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Abstract 

The proposed Erasmus for All programme (2014-2020) envisions bringing together 
a wide range of EU activities in higher, school, vocational and adult education, 
youth policy and grassroots sports. This briefing note presents and reviews the 
proposed context, architecture, content, and management structure. Further, it 
makes ten recommendations to ensure that the proposed programme not only 
seeks to streamline management efficiency but also pays sufficient attention to the 
individual policy needs of the various sectors. Finally, it gives a detailed outline of 
the planned action and budget allocation. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
In November 2011, the European Commission presented its proposed regulation on a new 
ambitious programme – Erasmus for All – for the years 2014 to 2020, bringing together a 
whole series of hitherto separate programmes in the fields of higher education (Erasmus, 
Erasmus Mundus, Tempus, bilateral programmes with other countries or continents), school 
education (Comenius), vocational education and training (Leonardo da Vinci), adult 
education (Grundtvig), youth (Youth in Action), European Integration studies (Jean 
Monnet) as well as grassroots sports as a new addition. The present document has been 
prepared for the European Parliament as input for the upcoming discussion of the Erasmus 
for All proposal. The note includes a summary of the proposed regulation (as well as 
complementary documents that may serve to enhance its understanding), an analysis of its 
context and main features, and ten recommendations. 
 
Presentation and review of the proposed programme 
 
The proposed regulation is complex, yet not overly explicit in its purpose and aims. It is 
therefore necessary to refer to preparatory documents, such as its Impact Assessment in 
the accompanying Commission Staff Working Paper, and to a number of relevant 
Commission Communications in order to get a better understanding of the programme’s 
implications for policy development (in relevant fields) and budget allocation within the 
Multiannual Financial Framework. 
 
The analysis of the proposed programme first looks at the European policy context. 
Specifically, while the new programme builds on a successful generation of previous 
programmes, it does at the same time address the weaknesses and limitations of former 
programmes, particularly with regard to their inability to respond to the strong demand for 
grants, their fragmentation and complexity and their not being sufficiently aligned with the 
Union’s strategies. The proposed integrated programme also seeks to enhance its 
contribution to the EU’s Europe 2020 macro-strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive 
growth, as well as to the Union’s sectoral policies for education and training (ET 2020) and 
youth (Youth Strategy). The analysis then turns to the proposed content of the programme, 
specifically to planned actions and budgets (in as far as these items are included in 
sufficient detail in the planned regulation or in other relevant Commission documents) and 
to the proposed model for the programme’s implementation at EU and member-state level. 
 
The analysis of the proposed new programme draws attention in particular to the following 
points: 
 

 The opportunities and risks associated with the programme’s overall scope and 
architecture. The proposal seeks to significantly increase the volume and budget of 
activities, and plans to consolidate the various activities of EU institutions in the 
areas of education and training (in a lifelong learning perspective), youth (informal 
learning) and grassroots sports (an incipient activity at EU level), and to ultimately 
“streamline” most of these activities via three Key Actions (mobility, cooperative 
projects and policy support). 
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 The uncertainties arising from the rather vague, short or absent definitions of eligible 
groups and persons, proposed “old” and “new” action lines and planned allocation of 
the budget. The answer to some of these doubts can be found – to a limited 
extent – not in the regulation, but in accompanying (i.e. non-committal) documents 
and other information released by the European Commission. However, this creates 
a significant degree of uncertainty about the programme’s actual content and 
priorities over the (planned) seven years of its duration. 
 

 The opportunities and risks associated with the proposed “streamlining” of most 
current activities via three types of “Key Actions”: 1) the mobility of individuals; 2) 
various types of joint projects aimed at augmenting/improving cooperation between 
educational institutions with their economic and social environment, together with 
capacity development in neighbouring countries; and 3) a more focused use of the 
programme to support development of policies for higher, school, vocational and 
adult education as well as for youth and sports. 
 

 The pros and cons of the proposed implementation and management model, in 
particular with respect to the limitations of the envisaged “streamlining”, the use of 
flat-rate grants, reliance on intermediary bodies such as universities, schools or 
youth organisations for the award of grants to individuals, and the role envisioned 
for member states in the model of shared management between the Commission, 
the Executive Agency, the (coordinating) national agencies and the Programme 
Committee. 

 
Recommendations 
 
The briefing note contains a list of ten recommendations to the European Parliament. Their 
main thrust is to ensure that the proposed integration and streamlining of the EU’s 
activities in the various sectors of education, youth and sports are combined with sufficient 
attention paid to the differing needs of each of these sectors. The briefing note also 
highlights the importance of making sure the well-known and highly respected brand name 
“Erasmus” is applied appropriately, and that the programme’s content and budget 
allocation are detailed enough to ensure delivery to the various groups of beneficiaries over 
the seven years of its implementation. 
 
More specifically, the ten recommendations propose that the European Parliament should: 
 

1. Acknowledge that the Commission’s proposal rightly emphasises the need for the EU 
to invest much more than hitherto in education, training and youth, a change which 
would indeed require improved alignment with the Union’s strategies for growth and 
employment, and include a sufficient level of integrating and streamlining 
programmes in policy areas such as higher education, where such programmes are 
currently too numerous and fragmented. 
 

2. Question the overall strategy of streamlining across policy sectors proposed for the 
integrated programme and the suggested use of the name “Erasmus” (specifically, 
Erasmus for All) for a broad spectrum of activities reaching far beyond its current 
use in higher education. While it is recommended that the individual sectors of the 
programme keep their own identity, they should not be called “Erasmus School”, 
“Erasmus Youth”, etc. 
 

