problem was difficulty connecting with locals (32.65%), followed by
course-related issues (29.09%) and financial difficulties (26.41%). In contrast, discrimination

was rare (3.99%). Problems with accommodation and missing family affected around 18% of
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respondents. About 15.31% reported no issues at all. Open answers mentioned extra problems,
such as COVID restrictions, language barriers, landlord disputes, and healthcare complications,
showing a wide range of challenges beyond the listed options. Fewer students reported

administrative problems or discrimination.

These findings show that international mobility involves both practical and emotional
challenges. Financial insecurity and academic uncertainty appear to be major stress factors.
This implies that better financial planning, clearer academic procedures, and stronger social

support could significantly improve the student experience.

Issues during study abroad

Probems comectngt ocat
Problems related to the courses | was taking _
Insufficient money to cover my cost of living. [ s
Late payment of my grant/scholarship. [ S
Absence of family & friends _
Problems finding affordable accommodation [ GG
None of e bore
Loss of income/loss of student job while [[NEEZD
Problems adapting to life in the hosting city _
Problems with my administration (residence [[INCAN
Discrimination based on my personal 7N

33. The issues experienced impacted me in the following way:

Stress and anxiety were the most common impacts, with 41.15% agreeing or strongly agreeing.
Motivation to study decreased for 34.73%, though many stayed neutral (29.09%). Feelings of
isolation were less common (21.49% agree), and most students disagreed with feeling socially
excluded (58.85%). A sense of belonging to the local community was low (27.92% agree), while
belonging to the student community was higher (36.57% agree) but still mixed. Overall,

emotional impact existed but was not universal.

These results indicate that challenges during mobility can have a real emotional and academic

impact, even if not all students experience them in the same way. This underlines the
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importance of mental health support, academic guidance, and social integration measures

during exchange periods.

The issues experienced impacted me

30.00%
242 29
222222
207
191 -
20.00% 175 173 171
158 160 o8
150 153 150
> 137
122
116 108
10.00%
42
0.00%
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree

[ Feelings of anxiety and stress [l My motivation to study  [Jl] Feelings of isolation & social exclusion
[ My sense of belonging to the local community  [l| My sense of belonging to the student community
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Support received by the host HEI

34. Overall satisfaction with services provided by HOST institution

When evaluating overall satisfaction with host institutions, most students expressed positive
experiences. Out of 928 respondents, 332 students reported being very satisfied (43.51%) and
268 were satisfied (35.12%), showing that a majority were happy with the services. Neutral
responses were given by 81 students (10.62%), while dissatisfaction was less common, with 57
very dissatisfied (7.47%) and 21 dissatisfied (2.75%). Four students indicated they did not have
a host institution. This suggests that, in general, host institutions effectively support incoming
students, but there is still a small portion of students who felt their needs were not fully met.
Overall, almost 79% of students reported being satisfied or very satisfied, showing that the

host institutions generally offered a positive experience.

Satisfaction with services provided by HOST institution

@ Very satisfied

@ satisfied

@ Neutral

@ Dissatisfied

@ Very dissatisfied

@ !did not have a HOST institution
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35. How satisfied were you with the following services and support

provided by your HOST institution before arrival?

Support in finding accommodation (670 responses)
High satisfaction was strong: 39.10% agreed or strongly agreed. Only 9.55% disagreed. 5.97%

strongly disagreed, while 16.72% were neutral. This shows accommodation support was one of

the better-rated services.

Insurance assistance !670 responses!

Satisfaction was moderate, with only 16.42% agreeing or strongly agreeing. The majority
32.69% selected “Not applicable,” suggesting many students did not use this service. Negative

responses (strongly disagree + disagree) reached 14.63%.

Visa & residence permit assistance (668 responses)

This service had mixed results: 24.55% agreed or strongly agreed, while 7.63% disagreed or
strongly disagreed. However, 53.74% chose “Not applicable,” meaning many students did not

require this support.

Information about cost of living (666 responses)

A total of 42.19% agreed or strongly agreed, while 12.01% disagreed and 7.06% strongly

agreed. Neutral responses were common (26.73%), showing that information quality varied.

Communication with faculty & professors (667 responses)
This was one of the strongest areas: 70.46% agreed or strongly agreed, and only 9.30%

disagreed. Neutral responses (15.44%) were low, showing generally positive communication.

Communication with other university services (664 responses)

High satisfaction reached 54.67%, while disagreement remained low at 8.89%. However,

16.72% chose “Not applicable,” indicating limited use of these services.
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Satisfaction with services and support provided by the host institution before arrival

Support in finding accommodation n 64 112 159

Assistance in the procedure of obtaining an
insurance 11 57 130 113
Assistance in the procedure of obtaining a visa and
Vil 22 94 79
Information about the cost of living in the host
country 47 80 178 163
.

residence permit

Assistance in the communication with my faculty

and professors 103 243

Assistance in the communication with other

departments and services of the Higher Education 32 131 191 —

Institution

B Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree  [I] Strongly Agree [l Not Applicable

36. Teaching methods applied in your host university?

Teaching methods were experienced differently by students. Most students agreed that their
courses enhanced critical thinking, with 294 agreeing and 183 strongly agreeing. Innovative
digital approaches were also appreciated, with 227 agreeing and 104 strongly agreeing.
Methods related to community engagement and environmental sustainability were less
consistently applied, with many students neutral or disagreeing. Challenge-based education
received mixed ratings as well. This indicates that while academic skills like critical thinking are
well fostered, some universities could strengthen practical and socially-oriented teaching

methods.

In the graph, the original category labels were replaced with numbers for clarity. The numbers

represent the following items:
e Number 1 refers to “Teaching methods included engaging with the local community’.

e Number 2 represents “Teaching methods discussed environmental sustainability across

subjects”.
e Number 3 corresponds to “Teaching methods included societal challenge-based education’.
e Number 4 stands for “Teaching methods enhanced critical thinking”.

e Number 5 indicates “Teaching methods used innovative digital approaches”.
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Teaching methods applied at the host university
294

30.00%

227

183

20.00%

144142

109

10.00%

=41 20 [

0.00%
Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree

M1 W2 B3 B4 A5

37. Agree or disagree that they reflect your experience of being an
international student at your host university in comparison to the local

student population

The strongest area was access to academic facilities, where 88.97% agreed or strongly agreed
that access was equal. Social and recreational access was also positive, with 78.05% agreement.
The weakest area was psychological and health support: only 52.40% agreed or strongly
agreed, while 11.79% disagreed and strongly disagreed. Opportunities to discuss academic
issues were rated highly (81.49% agreement). The lowest trust appeared in the handling of
insensitive or discriminatory remarks: only 47.34% agreed, while 16.27% disagreed or strongly

disagreed, showing uncertainty about these procedures.
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International vs. local student experience - agreement levels

International students have equal access to
19 53 229 384

university academic facilities (e.g. library)

International students have equal access to
social & recreational offers on the university 42 100 246 291
campus
International students have equal access to
psychological and health support on the Al 60 246 165 195
university campus

International students have equal opportunity
. . R W 30 86 241 318
to discuss academic issues with professors

Insensitive, degrading or insulting remarks
made about international students are n 41 246 147 173
addressed through the same university process

B Sstrongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree

38. To which extent do you agree that your sending and hosting
institutions have respected the following responsibilities of Higher

Education Institutions towards exchange students?

Students generally felt that both sending and hosting institutions respected their
responsibilities. Recognition of learning outcomes, fair selection procedures, and learning
agreements were positively evaluated, with large numbers agreeing or strongly agreeing. The
course catalogue, credit transfer information, and availability of student support were also
appreciated. Some administrative tasks, such as grant payments and problem reporting
mechanisms, had slightly lower ratings, highlighting areas where delays or unclear processes
affected students. Overall, institutions mostly fulfilled their obligations, but efficiency and

clarity could be improved.
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Perceived fulfillment of institutional responsiblities toward exchange students

Full automatic recognition of the learning outcomes of the
study mobility, using ECTS or compatible system, in a 42 128 219 270
Fair and transparent selection procedures for outgoing
students (sending institution) 126 253 265
Timeliness of the grant payment to students (sending
institution) € k7 &2 &2
Learning agreement signed by all parties with all the 21 IS % 250 286
activities clearly described for outgoing students (both
Accessibility completeness of the course catalogue, allowing
students to check available courses (hosting institution) 55 126 238 246
Full and accurate information on procedures of credit 61 176 234 188
transfer and grade conversion (sending and hosting
Provision of and information on student support and
services (hosting institution) m 48 149 250 214
Availability of a clear mechanism to report problems and
Y o eRnr o e 58 207 216 172
complaints (both institutions)
B strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree

39. How satisfied were you with the following services and support

provided by your HOST institution?

Specific services at the host institution were generally well-rated. Welcome and orientation
activities were highly rated, with 51.95% very satisfied. Linguistic support also performed
strongly, with 45.6% satisfied or very satisfied. Mentoring services were well-received: 47.4%
were satisfied or very satisfied. The weakest area was support for people with fewer
opportunities, where only 12.57% satisfied, and 48.83% selected “Not applicable,” showing
limited relevance. Help with legal/administrative authorities had split results, with 9.65%
satisfied but 3.36% dissatisfied. Accommodation support again rated high, with 62.39% positive

responses.
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Satisfaction with services and support provided by the host institution

Welcome and orientation events and initiatives 26 65 198

Support for integration in the local students’ community “ 110 159 176 _
Support during communication with local authorities
(migration office, registration, residence permit, police etc.)

Assistance in the procedure of obtaining a visa and residence 2

permit 2 £e

B Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied  [lJ Verysatisfied [l NotApplicable

40. Do you have any positive comments about the services provided by your

HOST institution?

Students shared many positive experiences, highlighting friendly and helpful international
offices, quick email responses, and smooth pre-arrival and arrival procedures. They appreciated
clear guidance on accommodation, supportive buddy systems, welcoming campus
environments, and effective communication with professors. The ESN community was praised,
and many students mentioned that they felt equally treated as international students
compared to locals. This shows that personal support, clear communication, and social

integration are key factors in positive student experiences.

41. Do you have any negative comments about the services provided by

your HOST institution?

Despite generally positive experiences, some challenges were reported. Many students noted
that courses were only in the native language, making it difficult for non-native speakers.
Administrative procedures, such as registration for exams, communication with professors, and
course catalogue systems, were sometimes inefficient. Accommodation quality was criticized,
and limited interaction with local students reduced integration. Language barriers and
occasional rudeness from staff or buddies were also mentioned. These negative experiences
suggest that while host institutions provide good overall support, improvements could be made

in accessibility, communication, and integration of international students.
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Financing

42. What was your average monthly cost of living?

The average reported monthly cost of living was €699.60. The lowest reported cost was €0,
while the highest reached €6000, showing very large variation among respondents. The high
range suggests different living standards, different cities, and possibly different interpretations

of what costs should be included (e.g., rent, travel, personal spending).