  8 



Erasmus for All (2014-2020) 
 

 

3. Explore the possibility of rearranging the integrated programme in such a way that 
it emphasises streamlining within the different policy areas rather than across them. 
Bringing different areas under a common, overarching roof and streamlining them, 
as set out in three proposed Key Actions (mobility, projects, policy support), should 
not entail distinct sectors of higher education, school education, vocational 
education and training, adult education, youth (and sports, if it is kept) losing their 
identity and their need for specific policies – including the need to build stronger 
bridges between some of these sectors. The proposed scheme for grassroots sports, 
an activity still in its infancy, could be run separately from the proposed integrated 
programme, or could be integrated as one of the many items contributing to policy 
making (Key Action 3). 
 

4. Emphasise the importance of regrouping and streamlining various policies, tools and 
activities in the sector of higher education under the well-known, established and 
appropriate name “Erasmus”. All external activities in higher education (mobility, 
cooperation, capacity-building, policy dialogue with non-UE countries) could be 
integrated, streamlined and summarised as “Erasmus Mundus”, a brand name 
already well known to higher education communities throughout the world. 
 

5. Ensure the stability and continuity for the various categories of applicants and policy 
makers. This requires more detailed rules concerning eligible grant holders 
(including recent graduates from higher education and persons already active in the 
labour market), the future geographical scope of “Erasmus Mundus”, the types of 
policy-support measures that may be funded, and a fixed allocation of 80-85% of 
the funding to the different sectors. 

 
6. Demand a clear overview as to what extent and in how far a lower budget allocation 

than the one proposed would affect the overall balance between activities and 
sectors within the programme. This implies identifying in advance those activities 
and budget shares that would be cut or reduced in the event of a reduced budget. 
 

7. Object to the proposed transfer of joint doctoral programmes from Erasmus Mundus 
to Marie Curie. Such a move would weaken the attractiveness of European 
universities, make the development of high-level doctoral studies in Europe more 
difficult and contradict the Bologna reforms based on three (not two) degree levels. 
 

8. Endorse the proposal to guarantee European students loan facilities for full-time 
degree and post graduate studies abroad, provided that the Union is not associated 
in any other way than as a guarantor on behalf of students and as long as it remains 
clear that this is only one of a number of options, open to students at Master’s 
degree level. 
 

9. Request an extensive debate about the essential need for closer contact between 
the Union and those individuals who actually benefit from grants, design and 
implement projects on the ground, or participate in them. A foreseeable 
consequence of the proposed implementation strategy for the new programme 
(fewer and larger contracts, with grants always run through intermediary bodies) is 
that it will further distance the programme from its individual users and 
beneficiaries. 
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10. Guarantee that member states will have the possibility to implement the programme 
in the most effective way, according to their own structure of ministries and 
administrations (i.e. through one or more national agencies) and that they are 
allowed to not only administrate, but also to discuss procedures and financial 
management issues, and matters related to policies and substance. 

 
Concluding Comments 
 
The concluding comments stress that while the proposal’s overall goals and ambitions are 
in tune with Europe’s vital need to invest more and in a smarter way in education, training 
and youth, it nonetheless risks falling short of its announced goals and objectives, because 
it reflects a marked dominance of management considerations over the actual needs for 
policy making.  
 
The European Parliament may wish to use the presented recommendations to address the 
proposal’s weak points, question some of the options proposed and suggest alternative, 
more suitable solutions. It may also wish to take the opportunity to open a more 
fundamental debate about the citizenship dimension of the Union’s activities and try to 
avoid the proposed management model based on mega-contracts awarded to intermediary 
bodies favouring big organisations and consultancies and creates an even bigger gap 
between the EU institutions on the one hand, and individuals and smaller organisations on 
the other. 
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1. OVERVIEW OF THE PROPOSAL 
 
The proposal for the Erasmus for All regulation1 was presented by the European 
Commission on 23 November 2011 and covers the period 2014 through 2020, seven years 
in all. The proposed regulation was accompanied by a Commission Communication 
presenting Erasmus for All, “the EU Programme for Education, Training, Youth and 
Sports”2, and a Commission Staff Working Paper dealing with the impact assessment of the 
new programme on the relevant policy areas.3 The central aim of Erasmus for All is to 
invest in Europe’s education, training and youth through a single, integrated 
programme supporting Europe’s main strategic goals. It comes at a crucial moment 
for European cooperation and mobility and for the EU as a whole: the programmes of the 
previous generation (2007-2013) are all coming to an end, and the EU has adopted new 
strategic goals (Europe 2020)4 and suggested a new Multiannual Financial Framework5 for 
the remainder of the decade.  

                                                           

 
A major aim of the new programme is to build on the overall successful outcome 
of the previous programmes: the Lifelong Learning Programme (with its sub-
programmes Erasmus, Comenius, Grundtvig and Leonardo da Vinci), Erasmus Mundus and 
the various geographically-focussed external cooperation programmes, Tempus and the 
Jean Monnet initiative. When they come to an end in 2013, these programmes will have 
provided for the mobility of some 2.8 million people and the development of wide-ranging 
cooperative activities in education, training and youth. At the same time, the new 
programme is based on a thorough analysis of the limitations and weaknesses of the “old” 
programmes in view of the new challenges and priorities of the EU in Europe and the world. 
Hence, the proposed new programme aims to respond more effectively to the strong, but 
so far unmet demand for increased funding to support mobility, strengthen the relevance of 
education for the needs of society, overcome the fragmentation of programmes by aligning 
them more effectively with the EU’s strategic objectives, and simplify the content and 
administration of the various types of activities. These considerations have led the 
Commission to present a proposal for a single, “streamlined” programme, encompassing 
education, training, youth and also sports, aiming to double the level of mobility in the 
period 2014-2020 as a result of the proposed 70% increase of the budget compared to the 
period 2007-2013.  
 
The following section is a short outline of the proposal as presented by the Commission, 
looking in turn to the policy context of the proposal, its main content and architecture, and 
the budgetary implications involved. 

 
1  European Commission (2011e).  
2  European Commission (2011d). 
3  European Commission (2011f). Volumes 2, 3, 4 and 5 deal respectively with the Impact Assessment on 

Education and Training actions, on Youth actions, on International Cooperation in Higher Education and on Sport 
actions. 

4  European Commission (2010b). 
5  European Commission (2011b). 
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1.1. Policy context  
 
The proposal for a single EU programme in education, training, youth and sports has to be 
seen in the broader framework of the Union’s strategies in these areas. Europe 2020 sets 
out the Union’s macro-strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth. Europe 2020 
seeks to achieve five key targets in the areas of climate/energy, poverty/exclusion, 
research and development (at least 3% of GDP), employment (75% of adults active in the 
labour market) and education/training (reduce school dropout to less than 10% and 
increase the percentage of those completing higher education to 40%). The last four 
headline targets are of direct relevance to the broad sector of education, training and 
youth. From the seven “flagship initiatives” within the Europe 2020 framework, most have 
implications on the policy areas covered by the Erasmus for All proposal, in particular 
“Youth on the Move” (which deals with the mobility of young people for the purpose of 
studying/learning, training, volunteering or working in the Union), “Digital Agenda for 
Europe”, “New Skills for New Jobs” (which deals with skills development and with such tools 
as the European Qualifications Framework, the University-Business Forum or professional 
education) and “Innovation Union” (which is of direct relevance to universities through its 
implications for research and innovation). 
 
Within the framework of Europe 2020, the Union has developed specific policies for Youth 
(the Youth Strategy)6 and Education and Training (the ET 2020 Strategic 
Framework).7 The latter builds on its predecessor (ET 2010) and sets out four strategic 
objectives: making lifelong learning and mobility a reality;8 promoting equity and social 
inclusion and active citizenship; enhancing creativity, innovation and entrepreneurship; and 
improving the quality and efficiency of education and training by targeting eight key 
competencies for all. These eight competencies encompass communication in the mother 
tongue and in a foreign language, maths and science/technology, digital skills, learning to 
learn, social and civic skills, sense of initiative and entrepreneurship, and cultural 
awareness and expression. 
 
The Erasmus for All proposal is based on three specific agendas that contribute to shaping 
European and national agendas in education and training:  
 
 the agenda for the modernisation of higher education in Europe, for which an 

update was put together in the recent Communication of the European Commission on 
the Modernisation of Higher Education9 and the extensive accompanying Staff Working 
Document;10 

 the Bologna Process, aimed at creating a more coherent and effective European Higher 
Education Area (EHEA) currently encompassing 47 countries, monitored by the Bologna 
Follow-up Group (BFUG) with extensive support from the European Commission;11 

 and the Copenhagen Process for initial and continuing vocational education and 
training (VET).12 

                                                            
6  European Commission (2009a) and European Commission (2010a). 
7  Council of the European Union (2009). 
8  European Commission (2009b).  
9   European Commission (2011c). 
10  Ibidem. 
11  European Parliament (2012). 
12  Council of the European Union (2010). 
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1.2. Content and architecture 
 
Erasmus for All will be built on a solid foundation, i.e. the overall positive achievements of 
the previous generation of programmes (2007-2013) in the areas of education, training and 
youth. Programmes of note are as follows: 

  The Lifelong Learning Programme (LLP), with its sub-programmes for higher 
education (Erasmus), school (Comenius), vocational education and training 
(Leonardo da Vinci) and adult education (Grundtvig) together with a series of 
“transversal” activities and the Jean Monnet scheme for the development of 
European Integration studies; 
 

  The Youth in Action programme, covering youth mobility for informal learning, 
notably in the form of volunteering; 
 

  The series of programmes for cooperation and mobility in higher education 
between institutions in the EU and other countries. The integration of these 
“external” or “international” mobility programmes in higher education with the core 
Erasmus programme is a significant and new feature of Erasmus for All. Such 
external programmes include Erasmus Mundus (joint Master’s and – hitherto – joint 
doctoral programmes with partners across the world), Tempus (mainly aimed at 
capacity-building and the modernisation of higher education in neighbouring 
countries in South-East Europe, Eastern Europe and the Mediterranean), regional 
programmes with North America (Atlantis, TEP), Latin America (ALFA) and the ACP 
region (EduLink), and a growing number of bilateral programmes with other key 
countries, notably in Asia. 

 
On the basis of their communalities (and in spite of their differences) the new proposal 
aims at bringing together all these former programmes in a single, comprehensive 
programme to be called Erasmus for All and to cover education, training, youth and 
sports – a new activity at European level for which a pilot programme is in progress.  
 