43. Approximately, what percentage of your budget did you spend on the

following categories during your exchange?

Students spent the largest portion of their budget on accommodation and housing-related bills,
averaging 71.28%. Other living costs, such as food and bills, accounted for about 49.59% of the
budget. Transportation, including travel to the host destination and local transport, made up
roughly 23.84%. Spending on cultural activities, sightseeing, and sport averaged 24.64%, and
other expenses represented about 25.77%. Some students reported very high maximum
amounts (e.g., 2100 for accommodation), while some reported spending nothing in certain

categories.

44. How was your mobility period funded? Please consider “total cost” to

include accommodation, travel, food and pocket money.

Most students received partial funding for their exchange. Specifically, 31.65% (213 of 673) had
between 25% and 50% of their costs covered by a scholarship, 26% (175 of 673) had between
50% and 75% covered, and 19.32% (130 of 673) had between 75% and 100% of costs covered.
Only 4.61% (31 of 673) were entirely self-funded, and 18.42% (124 of 673) had less than 25%

covered by a scholarship.

XX
44



3¢ESN

Erasmus Student Network
Czech Republic

Source of funging for mobility periods

@ Between 25% and 50% of the total cost covered by a scholarship
@ Between 50% and 75% of the total cost covered by a scholarship
@ Between 75% and 100% of the total cost covered by a scholarship
@ Entirely self-funded, and no cost was covered by a scholarship

@ Less than 25% of the total cost is covered by a scholarship

45. When did you receive the scholarship?

Scholarships were received by students at different times. 34.17% (218 of 638) received their

scholarship before departure, 29.78% (190 of 638) more than 30 days after arrival, and 36.05%
(230 of 638) within 30 days after arrival.

Timing of scholarship receipt

@ Before departure
@ More than 30 days after arrival
@ Within 30 days after arrival
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46. How much didlwill you receive as a scholarship per month?

On average, students received 483.66 EUR per month. The maximum amount reported was

3900 EUR, while some students reported receiving no scholarship.

47. Did you receive a top-up grant?

A small number of students received top-up grants. Specifically, 3.56% (24 of 675) received a
grant for special needs, 9.04% (61 of 675) for fewer opportunities, and 14.22% (96 of 675)
received a Green Travel top-up. Most students, 52% (351 of 675), did not receive any top-up
grant. Additionally, 16.3% (110 of 675) did not know if they received one, and 4.89% (33 of 675)

selected other grants, such as accommodation grants, regional grants, or academic excellence
scholarships.

Receipt of top-up grants

@ VYes, for special needs

@ VYes, for fewer opportunities
. Yes, Green Travel top up

@ No

@ Don'tknow

@ Other (Please Specify)

48. Which other sources of financing did you use?

Out of the total number of 928 respondents, 295 did not provide an answer to this question.

Therefore, the following analysis is based on 633 respondents who answered.

Respondents evaluated the involvement of different sources of financing using a five-point

scale. Based on the distribution of responses and the context of Erasmus mobility, lower scale

XXX X,
46



*¢ESN

Erasmus Student Network
Czech Republic

values appear to correspond to more frequent use of a given financial source, whereas higher

values indicate minimal or no use.

The results indicate that family contribution was the most commonly used additional source of
financing. A total of 374 respondents strongly agreed that they used family support, while a
further 112 respondents agreed. This shows that family support played a significant role in

financing student mobility.

Personal savings also represented an important source of funding. In total, 281 respondents
agreed and 129 respondents strongly agreed that they used their own savings to finance their

mobility period.

Income from a student job before the mobility was another frequently used source. A majority
of respondents reported using this option, with 209 respondents agreeing and 229

respondents strongly agreeing.

In contrast, student loans were used less frequently. Only 49 respondents strongly agreed that
they relied on student loans, while a substantial proportion of respondents disagreed (160) or

strongly disagreed (198), indicating limited use of this financing source.

Similarly, a student job during the mobility was not commonly used. Most respondents

strongly disagreed (391) or disagreed (179) with using this option.

In conclusion, the analysis shows that students primarily relied on family support, personal
savings, and income from student jobs prior to mobility. On the other hand, student loans and
employment during the mobility period played a relatively minor role in financing student

mobility.
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Additional Sources of financing used by participants

50.00%
391
40.00% 374
281
30.00%
2022
198 190 o
20.00% 160,
112 109117, e 175

10.00%

0.00%

Family contribution Student loans Personal savings Student job before the Student job during the
mobility mobility

0 used very frequently (main source) [l used frequently [l used moderately [l usedrarely [l notusedatall

49. How satisfied were you with the following services and support

provided by your SENDING institution after the end of your exchange?
Students were generally satisfied with the support received. 35.2% (220 of 869) were very

satisfied with the recognition of ECTS credits, and 26.72% (167 of 869) were satisfied. For
support in understanding the benefits of the exchange, 27.68% (173 of 874) were very satisfied,
and 29.76% (186 of 874) were satisfied. However, support in linking the exchange with
employment opportunities received lower satisfaction: only 14.08% (88 of 788) were very
satisfied, and 18.08% (113 of 788) were satisfied. Reintegration activities were less
appreciated, with only 11.2% (70 of 732) very satisfied, and 11.68% (73 of 732) satisfied.

Satisfaction with post-exchange services and support from the sending institution

Process of recognition of the ECTS achieved
Ll 31 80 167

during the mobility.

reverse culture shock seminar etc.).

Support in understanding the benefits of my l _
&N 31 108 186
exchange.
su P . .
pport in linking my exchange with pote-n‘tlal - - -

employment opportunities.

Reintegration activities (e.g. "welcome back" day, _
129 67 77 73

Involvement in the alumni community as
60 103 86
exchange ambassador/mentor upon return.

B Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied [ Very Satisfied [l Not Applicable
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50. Did your grades increase, decrease or stay on par during your mobility
period?

Most students experienced either no change or improvement in their grades. 45.76% (286 of

625) reported an increase, while 40.8% (255 of 625) said their grades stayed the same. Only

6.56% (41 of 928) reported a decrease, and 6.88% (43 of 625) did not know yet.

Changes in academic performance during the mobility period

@ Decrease during your exchange period.
@ Exchange unfinished, don’t know yet
@ Increase during your exchange period.

@ Stay the same during your exchange period.

51. Recognition of learning: How many credits you take & how much did
your university recognize? Number of ECTS applied for in your Learning

Agreement before your exchange started

On average, students had to change 14.63 ECTS in their Learning Agreement upon arrival. They
passed 33.13 ECTS at the host university, and 32.50 ECTS were recognized by their home

university. Maximum values were unusually high, showing that some students had large

variations in recognition.
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52. If there was no recognition or some ECTS were not recognized, why was

this the case?

Some ECTS credits were not recognized due to differences in curriculum, completed courses
prior to the exchange, failed parts of subjects, cancelled courses, language availability, or

courses taken for personal interest rather than academic credit.

53. Which skills do you believe you improved during your exchange?

The most commonly improved skills were language skills (7.36%), communication (6.87%),
open-mindedness (6.65%), cultural awareness (6.07%), and social skills (6.39%). Other
improvements included adaptability to change (5.47%), critical thinking (4.44%), stress
management (3.79%), budget management (4.45%), and curiosity (4.92%). Leadership (1.78%),

innovation (1.77%), and entrepreneurship (0.8%) were less commonly reported.

Skills improved during the exchange

Language skills 524
Open-mindedness 473
Adaptability to change 438
Intercultural sensitivity 399
Curiosity/openness attitude 350

317
Critical thinking 316

Resilience
Inclusivity

Time management
Teamwork
Creativity

Innovation
0

270
259
236
229
225
225
216
213

169
127
126

200 400

54. BEFORE your exchange: to what extent do you agree that you identify as

a citizen of...?

Before the exchange, most students identified strongly or agreeably with their hometown or
city, with 37.10% (230 of 620) strongly agreeing and 35% (217 of 620) agreeing. Identification
with their region was slightly lower, with 31.99% (198 of 619) strongly agreeing and 33.44%
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(207 of 619) agreeing. Identification with their country was higher, with 40.61% (251 of 618)
strongly agreeing and 33.17% (205 of 618) agreeing. Fewer students strongly identified with
their continent, 38.93% (241 of 619), while 30.69% (190 of 619) agreed. For the world, 36.98%
(223 of 603) strongly agreed, and 25.37% (153 of 603) agreed. Identification with Europe was
38.31% (231 of 603) strongly agreed and 35.66% (215 of 603) agreed. The European Union had
slightly lower numbers, with 32.9% (202 of 614) strongly agreed and 35.18% (216 of 614)

agreed.

Pre-exchange identification with various citizen identitiesly agree

your hometown/city 27 120 217 230
yourregion ] 47 150 207 198
your country g} 43 101 205 251
your continent {B) 33 142 190 241
the world bz 40 165 153 223
Europe ] 28 110 215 231
the European Union Bl 36 122 216 202
B strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree

55. AFTER your exchange: to what extent do you agree that you identify as

a citizen of...?
After the exchange, students identified most strongly as citizens of Europe and the European

Union. Europe received the highest number of “Strongly Agree” responses 52.62% (311 of 591),
followed by the European Union 48.15% (287 of 596) and the world 47.81% (284 of 594).
Identification with their country was also relatively high, with 43.76% (263 of 601) students
strongly agreeing and 30.95% (186 of 601) agreeing.

In contrast, identification with more local levels, such as hometown/city and region, was
weaker. These categories had the highest numbers of neutral and disagreeing responses. For
example, 20.90% (126 of 603) students were neutral about identifying with their
hometown/city, while 23.29 (140 of 601) were neutral about their region.
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Post-exchange identification with various citizen identities

your hometown/city [N 37 126 182
vourcounty B 38 o2 186 S
yourcontinent 22 101 209 S m
theworid 20 119 185 S me
curope [Eo 68 187 S
the European Union eyl 21 70 191 _
B Sstrongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree [l Strongly Agree

56. How likely is it that you would vote in the European Parliament
elections in June 2024?

The likelihood of voting reflected a similar pattern. 46.5% (279 of 600) were extremely likely to
vote, 20.2% (121 of 600) were likely, 13.3% (80 of 600) were undecided, 4.33% (26 of 928)
were unlikely, 4.17% (25 of 600) were extremely unlikely, and 11.5% (69 of 600) were not

eligible to vote.