This is expected to deliver a number of important benefits: 
 

 Simplification, rationalisation and better visibility of EU actions in these areas; 
 

 Increased EU added-value, mainly by seeking to ensure that the programme goes 
beyond the individuals involved in cooperation and mobility and brings sustained 
benefits at institutional and system levels; 
 

 Increased relevance to the main strategic objectives of the Union, by putting the 
programme and budget at the service of these priorities, as set out in Europe 2020. 

 
Apart from its comprehensiveness (bringing education, training, youth and sports under a 
single umbrella) the main new features proposed for the Erasmus for All programme are 
the streamlining of activities and a substantial increase in the number of persons involved. 
Erasmus for All would reorganise most activities around three main types of 
action, which is a major departure from the previous generation of programmes. 
Previous activities were organised mainly around the different, but sometimes overlapping, 
target groups or “sectors”,13 and they served higher education, vocational education and 
training, schools, adults, and youth separately. In contrast, the proposed architecture for 

                                                            
13 See Annexes I and II. 
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the new programme – Erasmus for All – is one that consists of three key actions cutting 
across, or common to, the various targeted sectors: 
 

 Key Action 1: Learning mobility of individuals. This includes staff (teachers, 
school and university leaders, trainers, youth workers), students/learners (European 
higher education students for study and internships elsewhere in the EU or abroad, 
non-EU higher education students coming to Europe for Master's studies, VET 
students), youth (volunteer and exchange participants). In addition, the proposal 
includes the creation of a new tool aimed at fostering individual “vertical” mobility, 
namely a European-level loan guarantee scheme for students who want to complete a 
Master’s degree in an EU country other than their own (under the proposed name 
“Erasmus Master”). 

 
 Key Action 2: Cooperation for innovation and good practices. This includes a 

range of collaborative cross-border activities, namely: 
o “Strategic Partnerships”, characterised by agreements for a maximum of 

three years on various joint, cross-border activities signed by 
education/training or youth institutions and similar institutions or with other 
relevant partners, such as enterprises. These partnerships will mainly 
support student and staff mobility, as in the current Erasmus Mundus 
programme, or create opportunities for ‘virtual mobility’, internships, joint 
projects, etc.;  

o “Knowledge Alliances”, envisioned as large partnerships focusing mainly on 
knowledge transfer between university and enterprise in both directions;  

o “Sector Skills Alliances”, mainly in the area of VET;  
o “IT Support Platforms” aimed mainly at expanding the E-Twinning scheme 

between schools; and  
o Cooperative projects for capacity-building in higher education in neighbouring 

countries (in line with the current Tempus programme) or in other regions 
(as seen for instance, in the ALFA or EduLink programmes with Latin America 
or Africa).  

 
 Key Action 3: Support for policy reform. This encompasses a variety of activities 

aimed at supporting the development of education and youth (and sports) policies in 
line with the EU’s strategic framework and objectives (EU 2020, ET 2020, EU Youth 
Strategy). It includes: studies and expert opinions; support for the Open Method of 
Coordination, the Bologna and Copenhagen Processes and the agenda for the 
modernisation of higher education; dialogue with stakeholders; the development and 
monitoring of transparency tools such as ECTS or ECVET credits, the Diploma 
Supplement, or user-friendly multidimensional rankings in higher education; the 
policy dialogue with third countries and international organisations. 

 
To these three main pillars of streamlined action, the proposed Erasmus for All programme 
plans to add two more actions that would be handled in a different way: 
 

 Support to Jean Monnet activities for teaching/research on European Integration 
across the world. This would extend existing action lines (e.g. the Jean Monnet Chairs 
and the institutional support to the European University Institute in Florence and the 
College of Europe in Bruges and Natolin) and add some new ones (e.g. the proposed 
Jean Monnet Label of Excellence); 
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 Support to the European dimension of grassroots sports, on the basis of recent 
pilot activities dealing with transnational threats to sport (such as doping or violence) 
and European cooperation in areas such as dual careers for athletes (allowing them to 
combine study and sport) or social inclusion through sport. 

 
The other major change in Erasmus for All with respect to its forerunners is the 
considerably wider scope of the integrated programme: 
 

 According to the Commission’s estimates14 it should allow some 5 million persons to 
benefit from mobility opportunities over the period 2014-2020 (versus an estimated 
2.8 million over the 7-year period 2007-2013). Of these, about 2.5 million (i.e. 50%) 
are expected to be higher education students (including some 300,000 that are 
expected to take advantage of the new loan scheme to complete a full Master’s 
degree abroad). Nearly 1 million participants are expected to be mobile teachers, 
trainers, other education/training staff or youth workers. Over half a million young 
people are expected to participate in youth exchanges or volunteering. 

 
 With respect to Key Action 2, the Commission expects to see more than 20,000 

Strategic Partnerships involving over 100,000 institutions/organisations, and with 400 
large-scale Knowledge Alliances or Sector Skill Alliances involving 4,000 educational 
institutions and enterprises.  

 

1.3. Planned budgetary implications 
 

With regard to budgetary aspects, the most salient aspect in the Commission’s proposal is 
the significant financial increase sought: according to the Commission’s calculation15 
the budget for the single integrated programme would represent an overall increase of 70% 
for the 7-year period over the combined budgets of the previous generation of relevant 
programmes. In a period of economic difficulties and within the framework of a nearly 
stagnant global budget (rate of annual increase: 1%), this figure is a clear signal of the 
Commission’s determination to build on existing successful programmes with high European 
added-value and strong capacity, and to contribute to the Union’s main goals of smart, 
sustainable and inclusive growth. 
 