Likelihood of voting in the june 2024 european parliament elections

© Extremely likely
® Likely

@ Undecided

@ Unlikely

@ Extremely unlikely

@ am notelegible to vote
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57. How important are the following rights, freedoms and policies for you?
Students considered access to exchange opportunities like Erasmus very important, with

83.17% (514 of 618) rating it as very important and 12.46% (77 of 618) as somewhat
important. The possibility to live, work, and study in any EU Member State was very important
for 76.21% (471 of 618) and somewhat important for 18.45% (114 of 618). Policies to protect
the environment were very important for 70.41% (433 of 615), and somewhat important for
21.63% (133 of 615). Policies promoting social inclusion were very important for 66.07% (405
of 613) and somewhat important for 23.98% (147 of 613). Cohesion policies to decrease
inequalities between regions were very important for 63.25% (389 of 615) and somewhat

important for 26.83% (165 of 615).

Importance of various rights, freedoms, and policies
60.00%

50.00%
40.00%

30.00%

471 514

20.00% 389 405 433
10.00%
» . 165 147 133
53 53
0.00% a2 29 9027 44 53 5532
Possibility to live, work and Access to exchange Cohesion policies to Policies and programmes to Policies to protect the
study in any other EU opportunities like Erasmus decrease inequalities promote social inclusion environment
Member State between regions
B Sstrongly Disagree Somewhat irrelevant Neutral Somewhat important Very important

58. After your mobility would you consider toldid you... ?
Many students considered becoming active in student or exchange communities. 31.02% (188

of 606) would probably join an international student association, and 18.98% (115 of 606)
already did or would definitely join. Becoming a Mobility Ambassador was considered probably
by 31.34% (189 of 603) and definitely or already done by 18.91% (114 of 603). Becoming a
Buddy or Mentor was considered probably by 33.17% (203 of 612) and definitely or already
done by 26.80% (164 of 612).
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Post-mobility intentions and actions

Join an international
student association (such 100 138 188 -

as ESN)

Become a Mobility
Ambassador (help 100 148 189 -

outgoing students)

Become a Buddy/Mentor

(help incoming students) 51 66 128 203
B Definitely Not Probably Not Neutral/Unsure Probably || Definitely/Already Done

59. To which extent would you agree that your SENDING institution

encouraged you to...?
The sending institution encouraged students to a moderate degree. For joining an international

student association, 11.85% (71 of 599) strongly agreed that they were encouraged, and
16.53% (99 of 599) agreed. Becoming a Mobility Ambassador received 11.97% (71 of 593)
strong agreement and 18.38% (109 of 593) agreement. Becoming a Buddy or Mentor received
14.85% (90 of 606) strong agreement and 24.26% (147 of 606) agreement.

Extent of encouragement by sending institution

Join an international
student association (such 133 121 175 99
as ESN)

Become a Mobhility

Ambassador (help 122 117 174 109
outgoing students)

Become a Buddy/Mentor

(help incoming students) 113 103 153 147
B strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree [ Strongly Agree
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60. Do you agree or disagree with these statements about the impact of

your mobility experience?
Students reported significant positive impacts. Their interest in international or global affairs

increased for 38.91% (235 of 604) who agreed and 37.25% (225 of 604) who strongly agreed.
Understanding of local culture and community improved for 48.52% (295 of 608) who agreed
and 37.99% (231 of 608) who strongly agreed. Intercultural communication skills improved for
47.11% (285 of 605) who agreed and 40.66% (246 of 605) who strongly agreed. Language skills
were improved for 39.09% (233 of 596) who agreed and 41.78% (249 of 596) who strongly
agreed. Global awareness and perspective increased for 40.81% (242 of 593) who agreed and
41.48% (246 of 593) who strongly agreed. Personal growth and self-confidence were reported
by 35.02% (208 of 594) who agreed and 55.22% (328 of 594) who strongly agreed.
Problem-solving and adaptability skills were enhanced for 45.07% (265 of 588) who agreed and
36.22% (213 of 588) who strongly agreed. Career exploration and professional development
were reported for 32.38% (192 of 593) who agreed and 28.33% (168 of 593) who strongly
agreed. Contribution to the host community was lower, with only 21.45% (127 of 592) agreeing
and 19.59% (116 of 592) strongly agreeing.

Agreement with statements on the impact of the mobility experience

My mobility Increased my interest in international or global affairs 25 106 235 225
My mobility created a change in values or ethical position 67 166 202 152
My mobility enhanced my understanding of the local culture and community 49 69 295 231
My mobility fostered the development of intercultural communication skills 5:7 65 285 246
My mobility fostered the acquisition of new language skills @ 23 81 233 249
My mobility increased my global awareness and perspective 413 88 242 246
My mobility expanded my network and connections in the host country 28 58 146 185 181
My mobilty created personal growth and self-confidence f4 50 208 328
My mobility allowed me to make a contribution to the host community's
i [ ] 116 170 127 116
develcpment or social causes
My mobility enhanced my problem-sclving and adaptabi\'\tyskills$4 103 265 213
My mobility allowed for career exploration and professional development 92 58 153 192 168
B strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
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Outgoing Students

Basic information

1. Did you participate (or are you currently) in international student

mobility in your higher education?

The vast majority of respondents, 1017 out of 1020 (99.71%), have participated in
international student mobility as exchange students, which shows an exceptionally high level of
engagement with mobility programmes. Only 3 students (0.29%) reported not having any
international experience during their higher education studies. This suggests that almost all
respondents have direct experience with mobility, making the dataset highly representative of

exchange student perspectives.

2. What waslis your study level during your stay abroad?

Students participating in mobility were almost equally divided between bachelor and master
levels, with 482 students (47.25%) at the bachelor level and 473 (46.37%) at the master level. A
smaller group of 54 students (5.29%) were pursuing doctorate studies, while 11 respondents
(1.08%) indicated other study levels, including high school or combined programs. This
distribution shows that international mobility is most common during undergraduate and
master’s studies, reflecting the typical design of exchange programs. Doctoral and other
specialized programs are less represented, highlighting potential opportunities to expand

mobility for PhD students.
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Level of study during stay aboard

@ Master orequivalent
@ Bachelor or equivalent

@ Doctorate (PhD) or equivalent

@ other

3.  Which study field were you enrolled in when going on exchange?

Social sciences were the most common field among participants, with 278 students (27.25%),
followed closely by humanities with 232 students (22.75%). Economic and business sciences
attracted 150 students (14.71%), medical sciences 129 (12.65%), and natural sciences 122
(11.96%). Engineering fields had 83 participants, while other fields, including niche programs
like applied physical education, international relations, and law, accounted for 26 responses.
This indicates that mobility programs are particularly popular in social sciences and humanities,
while STEM and specialized fields have lower representation, which could reflect differences in

curriculum flexibility or institutional partnerships.

Study field

Social Sciences (e.g. Political Sciences,
Law, Sociology, Psychology,

Humanities (e.g. Humanities, Languages,
Education, Art)

Economic and Business Sciences (e.g.
Business Studies, Management Studies,

Medical Sciences (e.g. Medicine,
Dentistry, Pharmacy, Physiotherapy)

Natural Sciences (e.g. Physics, Chemistry,
Mathematics, Biology, Geology,

Engineering e.g. Engineering,
Technology, Computer Science,

other

300

o000
57



3¢ESN

Erasmus Student Network
Czech Republic

4. Select the country of your SENDING institution from the list.

All respondents (1020) reported that their sending institution was in the Czech Republic. This
demonstrates that the dataset is fully focused on Czech higher education students, providing a

clear national context for analyzing international mobility experiences.

5. Please share the name of your SENDING institution

Most respondents came from the largest Czech universities. Charles University was the
sending institution for 55.98% (571 of 1020) students, Masaryk University in Brno for 24.22%
(247 of 1020) , Prague University of Economics for 29 (2.84%), Czech Technical University in
Prague for 18 (1.76%), and Brno University of Technology for 13 students (1.27%). Smaller
numbers of students came from other institutions, while 2 respondents did not specify their
sending university. This indicates that international mobility is concentrated at the major Czech
universities, likely reflecting both student numbers and the presence of active international

offices.

Top 5 sending institution

@ Univerzita Karlova
@ Masaryk University, Brno

@ Vysokd Skola Ekonomicka v Praze, Pragues University of
Economics

@ Czech Technical university in Prague

@ Brno University of Technology
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6. Prior to starting your higher education studies (university), did you
take part in any exchange experience abroad as part of an educational

programme?

Before entering higher education, a significant portion of students had no previous mobility
experience, with 439 reporting no participation in learning mobility. However, many students
had prior international exposure: 304 participated in short educational trips during high school,
155 spent a period of high school abroad, 134 attended summer programmes such as language
courses, 131 took part in youth exchanges or volunteering, and 90 engaged in other forms of
educational mobility. This suggests that while nearly half of the students started higher
education without prior mobility experience, a large proportion had earlier exposure to
international activities, potentially influencing their interest in university-level exchange

programs.

Take part in any exchange experience abroad as part of an education programme

No, I didn't take part in any kind of learning
mobility abroad before starting Higher Education

Yes, | participated in educational short trips
st wethmy g schod
Yes, | spent a period of my high school education

abroad

Yes, | took part in summer programmes abroad,
such as language learning programmes abroad

Yes, | participated in a youth exchange or
volunteering activity abroad

Yes, | participated in other forms of educational
international mobility

7. Please choose the semester(s) during which you had your last
exchange:

Most students completed their mobility during the most recent semesters, with 527
respondents (45.9%) attending in spring 2023 and 338 (29.5%) in autumn 2022. Earlier
semesters were less common: spring 2022 had 154 participants (13.40%), autumn 2021 had 75
(6.5%), and only 53 students went abroad before August 2021. This indicates a clear upward
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trend in mobility participation, suggesting that international exchanges have been increasingly
popular or more accessible in recent years, possibly recovering after pandemic-related

restrictions.

Semester of last exchange

Before August 2021

Autumn 2021 (August to January 2022)
Spring 2022 (February to July)

Autumn 2022 (August to January)

Spring 2023 (February to July)

8. Please, share the name of the city where you lived during your mobility

A total of 1020 respondents participated in the survey. Out of these, 13 respondents (1.3%) did
not answer this question, resulting in 1007 valid responses. The answers were highly diverse,
reflecting a wide range of mobility destinations. Despite this diversity, several cities were
mentioned more frequently. The five most commonly reported cities were Ljubljana with 28
respondents (2.8%), Paris with 27 respondents (2.7%), Lisbon with 22 respondents (2.2%), and
Rome and Porto, each with 19 respondents (1.9%).