From the 19.1 billion Euros budgeted for the programme over the 7-year period, 17.3 
billion are earmarked for Erasmus for All in DG EAC’s appropriations under Heading 1 
(Smart and Inclusive Growth) of the Multiannual Financial Framework.16 Another 1.8 billion 
are expected to come in two instalments from appropriations under Heading 4 (Global 
Europe, Instruments for Pre-Accession, Neighbourhood, International Partnerships and 
Development Cooperation). 
 
The lion’s share of the Programme’s budget (63%) is expected to go to Key Action 1 
(Learning mobility of individuals), one quarter (25%) to Key Action 2 (Cooperation 
projects), 4% to Key Action 3 (Policy reforms), the remainder going to Jean Monnet 
initiatives (2%), sport actions (1%) and management expenses (2% for administrative 
expenses at EU level and 3% for operational grants to national agencies).17 
 
                                                            
14  European Commission (2011d), Sections 3.2 and 3.3.  
15  European Commission (2011d), Section 4. 
16 See Annex IV. 
17 See Annex III. 
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About two thirds (65%) of the overall budget is expected to be administered via national 
agencies. The Commission proposes to have a single coordinating national agency in each 
country. National agencies would be responsible for the entire Key Action 1 (learning 
mobility) except for students participating in joint/double degree programmes between EU 
and non-EU partners, and all strategic partnerships (Key Action 2). The remainder (35%) 
would be centrally managed by the Executive Agency, i.e. external mobility within 
international joint/double degree programmes, other categories of projects under Key 
Action 2, and all activities under Key Action 3. 
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2. REVIEW OF PROPOSED PROGRAMME  
 
This section is devoted to the analysis of the Erasmus for All proposal and focuses on its 
main new or changed features with respect to: 1) the programme’s overall architecture 
and name, 2) its proposed content, and 3) its proposed management. 
 

2.1. Overall scope and name 
 

The Commission’s proposal highlights the potential benefits of bringing together a large 
number of formerly separate programmes, the majority of which include similar (if not 
identical) types of activities. This is undoubtedly a strong point, and should be welcomed in 
several respects:  
 

 The proposed unification under one roof of the European and external 
(international) aspects of higher education cooperation and mobility is a 
welcome step – not least because of the constant high risk of an exclusive focus on 
intra-European aspects of higher education developments, with such a focus 
becoming short-sighted and lacking inspiration by ignoring even deeper and faster 
relevant developments in other parts of the world. 

 
 There may indeed be significant potential benefits in bringing together 

different programmes supporting the same type of activities, but only if they are 
carried out by the same agents. For the international office of a university, for 
example, it will be easier to manage mobility schemes if it does not need to apply 
separately for exchanges with the EU, the Ukraine, Canada and Brazil. The benefit is 
certain to be less obvious in the case of a university involved in capacity-building 
projects with partners in Serbia, Africa and Latin America, because of the different 
nature of the various projects, which are likely to involve teams of totally different 
persons. 

 
Yet, these examples apply to programmes that are basically addressing the same “sector” – 
in this case higher education. Hence, while streamlining within a given policy area or 
sector makes a lot of sense from a policy and management viewpoint, this is by 
far less certain when various sectors with different audiences are considered for 
cross-sector streamlining. From this perspective, two main aspects need to be 
considered: 
 

 The proposed package may be seen as too inclusive because it brings together 
different initiatives, even though most of them will have indeed been organised 
around the same three pillars of mobility, cooperation and policy support. Yet 
volunteering and youth exchange are considerably different from higher education, 
and in sports these dimensions are nearly non-existent. 

 
 On the other hand, it may be too exclusive, at least for higher education, since 

developments in the very broad and crucial area of university-based research have 
been excluded entirely from the proposed programme. This means that universities, 
or at least those mainly involved in research activities, will still be faced with the need 
to look at their strategies for staff development from two angles and prepare different 
applications for the training of their young teachers and researchers, who in most 
cases are the same persons. In this respect, the proposed exclusion of joint doctoral 
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studies, that were hitherto part of Erasmus Mundus, from the scope of the new 
programme contradicts the three-level degree structure advocated in the Bologna 
Process and could thus have detrimental effects (cf. item 2.2. below). 

 
The European Commission rightly refers to a very extensive process of evaluation and 
impact assessment of existing programmes,18 studies on mobility flows19 and other impact 
studies,20 as well as to various consultation rounds and debates with stakeholders carried 
out over the five years preceding the presentation of the proposal (work in this area had 
already started in 2007). Yet, this consultation process did not include a debate on a 
possible merger in the currently proposed format.21 The search for rationalisation and 
complementarity was a permanent preoccupation during the consultation process and there 
may already have been some ideas of merger. However, the recent proposal for a new 
programme with the current parameters was hardly if at all discussed with stakeholders 
and does not respond to the demand coming mainly from the field (but rather from the new 
budget logic underlying the Multiannual Financial Framework). This also means that while 
the proposal is supported by an extensive analysis of alternatives (no action, continuation 
of existing schemes, mere extension of the action, new priorities) carried out as part of the 
impact assessment, there is no evidence that alternative merger options have been 
effectively considered and evaluated. 
 
In particular, the option of a comprehensive higher education programme 
encompassing the various parts within this sector would present most of the advantages of 
the broader proposal that was put forward, while at the same time preserving the identity 
of the programmes and sectors concerned. The option of a comprehensive Erasmus 
programme in higher education would mean developing the (already strong) synergies 
between the Erasmus programme, the whole of Erasmus Mundus (Master’s level and 
doctoral level), the Tempus programme, the Jean Monnet initiative, various international 
programmes and policy dialogues in higher education, as well as relevant aspects of 
university-based research, and finally, other aspects of the Knowledge Triangle and 
university-business relations. 
 
The above reflections are also stimulated by three additional observations about the scope 
and architecture of the proposed streamlining of actions: 
 

 One is that the streamlining exercise, although presented as encompassing 
the three Key Actions, is actually limited to the first two: Key Action 3 is a 
collection of actions and tools that are of great importance for policy-making, but are 
quite heterogeneous from all points of view (intra-European vs. international, 
coordination vs. studies, tools vs. policy making, etc.). 

 
 It seems understandable that sports, with a much shorter and different 

background and limited scope, may be difficult to integrate into any of the 
three Key Actions. The question is rather whether it should be added at all to a 
group of programmes with which it has little in common (not even the focus on youth, 

                                                            
18  Public Policy and Management Institute (2010) and European Commission (2011a). For an evaluation of 
 previous programmes, see for  example the study by ECOTEC and ECORYS (2008). For an evaluation of an 
 individual programme, see for  example the study by Friedrich, W., et al. (2010) and the study by Maiworm, F. 
 et al. (2010). 
19  See for example the study by Kelo, M. et al. (2006) and the publications by Teichler, U. et al. (2011). 
20  See for example the study by Ferencz, I. and Wächter, B. (2012), the study by Janson, K. et al. (2009) and 
 the report for the European Parliament (2010). 
21  European Commission (2011f), Volume 2, Sections 1 and 4 and Annex 7. 
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since sport is for a much broader age group) or whether, given its small size and 
focus on policy development, it may not fit entirely under Key Action 3 – except with 
respect to its proposed management structure, which should be through national 
agencies, while Key Action 3 is to be centrally administered. 

 
 On the other hand, it seems hard to believe that none of the action lines of the 

Jean Monnet scheme could be included in a streamlined version. Most of the 
focus of Jean Monnet rests on curricular development and cooperation which could 
find a place (maybe a specific one) under Key Action 2, or Key Action 3 (e.g. as part 
of the policy dialogue with international partner countries, or as part of a specific 
policy development line focusing on European Integration studies). 

 
The above considerations lead to a series of reflections about the proposed name 
of the programme. The Commission is certainly right when pointing out that the name 
Erasmus has come to be known in Europe and the world as a major achievement of the 
European Union; it is recognised worldwide and mainly associated with feelings of respect, 
admiration or even envy. In itself, the proposal to use the name to highlight Europe’s 
action in the broad sector of education, training, youth and sports is an attractive one and 
would probably not have been rejected by the great Humanist. The history of EU 
programmes includes associations between a programme and a name that may be less 
“intense” than the one between the proposed programme and the person of Erasmus. It 
may be sufficient to think of the multi-faceted genius of Leonardo da Vinci and wonder why 
he was associated more with vocational education than with painting, or why Socrates was 
the generic name of a set of education/training programmes including one named after 
Erasmus. In addition, there is already a “deviant” use of the name Erasmus outside the 
higher education context, since DG Enterprise runs a small programme called Erasmus for 
Young Entrepreneurs (EYE).  
 
Hence, it is certainly possible to argue that if Erasmus was indeed a wandering scholar and 
therefore a good symbolic figure for university cooperation and mobility, he was also a 
humanist keen to see humans as living beings able to learn from each other in many 
different ways. However, any decision with respect to the name should be aware of two 
major aspects: 
 

 One is that, contrary to what happened with the names of Leonardo da Vinci or 
Socrates that had no previous history with EU programmes when they were adopted, 
the name Erasmus has already been associated with the EU’s programme 
focusing on higher education (and later also with the Union’s flagship programme 
for cooperation/mobility between higher education institutions of Europe and the rest 
of the world) for a quarter of century. This name would hence have been an obvious 
candidate for a comprehensive EU programme encompassing all internal and external 
dimensions and activities of higher education mobility, cooperation and policy, but it 
might be rather misleading for a comprehensive programme reaching well beyond the 
field of (higher) education. 

 
 Another, related aspect is that the proposed change may also be seen as a 

watering down of the positive image built up by the Erasmus and Erasmus 
Mundus programmes over the years. In all likelihood, image management in 
higher education is not so wholly different from image building in other areas, which 
would mean that there is no guarantee that the high image of one segment is 
transferable to a much broader and heterogeneous set of activities. This risk of 
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diluting the goodwill attached to the Erasmus programme should not be 
underestimated in proposing to use the same name in a markedly different context. 

 
A final consideration about the proposed name for the integrated programme is 
related to the addition of the words “for all”. The Commission’s proposal to use the 
name Erasmus “for all” suggests that the brand name Erasmus should be associated with 
the main “education sectors” (sports is not referred to and youth is amalgamated with 
education), i.e. Erasmus higher education, Erasmus training, Erasmus schools and Erasmus 
youth participation. This may indeed give the impression that the programme is universal 
and one for all individuals. Such use of the name is therefore not only a departure from the 
proposed structuring and streamlining of the programme by Key Actions (it is not being 
proposed to refer to Erasmus mobility, Erasmus cooperation and Erasmus policies), but also 
a price paid unwillingly to the permanence of the significance of the target sectors.  
 