This shows a preference for central European and Western European destinations, which are
likely chosen for their strong universities, cultural appeal, and language opportunities. Other
cities were less frequently chosen, indicating that while mobility is diverse, a few popular
destinations dominate. Students may prioritize cities with established exchange programs or

where the hosting universities have strong international recognition.
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Top 3 cities for living during mobility

@ Ljubljana
() Paris
@ Lisbon

9. Please, indicate the duration of your exchange.

The most common exchange duration was 5 months, chosen by 43.85% (446 of 1017). Four
months was reported by 19.96% (203 of 1017), 6 months by 12.39% (126 of 1017), 10 months
by 5.6% (57 of 1017), 3 months by 4.92% (50 of 1017), 2 months by 2.95% (30 of 1017), 12
months by 1.87% (19 of 1017), 11 months by 1.18% (12 of 1017), and shorter durations (less
than 1 month to 1 month) made up 1.97% (20 of 1017). Seven and eight months were the least
common, with 0.69% (7 of 1017) each.

Duration of the exchange

Less than 1 month - 20
1 month - 14
2months [ 30
3months [ 50
4months GG 203
5 months | <46
6 months I 20

7 months . 7
8months ] 7

9months [N 26
10 months [N 57

11 months - 12

12 months - 19
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10. Please, choose the country of your HOST institution from the list

Germany was the most popular host country, 13.14% (134 of 1020), followed by Spain, 9.80%
(100 of 1020), France 8.04% (82 of 1020), Italy 7.75% (79 of 1020), and Portugal 7.65% (78 of
1020). These countries clearly dominate compared to others in the list. Other host countries
included Finland, Norway, Slovenia, Belgium, Austria, Netherlands, Sweden, Czech Republic,

Denmark, United Kingdom, and many others with smaller percentages.

This shows that students mainly choose countries with strong higher education systems and
many partner universities. Southern and Central European countries are especially attractive,
possibly due to climate, culture, and lifestyle. From this, we can conclude that both academic

quality and living conditions influence students’ country choices.

Top 10 hosting country

134
82 79 78
:

Germany Spain France Italy Portugal Finland Norway Slovenia Belgium Austria

11. Please, share the name of your HOST institution

In total, 1,020 respondents participated in the survey, and 3 of them did not answer this
guestion, resulting in 1,017 valid responses. For clarity, only the five universities with the
highest number of responses were selected for the graph. The University of Ljubljana was the
most frequently mentioned institution with 24 respondents, representing approximately 2.4%

of all valid responses. Heidelberg University and the Universidade de Coimbra followed, each
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chosen by 16 respondents (about 1.6%). Sorbonne University was selected by 13 respondents,
accounting for around 1.3%, while Charles University was mentioned by 12 respondents, which
corresponds to approximately 1.2%. These institutions were followed by other universities
with lower numbers of responses, such as the University of Copenhagen, Norwegian University
of Science and Technology, Aristotle University of Thessaloniki and several additional host

institutions.

These universities are well-established and internationally recognised institutions. Their
popularity suggests strong cooperation agreements and positive experiences from previous
students. This indicates that institutional reputation and existing exchange networks strongly

affect where students decide to go.

Top 5 host institutions

25.00%
20.00%
15.00%
10.00%

5.00%

0.00%
University of Heidelberg Universidade de Sorbonne University Charles University University of Porto
Ljubljana university Coimbra

12. Select your mobility type

Most students participated in a study exchange at another university, 88.24% (900 of 1020).
Traineeship or internship placements were reported by 9.22% (94 of 1020), short mobility
programs under 1 month by 1.57% (16 of 1020), and other types by 0.98% (10 of 1020),

including Erasmus programs, internships, volunteer programs, or longer exchanges.

This result shows that traditional study exchanges remain the dominant form of international

mobility. Although practical experience abroad is available, students still primarily focus on
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academic study. This suggests potential for future development of traineeship programmes, as

they are currently underused compared to study exchanges.

Mobility type

@ Study exchange at another university

@ Traineeship/internship placementata
company/organisation

@ Sshort mobility programme of less than 1 month
@ other

13. Select your exchange programme:

The data show that the Erasmus+ programme was by far the most used exchange programme,
chosen by 988 respondents (96.86%). All other programmes were represented only marginally.
Small numbers of students participated in programmes such as institutional agreements
without a formal programme (1.08%, 11 of 1020), SEMP (0.59%, 6 of 1020), CEEPUS (0.39%, 4

of 1020), or other specific initiatives (1.08%, 11 of 1020). Only 3 respondents did not answer
this question.

This clearly indicates that Erasmus+ dominates international student mobility. The very low use
of alternative programmes suggests that students either have limited access to them or are less
informed about their existence. From this, we can conclude that Erasmus+ is the key pillar of

student mobility, while other programmes play only a complementary role.
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Exchange programme
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SEMP programme - for Exchange with Swiss
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Perception and awareness about Erasmus«

14. Were you informed of the rights of Erasmus students included in the
Erasmus Student Charter during your mobility?

A significant number of students, 26.02% (243 of 934), reported that they were not informed
about the Erasmus Student Charter during their mobility. Some students, 21.2% (198 of 934),
were informed when they signed the Erasmus+ Grant Agreement, while 18.74% (175 of 934)
were informed when they submitted their Erasmus+ application. The largest group, 34.05%
(318 of 934), stated that they learned about their Erasmus+ rights when they were informed

about the Erasmus+ opportunities. A total of 86 respondents did not answer this question.

This result shows that although information about student rights is generally provided, the
timing and consistency differ significantly. A relatively high number of uninformed students
suggests gaps in communication. This implies that institutions could improve the clarity and

visibility of information about student rights to ensure equal awareness among all participants.

Informed of the rights of Erasmus students (Erasmus Student Charter) during
mobility

@ ! wasnotinformed about the Erasmus Student Charter
@ When | signed the Erasmus+ Grant Agreement
@ When | submitted my application for Erasmus+

@ When | was informed about the Erasmus+
opportunities

o000
66



*¢ESN

Erasmus Student Network
Czech Republic

15. To what extent do you agree with the following statements about the
Erasmus+ programme?

Most students evaluated the Erasmus+ programme positively. Regarding inclusivity, 38.12%
agreed and 37.04% strongly agreed that the programme is inclusive of students from different
backgrounds. In terms of promoting sustainable travel, 40.47% agreed and 22.70% strongly
agreed, while a smaller percentage disagreed. When it comes to acquiring sustainable skills,
37.79% agreed and 29.23% strongly agreed that Erasmus+ helps participants develop
sustainable habits. For digital solutions, 39.19% agreed and 20.56% strongly agreed that the
programme provides helpful digital tools, while 34.05% agreed and 14.56% strongly agreed
that it supports digital competence. Lastly, 39.29% agreed and 20.13% strongly agreed that

Erasmus+ encourages civic engagement during exchanges.

This pattern indicates a high level of satisfaction with Erasmus+. Students generally perceive
the programme as modern, inclusive, and aligned with current societal challenges such as

sustainability and digitalisation.

Statements about the Erasmus+ programme

The Erasmus+ programme is inclusive of students from
72 149 356 346

different backgrounds.

sustainable means of travel to/from destination 84 234 378 212

The Erasmus+ programme allows for students to engage in
The Erasmus+ programme contributes to the acquisition of
sustainable skills, habits and behaviours among participants

91 205 353 273

(=2}

The Erasmus+ programme offers digital solutions to facilitate
116 234 366 192

the mobility process. 2

129 327 318 136

The Erasmus+ programme supports the acquisition of digital
. S 24
skills and digital literacy

The Erasmus+ programme encourages civic engagement
during exchanges.

20 272 367 188

Bl Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
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16. Which tools did you use as part of your Erasmus+ journey?

Many students used online tools during their mobility. 29.22% (566 of 1020) had an Online
Learning Agreement, and 16.56% (320 of 1020) reported that their credit recognition process
took place online. The European Student Card was used by 13.89% (269 of 1020).

Some students attended online classes abroad, 11.82% (229 of 1020), while 10.43% (202 of
1020) stated that all their mobility procedures were conducted online. A smaller number,
6.04% (117 of 1020), had part of their mobility courses online from their home country. The
Erasmus+ App was used less frequently: 2.74% (53 of 1020) for the application process, and
2.22% (43 of 1020) to obtain mobility information. 7.12% (138 of 1020) did not use any of these

tools.

These findings suggest that digital tools are an important part of the Erasmus+ experience,
especially for administrative processes. However, the limited use of the Erasmus+ App and the
relatively high number of students who used none of the tools indicate that digital solutions are
not yet fully integrated or consistently promoted. This shows potential for further digital

development and better communication of available tools.

Tools used as a part of Erasmus+ journey

600
500
400
300
200

100

I had an Online My credit | used the I had online  All my mobility ~ None of the | had a part of | used the | used the
Learning recognition European classes during procedures above my mobility Erasmus+ App  Erasmus+ App
Agreement process took Student Card my exchange were online courses online formy to obtain
place online abroad from my home application information
country process about mobility
o000 0
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Motivations to go on an exchange

17. When did you decide you wanted to study abroad?

Most students decided to study abroad before enrolling in higher education, 42.82% (373 of
871). Another 32.03% (279 of 871) made the decision at the start of their higher education
journey. A smaller group, 15.15% (132 of 871), decided right before the application deadlines,
and 8.15% (71 of 1020) made the decision at the end of their degree. Only 1.84% (16 of 871)
indicated “other” reasons or timings, which included doctoral studies, mandatory programme
requirements, or personal circumstances. A total of 149 respondents did not answer this

guestion.

This indicates that the intention to study abroad is often formed long before the actual
application process. Early decision-making suggests that international mobility is seen as a
planned and desirable part of academic life rather than a last-minute choice. From this, it can be

concluded that early promotion of mobility opportunities can be highly effective.

Decision to study abroad

400

300

250

200

150

100

50

Before enrolling in At the start of my Higher Right before the At the end of a Higher other
Higher Education Education journey application deadlines Education degree
o0 00O
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18. Select what were the motivational factors for going on exchange:

The main motivation for going on exchange was to learn or improve a foreign language, chosen
by 70.49% of students. Following this, many sought to engage with people from different
cultural backgrounds (65.10%), experience different learning environments (64.51%), and gain
knowledge of another culture (64.41%). Other motivations included becoming more
independent (61.76%), enhancing career prospects (51.57%), and exploring personal identity
(51.37%). Many also aimed to develop internationalization-related skills (42.55%), improve

academic performance (37.16%), and build personal or professional networks (34.71%).