But probably a more fundamental observation is that the “for all” rhetoric may be seen 
as containing an unrealistic promise and may entail a risk (admittedly limited) of 
depreciating the programme’s image. Even if the programme receives the full budget 
required and achieves the level of cooperation and mobility expected from its 
implementation, the percentage of mobile students will remain far from being “for all” and 
the cooperative projects will involve but a minority of actors. It has become quite common 
in recent years to play with the expression “for all” in the media, but the issue needs very 
careful consideration when choosing the official name of an EU programme, even more so 
in an economic and social situation where the frustration of being unable to participate in 
the programme may be compounded by others and where over-optimistic European 
promises may be deeply resented. An additional, but probably lower-level, concern is 
related to the well-known risk of depreciation of everything that is “for all”. The image of 
Erasmus is not and should not be allowed to be that of an elitist programme, but it is 
challenging to associate the notion of quality, which can only exist with a minimal level of 
“standards” with the notion of universal availability and thus “equality”.  
 
This section therefore ends with a warning against the rhetorical use of the 
expression “for all” in the name of the programme.  
 
 
2.2. Content  
 
This section is devoted to a series of observations about the proposed change in the 
substance of the programme in comparison with its forerunners. 
 
Vague or missing definition of actions and actors  
 
A major difference between all previous programmes and the one proposed is that it does 
not contain an annex with a detailed description of the various activities that may be 
supported. The Erasmus for All proposal contains only generic descriptions of the 
various categories of eligible activities22 and leaves open serious questions about 
its actual content open. 
 

                                                            
22  European Commission (2011e), Articles 6 to 11, and European Commission (2011d), Sections 3.2, 3.3. and 

3.4. 
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It is highly likely that the programme will actually address the objectives in a more 
effective way than it may appear from the proposed regulation, for the simple reason that a 
number of activities that were identified as suitable areas for financial support and 
investment are not described in terms of the eligibility criteria of applicants or 
funding terms. This is particularly the case for all actions under Key Action 2, with only 
very generic descriptions of the various types of cooperative projects for innovation and 
good practice. Under Key Action 1, the proposal says nothing about possible changes in 
the eligibility criteria required from individual grant holders. For example, we are aware of 
discussions maintained by the Commission about the possibility of allowing recent 
graduates to participate in the Erasmus programme. This would be fully in line with the 
profound transition process from study to work and the acknowledged need that the new 
programme should help reduce graduate unemployment and help equip young people with 
the skills needed in a knowledge society. Allowing students to complete a study period or 
an internship abroad in the months following their graduation might be a very suitable 
answer, all the more since it would present some additional benefits – access to a whole 
new audience that the programme may need to achieve its quantitative objectives, adding 
new evidence that lifelong learning permeates the programme, reinstating mobility 
windows that have been reduced or have disappeared as a consequence of the shortening 
of the overall duration of first degrees, etc. However, the proposed programme does not 
say anything about the Commission’s position on this new possibility. 
 
In the same way, Key Action 3 provides very little information about the support that 
would be provided to policy making, apart from the need to support the use of the Open 
Method of Coordination. On policy tools, for instance, no information is given about the 
future orientation of the European Qualification Framework or the transfer of credits. On 
policy-relevant units, Eurydice and the CEDEFOP are mentioned only in passing, while no 
specific reference is made to the NARIC network at all. In contrast, the definition provided 
for institutions that may receive recurrent institutional support seems to have been tailored 
specifically to reduce this possibility to only two entities (the European University Institute 
in Florence and the College of Europe in Bruges and Natolin) and cut out the other 
institutions that have also benefitted from such funding under the “Transversal activities” of 
the current Lifelong Learning Programme – i.e. the European Institute of Public 
Administration in Maastricht, the Academy of European Law in Trier, the European Agency 
for Development in Special Needs Education in Middelfart (Denmark), and the International 
Centre for European Training (CIFE) in Nice. 
 
Joint Doctorates 
 
Another important point in need of clarification are joint doctorates, which were included in 
the Erasmus Mundus programme and are now said to be eligible for funding only under the 
Marie Curie programme.23 While the concern about a possible overlap between Erasmus 
Mundus and Marie Curie in supporting joint programmes is certainly understandable, it is 
far from certain that joint doctoral programmes would not have a place in an 
integrated funding scheme that wants to encompass, amongst other areas, the 
whole of higher education. The growth of doctoral programmes and multi-disciplinary, 
international doctoral schools with a strong interface with society is an important recent 
development in Europe, which could greatly benefit from appropriate funding opportunities 
at the European level. The same could be said about the development of joint 

                                                            
23  European Commission (2011d), Section 2, page 4. Contrary to this, the European Commission (2011e) 

document and the European Commission (2011f) do not refer to a planned transfer of joint degrees at PhD 
level to the Marie Curie scheme.  
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“professional” doctorates, which may have more difficulties in finding a place in the Marie 
Curie scheme. 
 