Results show that students are primarily motivated by cultural, linguistic, and personal
experiences rather than purely academic or financial reasons. This suggests that exchange
programmes should continue to highlight personal development and intercultural learning as

key benefits of mobility.

Motivational factors for going on exchange

to learn/improve a foreign language. 719

to engage with people from different
cultural backgrounds
to experience different learning

664

. 658
environments

to gain knowledge of another culture 657
to become more independent/resilient 630

to enhance my future career prospects 526

to be able to be my true self / explore my
identity
to develop my skills related to

524

internationalisation i

19. Who played a role in your decision to go abroad?

The decision to go abroad was influenced by various people. University staff played a strong
role, with 39.04% (340 of 871) rating them very influential and 26.87% (234 of 871) rating
them influential. University professors were also important, with 26.87% (234 of 871) rating
them very influential and 34.10 % (297 of 871) rating them influential.
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Friends influenced 31% (270 of 871) of respondents moderately, while only 5.4% (47 of 871)
considered friends very influential. Family had a strong influence on 14.12% (123 of 871) of
students, while 32.03% (279 of 871) considered family moderately influential. Other students
were rated very influential by 14.58% (127 of 871) and moderately influential by 14.81% (129
of 871). A total of 149 respondents did not answer this question.

To simplify the presentation of data, the graph displays numbers instead of full category labels.

These numbers represent the following factors:
e Number 1 - played a very significant role.
e Number 2 - played a significant role.
e Number 3 - played a moderate role.
e Number 4 - played a minor role.

e Number 5 - played no role at all.

A role in decision to go abroad

400

University staff My friends University professors My family Other students

Hi1 B2 B3 W4 A5

20. How important were the following factors when choosing your

exchange destination?

The academic reputation of the host institution was very important for 17.57% (153 of 871)
and important for 37.43% (326 of 871). Affordability of the host city was very important for
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22.16% (193 of 871) and important for 36.97% (322 of 871). Recommendations from other
students were very important for 18.25% (159 of 871) and important for 31.92% (278 of 871).

Factors like support systems at the host university were rated very important by 12.17% (106
of 871) and important by 29.05% (253 of 871). For language ability at the host university,
39.84% (347 of 871) considered it very important and 26.87% (234) important. Matching
courses were very important for 22.5% (196 of 871) and important for 22.39% (195 of 871).

Less important factors included whether the destination was the only option available (51.55%,
449 rated very unimportant) and the university being a strategic partner (33.41%, 291 rated
very unimportant). Sustainable transport options were very unimportant for 32.38% (282 of

871) of students. A total of 149 respondents did not answer this question.

Importance of factors choosing exchange destination

Academic reputation of the hosting institution 125 225 326 153
Affordability of the hosting city k¥4 100 219 322 193
Recommendations from other students 137 233 278 159
Support systems offered by the hosting institution 157 279 253 106
It was the only destination available/offered to me by my
sending institution
Aspirations for a career in the destination country/city 248 195 195 154 79
Ability t kthe |; ft tructi th
1lity to spea e language of .12\T\S ruction m‘ e 107 81 102 234 347
university of destination
Matching courses which can be recognised by my home
164 150 166 195 196
institution
Reachable through sustainable means of transport 282 204 196 134 55
Possibility to engage with the local community during m
Vioeneee rere™ I 127 258 285 m
courses.
The university is a strategic partner of my sending university 291 181 245 97
(European University Alliance or other...) 57
B Very Unimportant Unimportant Neutral Important Very Important

21. Did you participate in any of the below information activities? How

effective were they?

Students engaged in various information activities before and during their exchange. Group
information sessions were considered effective by 32.61% (284 of 871) and very effective by
14.24% (124 of 871). Social events with an international mobility component were rated

effective by 21.35% (186 of 871) and very effective by 16.07% (140 of 871).
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Individual meetings with university staff were seen as effective by 20.55% (179 of 871) and

very effective by 15.15% (132 of 871). Study abroad fairs had lower perceived effectiveness,
with 14.7% (128 of 871) rating them effective and 8.27% (72 of 871) very effective. The “Not

applicable” option was high across all activities, showing that many students did not attend all

events (241-431 responses). A total of 149 respondents did not answer this question. This

shows that personalised and direct forms of information are more effective than large-scale

events. From this, it can be concluded that universities should focus more on targeted guidance

and individual support rather than relying mainly on general fairs.

Effectivity of participation in information activities

Group information session about
exchange opportunities

N

)] 41

Social event with an
international mobility
component (exchange alumni,
international student

“

o
P
o

Individual meeting with
university staff member

65

Study Abroad fair with an

overview of opportunities HE

-.h
H _

B Very Ineffective

161

130

154

151

Ineffective

284

186

179

128

Neutral Effective [l VeryEffective [l] NotApplicable
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Pre-departure support and initial guidance

22. Which pre-departure support do you find important to receive?

The respondents highlighted that the most important support before departure was
information about financial support, chosen by 747 students, which is 73.24% of all 1020
respondents. Other highly valued support included information on available programmes
(62.94%), help with the application process (58.63%), and information about courses offered by
potential host universities (56.27%). Hearing experiences from students who have been abroad
was also important for 561 students (55%). Less important aspects were support in choosing a
host university (31.86%), meeting other students considering mobility (27.84%), and support to
find an internship placement (20.29%). The information on the impact of exchange on career

prospects was considered the least important, selected by only 146 students (14.31%).

Overall, it shows that students mainly need clear, practical, and timely information before
departure. Financial clarity and academic planning are key priorities. From this, it can be
concluded that effective pre-departure support should focus on transparency, clear guidance,

and real-life student experiences.

Important pre-departure support
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23. How satisfied were you with the following services and support

provided by your SENDING institution before departure?

Students expressed the highest satisfaction with information about available funding or
financial aid, where 579 students (56.76%) reported being satisfied or very satisfied. Similarly,
information on mobility opportunities before applying received high satisfaction from 546
students (53.53%), and support in the preparation of the Learning Agreement was appreciated
by 517 students (50.69%). On the other hand, the lowest satisfaction was reported for support
for people with fewer opportunities or special needs, with only 156 students (15.29%) feeling
satisfied or very satisfied. Intercultural and other international activities at the sending
university also had relatively lower satisfaction (313 students, 30.68%). The results show that

practical administrative support is more appreciated than additional or inclusive activities.

Satisfaction with services/support provided by sending institution

An international component in teaching and learning

activities in the sending university 28 81 205 235 146
Intercultural and other international activities at the
sending university
Information on mobility opportunities for university
students (before mobility application) 26 85 193 325 221 .
Support for mobility application (how to apply for mobility,
to write motivation letters etc.) 40 121 198 280 205 .
Information about available funding / financial aid [k} 63 186 338 241 .
Support in the preparation of the Learning Agreement 103 179 300 217 .
Information and support on grade transfer, ECTS and
mobility studies recognition - n4 207 276 179 -
Support for people with fewer opportunities or special
needs
Linguistic support (online language support, language
B Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Very Satisfied [l] NotApplicable

24. Do you have any positive comments about the services provided by your

SENDING institution?

Most positive comments focused on good communication, helpful coordinators, and clear
information. Respondents appreciated digitalised processes, quick responses, and the
availability of online webinars. Many students also highlighted the support from international

offices and former Erasmus students.
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These comments suggest that personal support and efficient communication strongly shape
positive student experiences. When processes are clear and staff are responsive, students feel
supported and confident. This underlines the importance of human interaction alongside digital

systems.

25. Do you have any negative comments about the services provided by

your SENDING institution?

Negative feedback mainly concerned communication problems and administrative complexity.
Students mentioned chaotic or slow communication, confusion about procedures, and
difficulties related to credit transfer. Too much paperwork and complicated administration

were recurring themes.

These responses indicate that administrative burden remains a significant challenge. Even
when support exists, unclear or inconsistent communication can reduce its effectiveness. From
this, it can be concluded that simplification of processes and clearer guidance would

significantly improve student satisfaction.

26. Overall satisfaction with services provided by SENDING institution?

When asked about overall satisfaction, 200 students (23%) were very satisfied and 370
students (42.5%) were satisfied. Neutral responses were given by 180 students (20.7%), while
80 students (9.2%) were dissatisfied and 40 students (4.6%) were very dissatisfied. These
results indicate that most students were satisfied with the support, but about 14% expressed

dissatisfaction or very low satisfaction.

Despite specific issues related to administration and communication, students generally
evaluate institutional support positively. The data suggest that sending institutions are
performing well overall, but targeted improvements in communication and administrative

clarity could further increase satisfaction.
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Satisfaction with services provided by sending institution
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Exchange experience

27. What means of transport did you use for travelling at these three key

moments of your exchange?

For traveling to their exchange destination, most students opted for a plane (465 students,
53.45%), followed by car (118 students, 13.56%), bus (155 students, 17.82%), and train (110
students, 12.64%). Some also used combinations of transport or alternative options like boats
or Flixbus. During overnight trips abroad, bus (346 students, 39.77%) and train (325 students,
37.36%) were the most common choices, with fewer students using planes (64 students, 7.36%)
or cars (72 students, 8.28%). For the return journey home, 460 students (52.87%) traveled by
plane, 148 (17.01%) by bus, 135 (15.52%) by car, and 111 (12.76%) by train. Overall, air travel
was the preferred choice for long-distance travel, while buses and trains were more popular for

shorter trips during the exchange.

Exchange transport for travelling in key moments

500
400
300
200

100

For travelling to your exchange For overnight trips during your  For travelling back home after
destination exchange abroad your exchange

car [ plane [ train [ bus [] other
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28. What are the most important reasons for choosing this specific mode of

transport?

When choosing their mode of transport, students prioritized speed and cost. The fastest
journey time was the top factor for 360 students (41.38%), and it ranked within the top three
for over 690 respondents. The cost or price-to-value ratio was also crucial, with 328 students
(37.7%) selecting it as their main reason, and 637 students ranking it highly. Ease of booking or
managing the trip was ranked third by 321 students (36.9%), while environmental friendliness
was less important, being ranked as the least important by 210 students (24.14%). Personal
safety and flexibility were also valued, with safety ranking highly for 312 students (35.86%).
Overall, speed and cost were the most significant factors in transport choices, while

convenience and environmental concerns were secondary.

To simplify the presentation of data, the graph displays numbers instead of full category labels.

These numbers represent the following factors:
e Number 1 - extremely important.
e Number 2 - very important.
e Number 3 - important.
e Number 4 - moderately important.
e Number 5 - slightly important.
e Number 6 - barely important.

e Number 7 - not important at all.
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Reason for choosing this specific mode of transport

Time taken to complete the

journey 236 KZN 33 42
Cost/price relation 309 KUl 28 9
Ease to book/manage 86 126 55 42
Environmental friendliness 17 210

Convenience for moving abroad 113 208 123 67

Personal safety 10pk} 177 312 218

Flexibility/Freedom 53 133 148 282

N1 B2 B3 Bs Bs 6 7

29. How frequently did you engage with these groups of people during your

mobility?

During their exchange, students primarily engaged with international peers. A total of 541
students (62.47%) interacted with international students “very often,” and 186 students
(21.48%) “often.” In comparison, local students were engaged “sometimes” by 297 students
(34.3%) and “often” by 204 students (23.56%). Students from their home country were less
frequently met, with 167 students (19.33%) never meeting them and 163 students (18.87%)
engaging often. Interaction with the local community was lower, with 270 students (31.14%)
meeting “sometimes” and 257 students (29.64%) “rarely” This suggests that international

students were the main social group, while local integration was more limited.

o000
80



60.00%
50.00%
40.00%
30.00%
20.00%
10.00%

0.00%

30.

During

*¢ESN

Erasmus Student Network
Czech Republic

Frequency of interaction with different groups during mobility

Local students from host International students from Students from your home Members of the local
country other foreign countries country (same nationality) community
(different nationality)

never [ rarely [ sometimes [ often [l very often

How many friends did you make from each group during your

exchange?

their exchange, students made different numbers of friends depending on the group.

Most made 2-5 local friends (400 students, 47.11%), while 18.49% (157 students) did not make

any local friends. Friendships with other international students were often larger: 30.24% (257
students) made 2-5 friends, 24.24% (206 students) made 6-10 friends, and 20.24% (172

students) made more than 16 friends. For peers from their home country, many made no new

friends

(29.79%, 255 students) or only 1-5 friends (202 and 318 students, together 60.75%).

Overall, students built the biggest networks with other international students, then locals, and

the fewest with fellow home-country students.
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Number of friends made from each group during the exchange
40.00%

30.00%
20.00%

10.00%

40

Local friends International friends (different Friends from my home country (same
nationality) nationality)

0.00%

Ofriends [ 1friend [ 2-5friends [ 6-10friends [ 11-15friends [ more then 16

31. While on exchange, which actions did you do in the local community or

HOST institution?

Almost half of the respondents (487 students, 47.75 %) did not engage in any activities in the
local community or host institution. Among those who participated, the most common
activities were joining a local sporting club or team (182 students, 17.84%) and participating in
local student or youth associations (114 students, 11.18%). Other activities included
volunteering in the local community (76 students, 7.45%), joining art, music, or drama clubs (59
students, 5.78%), joining the local Student Union/Council (56 students, 5.49%), and finding a
part-time student job (41 students, 4.02%). Additionally, students reported other activities
such as ESN events, academic conferences, political meetings, environmental activism,
internships, and local cultural clubs. Overall, while a significant number of students did not
participate in formal activities, those who did were engaged in a wide range of social, cultural,

and volunteer experiences.
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Participants who volunteered in the local community during their exchange

None of the above 487

Joined a local sporting
club/team

182

Joined a local
student/youth association

Volunteered in the local
community

Joined an art/music/drama
club

Joined the local Student
Union/Council

Found a part-time student
job

3
a (41}
o ] o
o
-
2
S

32. Did you attend activities organised by the local ESN section or other

organisations working with international students?

During their mobility, 380 respondents (43.68%%) attended activities organised by the local
ESN section, while 112 respondents (12.87%%) participated in events organised by other
international student organisations. Some students attended both types of activities, with 156
respondents (17.93%%) reporting this. On the other hand, 134 respondents (15.40%%) were
not interested in such activities, and 88 respondents (10.11%%) indicated that there were no
such organisations available at their host location. Overall, this shows that more than half of the

respondents engaged with local support organisations in some way.
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Attendance in activities from ESN section and other organization

@ No, | was not interested

@ No, there were no such
organisations

@ VYes, both
@ Yes, ESN section

@ Yes, other organisations

33. Did you experience any of the following issues during your study

abroad?

During their study abroad, students faced several challenges. The most common problem was
finding affordable accommodation, reported by 33.53% of respondents (342 students).
Financial difficulties were also frequent, affecting 31.76% (324 students). Academic issues,
such as course enrollment or exams, affected 27.75% (283 students). Social challenges included
trouble connecting with local people (25.39 %, 259 students) and missing family or friends
(23.73%, 242 students). Administrative difficulties and loss of income were less common, while
12.25% (125 students) reported no issues. Discrimination was rare, mentioned by only 1.96%
(20 students).
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Issues during study abroad

Problems finding affordable accommodation

Insufficient money to cover my cost of living.

Praoblems related to the courses | was taking _
Problems concting to ocss
Absence offamily & frencs

Problems with my administration (residence _

Loss of income/loss of student job while abroad _

None of the above _
Problems adapting to life in the hosting city _
Late payment of my grant/scholarship. _

Discrimination based on my personal background |26l

34. The issues experienced impacted me in the following way:

The problems students experienced during their exchange affected their wellbeing and studies
in different ways. Anxiety and stress were reported by 40.80% of respondents (272 agreed, 83
strongly agreed), and motivation to study was affected for 38.28% (270 agreed, 63 strongly
agreed). Feelings of isolation were lower, with 28.51% agreeing or strongly agreeing. A sense of
belonging to the local community was affected for 27.59%, and 35.98% felt their connection to
the student community was impacted. Overall, stress and motivation were the most affected

areas.

The issues experienced impacted me

Feelings of anxiety and

stress 113 199 203 272 -
My motivation to study 112 173 252 270 -
Feelings of isolation &
social exclusion 235 198 192
My sense of belonginglto 132 208 200 207
the local community
M f bel ingt
y sense o eonglng. o 169 173 215 294
the student community
I Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree [l Strongly Agree
o0 00O
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Support received by the host HEI

35. Overall satisfaction with services provided by HOST institution

Out of the 870 respondents who answered this question, most students reported positive
experiences with their host institution. A total of 333 students (38.28 %) said they were
satisfied and 285 students (32.76%) were very satisfied. Together, this represents more than
71% satisfaction. However, 129 students (14.83%) felt neutral, while 71 (8.16%) were
dissatisfied and 52 (5.98%) were very dissatisfied. This shows that although the majority of

students had a positive experience, a small group still faced challenges at their host institution.

Satisfaction with services provided by HOST institution

@ Dissatisfied @ Neutral @ Satisfied (@ Verydissatisfied @ Very satisfied

36. How satisfied were you with the following services and support

provided by your HOST institution before arrival?

Students had mixed satisfaction with support from their host institution before arrival. Finding
accommodation was satisfactory for 23.56% of respondents, while 17.29% were dissatisfied.
Help with insurance and visas was less relevant, but among those who rated it, 9.77% and

12.21% were satisfied, respectively. Information about living costs received 25.87%
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satisfaction. The strongest support was in communication with faculty, where 38% felt well

assisted, and 27.55% were satisfied with communication from other departments.

Due to the length of the response options, they are represented by numbers in the graphs. The

meaning of each number is explained below:

Support in finding accommodation

Assistance in the procedure of obtaining insurance

Assistance in the procedure of obtaining a visa and residence permit
Information about the cost of living in the host country

Assistance in communication with my faculty and professors

o v kA Db e

Assistance in communication with other departments and services of the higher

education institution

Satisfaction with services and support provided by the host institution before arrival
100%

75% - - - .
185 200
293
94 213
116
139 95 181

50%

25% 135 132 137
- i 104 77 57
108 95 38
0% 38 59 40 52
1 2 3 4 5 6
[ NotApplicable [ Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree [l Strongly Disagree

37. Teaching methods applied in your host university?

Most students felt that teaching methods at their host university supported academic
development. Critical thinking improved for 72.9% of respondents (agree + strongly agree), and
51.23% appreciated innovative digital approaches. Engagement with the local community
received mixed feedback, with 32.70% agreeing it was encouraged and 28.37% neutral.
Teaching on environmental sustainability also had varied responses, with 27.01% agreeing and

31.46% neutral. This shows that experiences differed depending on the university.
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Teaching methods applied at the host university

Teaching methods included engaging with the
local community.

131 223 257 93
Teaching methods discussed environmental
L . 116 128 247 212 82
sustainability across subjects
Teaching methods included societal challenge- ”

based education. 276 267 84

Teaching methods enhanced critical thinking 38 150 329 244
Teaching methods used innovative digital
50 95 233 253 144
approaches
B Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree

38. Agree or disagree that they reflect your experience of being an
international student at your host university in comparison to the local

student population

Overall, students felt they were treated similarly to local students at their host university.
Access to academic facilities was rated very positively, with 87.44% agreeing or strongly
agreeing, and social and recreational access was also high at 82.16%. Psychological and health
support received more mixed feedback, with 23.58% agreeing it was adequate and 35.56%
neutral. Academic communication with professors was considered fair by 80.2% of students.
However, only 46.85% felt that insensitive or degrading remarks were properly addressed,

suggesting this area may need improvement.
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International vs. local student experience - agreement levels

International students have equal access to university

academic facilities (e.g. library) Z
3

105 251

recreational offers on the university campus
International students have equal access to psychological

n

1

international students are addressed through the same 88 45 281 151 _
university process

B Strongly Disagree Dissgree  Neutral  Agree [l Strongly Agree

and health support on the university campus

International students have equal opportunity to discuss

International students have equal access to social & H
academic issues with professors H

Insensitive, degrading or insulting remarks made about

39. To which extent do you agree that your sending and hosting
institutions have respected the following responsibilities of Higher

Education Institutions towards exchange students?

Students generally felt that both sending and hosting institutions met their responsibilities. Full
recognition of learning outcomes was appreciated by 66.58% of students, while fair and
transparent selection procedures were rated positively by 73.63%. Timely grant payments
received the highest approval at 75.99%, and clarity of learning agreements was valued by
73.16%. However, course catalogue accessibility received more mixed feedback, with only
56.76% agreeing. Information on credit transfer and grade conversion was less clear, though
54.73% agreed it was adequate. Support services at the host institution were positively rated

by 60.47%, and reporting mechanisms had moderate approval at 51.98%.
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Perceived fulfillment of institutional responsiblities toward exchange students

Full automatic recognition of the learning outcomes of the study
mobility, using ECTS or compatible system, in a reasonable time

Al 44 197 259 263

Fair and transparent selection procedures for outgoing students @ 20
(sending institution)

152 310 268

Timeliness of the grant payment to students (sendinginstitution)@/is 132 260 335

Learning agreement signed by all parties with all the activities clearly 9 -

described for outgoing students (both institutions) 143 285 290

Accessibility completeness of the course catalogue, allowing students

to check available courses (hosting institution) 130 177 245 200

Full and accurate information on procedures of credit transfer and

grade conversion (sending and hosting institutions) 87 4 242 186

Provision of and information on student support and services (hosting

institution) VAl 80 205 282 186

Availability of a clear mechanism to report problems and complaints

(both institutions) 76 276 248 158

. Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree

40. How satisfied were you with the following services and support

provided by your HOST institution?

Welcome and orientation events received strong satisfaction, with 577 students (72.58%)
saying they were satisfied or very satisfied. Integration support in the local student community
had more mixed results, with 367 students (46.22%) satisfied and very satisfied, but 199
(25.06%) neutral.

The Buddy System and mentoring services were generally appreciated, with 336 respondents
(42.26%) satisfied or very satisfied, though a large number selected "Not Applicable." Support
with local authorities also showed mixed results: 326 students (41.06%) were satisfied, while
101 (12.72%) were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied.

Accommodation support showed divided experiences; 359 students (45.5%) were satisfied or
very satisfied, but 226 (28.64%) were dissatisfied and very dissatisfied. Visa and insurance
support had many (58.50%) “Not Applicable” responses, but satisfaction levels among those

who used these services moves around 21.57%.

Linguistic support was well received by 450 respondents (57.18%), showing that many students
found language courses useful. Access to health care services was also positively rated by 269

students (34.18%), although many did not use this service.
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Satisfaction with services and support provided by the host institution

h . . -. -
| I l .
212
172 [Z3
184
258
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50%

125 80 240 162
199 157
25% 84 71
157 . 142 158
84 107 e
128 b = 104 125
56 97 54 44
0% o 31 8 20 48 32 29 or %

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

B NotApplicable [l Very satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied [l Very dissatisfied

41. Do you have any positive comments about the services provided by your

HOST institution?

Students appreciated their host institutions for being friendly, supportive, and welcoming. The
Buddy System was often highlighted as very helpful for integration and navigating academic
tasks. Professors’ openness, fast communication, and well-organised welcome events were also
praised. Many students valued the campus atmosphere, clubs, ESN support, and opportunities

to improve language skills and experience new teaching methods.

42. Do you have any negative comments about the services provided by

your HOST institution?

Some students reported problems with their host institution, especially regarding
accommodation, which was often confusing to arrange. Communication with staff was
sometimes slow or unclear, and administrative procedures took a long time. Language barriers
and missing welcome events or buddy systems were also mentioned, along with too much

paperwork and unclear academic procedures.
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Financing

43. What was your average monthly cost of living?

Students reported an average monthly cost of living of €835,00. The lowest reported monthly
cost was €0, while the highest reached €9.000, showing that living expenses varied widely
depending on the host country, lifestyle, and available support. The average suggests that most

students managed with a mid-range budget, but outliers indicate that some faced extremely

high living costs.

44. Approximately, what percentage of your budget did you spend on the

following categories during your exchange?

During their exchange, students spent the largest part of their budget on accommodation,
averaging 76.42%, some spent up to €1.880. Daily living costs, such as food and bills, averaged
43.91%, while transport averaged 17.75%. Cultural activities and sports cost around 18.02% on
average, and other expenses about 12.15%. Overall, accommodation and food were the main

budget items for students.

45. How was your mobility period funded? Please consider “total cost” to

include accommodation, travel, food and pocket money.

Among the 779 respondents who answered, the majority received significant financial support.
A total of 325 students (41.72%) had between 50% and 75% of their costs covered by a
scholarship, while 227 students (29.14%) had 25-50% covered. Another 189 respondents
(24.26%) had most of their costs (75-100%) covered. Only a small number—27 students
(3.47%)—received less than 25%, and 11 students (1.41%) were completely self-funded. This

shows that for most participants, scholarships played a major role in enabling their mobility.
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Source of funging for mobility periods

. Between 25% and 50% of the total cost covered by a
scholarship

Between 50% and 75% of the total cost covered by a
scholarship

Between 75% and 100% of the total cost covered by a
scholarship

Entirely self-funded, and no cost was covered by a
scholarship

Less than 25% of the total cost is covered by a
scholarship

46. When did you receive the scholarship?

Of the 766 respondents who answered this question, most students received their scholarship
before departure, which applied to 513 students (66.97%). Another 226 students (29.51%)
received it within the first 30 days after arriving in the host country. Only 27 respondents
(3.52%) received their scholarship more than 30 days after arrival. This indicates that most

students had access to funding early enough to cover initial expenses.

Timing of scholarship receipt

@ Before departure
@ More than 30 days after arrival
@ Within 30 days after arrival
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47. How much didlwill you receive as a scholarship per month?

The average reported scholarship amount was €639,12 per month. The lowest monthly
scholarship was €100, and the highest was €4.500, suggesting that financial support varied
greatly depending on both the student's profile and the country where they studied. The
average shows that most students received a mid-range financial contribution to help cover

their living costs.

48. Did you receive a top-up grant?

Out of the respondents, 548 students (69.28%) did not receive any top-up grant. However, 124
students (15.68%) received the Green Travel top-up, and 12 students (1.52%) each received
top-ups for special needs and for fewer opportunities. Additionally, 79 students (9.99%) were
not sure whether they received a top-up, and 16 students (2.02%) selected “Other,” mentioning
additional faculty scholarships, green travel support, PhD grants, or financial aid from the
hosting institution. This shows that while top-ups existed, they reached only a smaller portion

of the participants.

Receipt of top-up grants

@ No

@ VYes, Green Travel top up

@ Don'tknow

. Yes, for special needs

@ VYes, for fewer opportunities
@ Other (Please Specify)
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49. Which other sources of financing did you use?

Students used multiple sources to finance their exchange. Family support was the most
common first source, chosen by 434 students, followed by personal savings (165) and student
jobs before mobility. Student loans were usually a last resort, ranked fifth by 452 students. Jobs
during mobility also helped, with 618 students ranking them fourth or fifth. Overall, family and

savings were the main funding sources, while loans were less preferred.

Additional sources of financing used by participants

500 452

Used to a great extent

B Used to a considerable extent

400 371
344 Used to a moderate extent
B Used to a small extent
274
300 B Notusedatall
192
200 176)
109 122
100
; 24 5 6
0 42 35 53

Family contribution Student loans Personal savings Student job before the  Student job during the
mobility mobility

50. How satisfied were you with the following services and support

provided by your SENDING institution after the end of your exchange?

Students’ satisfaction with support from their sending institution varied. ECTS recognition
received the highest satisfaction, with 52.18% satisfied or very satisfied. Understanding the
benefits of exchange was also rated positively by 48.23%. Support linking mobility to job
opportunities was lower, with only 23.57% satisfied. Reintegration activities and alumni
involvement had the lowest satisfaction, 14.44% and 17.57% respectively. Overall, academic

recognition works well, but career support and reintegration could improve.
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Satisfaction with post-exchange services and support from the sending institution

Process of recognition of the ECTS o 47 118 182
achieved during the mobility.
S rti derstanding th
uppo |n.un erstanding the 48 145 299
benefits of my exchange.

Support in linking my exchange

with potential employment ﬂ 97 161 103
opportunities.

Reintegration activities (e.g.
"welcome back" day, reverse 100 95 98 60

culture shock seminar etc.).
Involvement in the alumni

community as exchange 73 115 71
ambassador/mentor upon return.

[l Very dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied [] VerySatisfied [l NotApplicable

51. Did your grades increase, decrease or stay on par during your mobility
period?

Among the 734 students who answered this question, most said their grades stayed the same.
A total of 403 students (54.9%) reported no change, while 146 students (19.89%) experienced
an improvement in their grades. Only 86 respondents (11.72%) said their grades decreased
during the exchange. Another 99 students (13.49%) did not know yet, as their exchange was
still in progress. These results show that for most students, studying abroad did not negatively

affect academic performance, and for many it brought positive outcomes.

Changes in academic performance during the mobility period

@ Decrease during your exchange period.
@ Exchange unfinished, don’t know yet
@ Increase during your exchange period.

@ Stay the same during your exchange period.
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52. Recognition of learning: How many credits you take & how much did
your university recognise? Number of ECTS applied for in your Learning

Agreement before your exchange started

Students made changes to their Learning Agreement after arrival, averaging 13.90 ECTS, with a
range from O to 225. On average, they passed 31.32 ECTS at the host university, and 26.24
ECTS were recognised by their home university. This shows that most students had the
majority of their work recognised, though differences in credit systems and courses sometimes

caused challenges.

53. If there was no recognition or some ECTS were not recognised, why was

this the case?

Students reported that not all credits were recognised mainly due to differences between
universities. Courses often had different credit values, syllabi, or were not offered at the home
institution. Legal or administrative limits, failing some courses, or not needing certain credits
also caused issues. Internships sometimes complicated recognition as well. Overall, academic

system differences were the main reason for missing credit recognition.

54. Which skills do you believe you improved during your exchange?

During their exchange, students reported improving many skills. Language ability was the most
developed, with 64.61% of students noticing progress, followed by communication skills
(57.45%). Open-mindedness, adaptability, social skills, and cultural awareness were
strengthened for nearly half of respondents. Other skills such as critical thinking, stress
management, and teamwork also improved. Fewer students reported growth in leadership,
innovation, or entrepreneurship, but overall mobility strongly supported personal and

professional development.
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Language skills
Communication skills
Open-mindedness
Adaptability to change
Social skills

Cultural awareness
Intercultural sensitivity
Adaptability

Critical thinking
Budget management
Stress management
Curiosity/openness attitude
Resilience

Empathy

Time management
Teamwork
Networking
Citizenship & Social Responsibility
Inclusivity

Creativity

Culture of research
Leadership

Innovation
Entrepreneurship

Skills improved during the exchange

389
370
332
322
310
283
247

242
239

224

221

201
178
170
118
114
57
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659
586
532
479
471
467
444

55. BEFORE your exchange: to what extent do you agree that you identify as

a citizen of...?

Before the exchange, most students already felt connected to various levels of identity. For

example, 529 students (73.27%) agreed or strongly agreed that they identified with their

hometown or city. Identification with their country was even stronger, with 568 students

(78.67%) agreeing or strongly agreeing. Many students also felt part of Europe (599 students;
84.49%) and the European Union (580 students; 80.67%). A notable number identified as global

citizens as well, with 466 students (66.1%) agreeing or strongly agreeing. These results suggest

that participants already had a sense of belonging at local, national, and international levels

before starting their mobility.
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Pre-exchange identification with various citizen identitiesly agree

your hometown/city 59 116 274

your region 69 157 285
your country @23 121 279

your continent H 25 103 237

the world 37 185 195

Europe 513 92 237

the European Union ﬁﬁ 114 229

B Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree [l Strongly Agree

56. AFTER your exchange: to what extent do you agree that you identify as

a citizen of...?

After the exchange, students’ sense of identity increased across almost all levels. Identification
with their country grew to 558 students (78.7%), while identification with Europe strengthened
even more, with 624 students (89.78%) agreeing or strongly agreeing. Global identity also
increased, with 510 students (73.38%) feeling like citizens of the world. Local and regional
identity remained strong, with more than half of respondents agreeing. These results suggest
that studying abroad helped students develop a stronger sense of belonging both locally and

globally, with the most notable growth in European and world citizenship.
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Post-exchange identification with various citizen identities

your hometown/city Bes 52 128 242
your region 72 150
your country m 30 107
your continent ﬁ16 94 237
the world 18 147
Europe if) 58 211
the European Union Eﬂ] 79 191
B strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree [l Strongly Agree

57. How likely is it that you would vote in the European Parliament

elections in June 2024?

Among 713 respondents, the majority of students indicated a high likelihood of voting in the
European Parliament elections. A total of 394 students (55.26 %) chose “extremely likely” and
159 (22.30 %) selected “likely” Only a small share felt unlikely to vote, with 30 students (4.21 %)
choosing “unlikely” and 21 (2.95%) “extremely unlikely” About 76 students (10.66%) were
undecided, and 33 (4.63%) reported being ineligible. These results suggest that Erasmus

students generally show strong interest in European political participation.
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Likelihood of voting in the june 2024 European parliament elections

Extremely likely
Extremely unlikely

| am not elegible to vote
Likely

Undecided

Unlikely

58. How important are the following rights, freedoms and policies for you?

Regarding students’ views on rights, freedoms, and policies, free mobility is highly valued.
Among 720 respondents, 80.47% considered the possibility to live, work, and study in any EU
country “very important,” and 15.93% rated it “somewhat important.” Similarly, access to
Erasmus or exchange opportunities was seen as “very important” by 80.33% and “somewhat
important” by 15.51%. Cohesion policies to reduce regional inequalities were considered “very
important” by 46.16% and “somewhat important” by 33.85% of 715 respondents. Social
inclusion policies were rated “very important” by 46.16% and “somewhat important” by 36.54%
of 704 students. Environmental protection received strong support, with 59.05% of 710
respondents rating it “very important” and 26.32% “somewhat important.’among Erasmus

students.
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300 581 580
200 424
331 299
100 = 2 189
115 112 106 127 80
0 9222 7-3-25 2-16 437 17
Possibility to live, work and Access to exchange Cohesion policies to Policies and programmes to Policies to protect the
study in any other EU opportunities like Erasmus decrease inequalities promote social inclusion environment
Member State between regions
B Sstrongly Disagree Somewhat irrelevant Neutral Somewhat important Very important

59. After your mobility would you consider toldid you... ?

For joining an international student association such as ESN, 718 students

responded. Around

26.88% said they would “probably” join, while 16.71% had already joined or would “definitely”

join. Meanwhile, 25.76% were unsure and 30.78% were not interested

(220 respondents),

showing only moderate engagement. Interest in becoming a Mobility Ambassador was slightly

lower: among 713 respondents, 31.56% would “probably” join and 11.36% would “definitely” or

had already done so, while 31.44% were not interested. The strongest interest appeared in the

Buddy/Mentor role. Of 722 respondents, 36.29% would “probably” join
“definitely” or had already done so, with only 22.81% not interested.

Post-mobility intentions and actions

Join an international
student association (such as 155 185 193
ESN)

and 18.84% would

120
Become a Mobility
Ambassador (help outgoing n 156 185 225 81

students)

Become a Buddy/Mentor 56 108 160 %62 136
(help incoming students)

[l Definitely Not Probably Not Neutral/Unsure Probably Definitely/Already Done
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60. To which extent would you agree that your SENDING institution

encouraged you to...?

Across all three roles, students reported rather low encouragement from their sending
institutions. For joining an international student association, only 24.54% felt encouraged,
while 46.38% disagreed and 29.08% stayed neutral, suggesting limited institutional motivation.
Becoming a Mobility Ambassador showed similar results, with just 24.07% feeling encouraged
and 42.88% disagreed and 33.05% remained neutral. The Buddy/Mentor role received slightly
stronger support: 29.76% agreed they were encouraged, though 38.08% disagreed and 32.16%

remained neutral. Overall, students did not feel strongly supported in taking on these

engagement roles.

Extent of encouragement by sending institution

Join an international

student association 128 199 205 123 50
(such as ESN)

Become a Mobility

Ambassador (help 129 172 232 123 46

outgoing students)

Become a

Buddy/Mentor (help 110 160 228 147 64

incoming students)

[ strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree

61. Do you agree or disagree with these statements about the impact of

your mobility experience?

Most students reported positive impacts from their mobility experience across all statements.
Interest in international or global affairs increased for 71.47% of respondents, and 55.71% also
experienced changes in their values or ethical views. Understanding of the local culture
(83.15%) and intercultural communication skills (83.36%) were among the strongest

improvements, together with language development (81.79%). Students also reported higher
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global awareness (79.45%), expanded networks (65.80%), and strong personal growth and
self-confidence (84.37%). Problem-solving and adaptability improved for 73.87% of
respondents, while contributions to the host community were less common, with only 34.01%
agreeing they made an impact. And 55.96% of students felt that mobility supported their

career exploration and professional development.

Agreement with statements on the impact of the mobility experience

My mobility Increased my interest in international or global affairs @ 39 153 343

)
B
3

My mobility created a change in values or ethical position 77 217

My mobility enhanced my understanding of the local culture and

B 20 98 351
community

My mobility fostered the d of intercultural ication skills ém 105 362
My mobility fostered the acquisition of new language skills 29 82 277
My mobility increased my global awzareness and perspective E 20 117 353

My mobility expanded my network and connections in the host country 69 151 248

My mobility created personal growth and self-confidence 516 87 278

My mobility allowed me to make a contribution to the host community's
development or social causes -

R
3
8
@
&

My mobility enhanced my problem-solving and adaptability skills a 21 149 346 _
My moability allowed for career exploration and professional develop 52 226 254 _

B Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree [l Strongly Agree
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Outcomes

Incoming Students

1.

10.

Incoming mobility is dominated by Erasmus+.

95.7% of incoming students participated through the Erasmus+ programme.

Bachelor students form the largest incoming group.

65.5% of respondents studied abroad during their Bachelor level.

Most incoming students come from major EU countries.

The largest sending countries were Germany, France, Spain, and Italy.

The Czech Republic is the sole host country in the dataset.

All incoming respondents selected the Czech Republic as their host country.

Prague dominates as the main host city.

Over 70% of incoming students lived in Prague during their exchange.

Support from sending and host institutions is generally rated positively.

Most students were satisfled or very satisfied with institutional support, especially
communication with faculties and accommodation assistance.

Main challenges include integration with locals and academic/financial issues.

32.65% struggled to connect with locals; financial and course-related issues were also
common.

ESN plays a major integration role.

More than half participated in ESN events, making ESN the most relevant social actor
during mobility.

Mobility strongly improves soft skills and personal development.

Students reported significant gains in communication, language, cultural awareness, and
self-confidence.

Incoming students show higher European and global identity after mobility.

Identification with Europe and the world increased compared to the pre-mobility period.
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Outgoing students

1.

10.

Nearly all outgoing respondents have mobility experience.

99.7% of students had participated in mobility abroad.

Outgoing mobility is balanced between Bachelor and Master levels.

47% Bachelor and 46% Master students participated.

Czech universities are the sending institutions for all outgoing respondents.

Charles University and Masaryk University are the main contributors.

Germany, Spain, France, Italy, and Portugal are top host countries.

Germany alone hosted over 13% of outgoing students.

Study exchange is the dominant mobility format.

88.24% participated in study exchanges; only 9.22% in traineeships.

Language learning is the strongest motivation to go abroad.

Over 70% selected language improvement as a key motivation.

Financial and administrative issues are the biggest challenges.

Finding affordable accommodation, financial stress, and academic admin were major issues.
Most students relied heavily on scholarships and family support.

Over 40% had 50-75% of their costs covered; family and savings were key additional
sources.

Outgoing students report strong skill development.

Language, communication, intercultural understanding, and adaptability improved for the
majority of students.

Mobility increases civic engagement and European identity.

Students became more likely to vote in the European elections and felt stronger

European/global belonging.
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Data Source

The analysis presented in this report is based exclusively on the raw dataset of ESNsurvey XV
(Czech Republic sample) conducted in summer 2023, provided directly by Erasmus Student
Network (ESN) International for the purpose of this report. All findings, figures, and
interpretations rely solely on the responses collected within this dataset, without the use of

any external statistical sources, literature, or complementary datasets.
In total, responses were collected from 928 incoming students and 1,020 outgoing students.

The ESNsurvey XV is a large-scale quantitative study conducted by ESN International one in
every two years, capturing the experiences, challenges, and outcomes of student mobility. For
this report, only the incoming and outgoing student responses related to the Czech Republic

were analysed. No additional country data or global datasets were used.

All data reflect students’ self-reported experiences during their mobility period and may
include subjective perceptions alongside quantitative indicators. ESN International remains the

sole owner and provider of the dataset.
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Report Processors

The data processing for this report was carried out exclusively by members of the National
Level of ESN Czech Republic for the mandate 2025/2026, ensuring methodological accuracy

and full alignment with ESN’s internal data-handling standards.

The primary data analyst for the Czech Republic subset of ESNsurvey XV was Veronika
Kroupova, who serves as the Data Analyst within the IT Manager’s Support Team of ESN Czech
Republic 2025/26. Her work included compiling, cleaning, and structuring the dataset, as well

as conducting the initial statistical interpretation.

The analysis was supervised by Simon Slaby, the IT Manager of ESN Czech Republic for
2025/2026, who ensured methodological consistency, data integrity, and compliant handling of
all sensitive information throughout the analytical process and quality review of the analytical

output.

A final revision was conducted by Veronika Plchova, the President of ESN Czech Republic for
the mandate 2025/2026. Her role included verifying the correctness of interpretations,
improving clarity, and ensuring the report aligns with ESN’s standards for communication and

representation.

Together, these individuals formed the core data-processing team responsible for transforming

the raw Czech ESNsurvey XV dataset into the structured findings presented in this report.
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