European loan scheme for full Master’s degrees abroad 
 
One of the most conspicuous new elements in the Erasmus for All proposal concerns the 
setting up of a loan scheme at the European level aimed specifically at providing a financing 
tool for students who want to study for a whole Master’s degree in an EU country other 
than their own. In comparison to many other elements of the programme, this item is 
described in a more detailed way.24 This new proposal responds indeed to a “market 
failure” coming from the lack of portability (for study abroad) of many national grants and 
given the reluctance of most banks to take the (higher) risk of awarding loans to students 
that want to study abroad. This proposal is the result of specific preparatory work, including 
a peer-learning activity within the framework of the Open Method of Coordination under 
Education & Training 2010, a feasibility study, an in-depth discussion with the European 
Investment Bank and consultating stakeholders and banks that may be interested in 
running the scheme.25 A Conference held in January 2011 to test the need for EU 
intervention and to examine options for the creation of an EU loan scheme revealed “a 
strong agreement from all participants” on this new source of funding of mobility provided 
that the scheme is not run directly by the Commission.26 The proposal put forward by 
the Commission is in line with the outcome of this consultation process. 
 
It seems appropriate to point out, though, that the same voices that today support the 
opening of a new source of funding for Master’s-level mobility may change their tune when 
the first cases of students afflicted by accumulated debt appear in the media. Overall, 
however, the initiative may be worth trying. Nevertheless, it should not be called 
“Erasmus Master” as proposed in some Commission documents,27 since using this name 
for the loan scheme could imply that Master’s-level studies are not being supported by 
other parts of the programme, which is not the case (study/internships abroad are an 
important part of many Master’s programmes under Erasmus, and the joint/double degree 
arrangements under Erasmus Mundus mainly concern Master’s-level studies). 
 
Budget allocation: flexibility vs. security?  
 
In line with the content details missing for the various actions, the proposed programme 
does not include a detailed commitment with regard to the allocation of funds to 
the three Key Actions. What is provided in Article 13 of the proposed regulation is an 
indicative distribution of the funds allocated to the three Key Actions (respectively 65%, 
26% and 4%), with the remaining 5% going to operating grants for national agencies and 
administrative expenditure. This distribution does not include the two smaller, non-
streamlined actions (Jean Monnet and sports), for which there is no indication about their 
share in overall funding in the proposed regulation, although some mention of their funding 
levels is made in the Commission’s Communication presenting the proposed new 
programme.28 According to these non-committal figures, Jean Monnet could receive about 
2% of the funding and sports about 1%. 
 

                                                            
24  European Commission (2011e), Article 14, and European Commission (2011f), Volume 2, Section 1.5. and 

Annex 6. 
25  European Commission (2011f), Section 1.5., page 8. 
26  Ibidem. 
27  European Commission (2011d), Section 3.2., page 8. 
28  European Commission (2011d), Section 4.1., Graph 1. 
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The distribution of funding between the beneficiary sectors (higher education, 
schools, VET, youth, etc.) is similarly not provided in the text of the draft 
regulation, but only in the Commission’s Communication29 in the form of “possible” 
funding levels by sector (and for Erasmus higher education an estimated breakdown 
between the international dimension, funded from Heading 4 of the Multiannual Financial 
Framework, and the remainder of activities). The document indicates that according to this 
simulation, the total budget proposed for the programme would allow all the different 
sectors to enjoy increased funding levels compared to the previous seven-year period. At 
the same time, it makes it very clear that this distribution is just a tentative estimate and 
that the actual allocations may be different, depending on the final uptake of the budget by 
the main sectors of education, training and youth. The Commission’s Communication (not 
the draft regulation) stipulates that adequate allocations for each of the five broad sectors 
would be provided in order to ensure that the funding for each main category of 
stakeholders and beneficiaries is not reduced below the levels guaranteed by the 
programmes for the 2007-2013 period. This is a surprising method for presenting the 
budget framework, in the sense that it limits the guaranteed share of each sector to what 
was guaranteed to it in the forerunner programmes, but refrains from offering a clear 
guaranteed minimum for the period 2014-2020. According to this formula, the indicative 
allocations – expressed in percentages of the total budget (Heading 1 only) – would be 
25% for higher education, 17% for vocational education, training and adult education, 7% 
for schools and 7% for youth. This would mean that a total of 56% of Heading 1 allocations 
would be “fixed” (although not formally guaranteed, since these figures are not included in 
the proposed regulation, but in accompanying documents), thus leaving the Commission “a 
considerable margin, from which all sectors are likely to benefit”.30 
 
The fact that the programme does not provide details about eligibility criteria for actions 
and persons who may benefit from the funding opportunities available through it, and that 
it does not determine a firmer allocation of funding between actions and beneficiaries, is 
evidently not just an omission. According to the proposal, these details would henceforward 
be part of the Annual Work Plans referred to in the proposed regulation.31 These plans 
would contain a description of the actions to be financed, and would include (for grants) the 
priorities, evaluation criteria and maximum rates of co-financing. They would also include 
an indication of the amount allocated to each action and to each member state (for the 
actions managed through the national agencies) as well as an indicative timetable.  
 
The new approach to programming adopted in the Erasmus for All proposal represents a 
significant departure from past practice and, for the European Parliament, a lower degree 
of certainty about which actions and persons will actually benefit from the 
programme and how the budget will actually be distributed between activities and 
categories of beneficiaries. However, this also comes with a potentially important benefit, 
because it preserves the possibility to adjust the definition of actions and allocation of 
funding to the changing reality of the programme over the seven years of its lifespan. The 
uptake and priorities are unlikely to remain unchanged over time, and the built-in flexibility 
of the programme may become a more valuable feature year after year, as the initial vision 
and hypotheses are surpassed by changing realities. The implied risk, however, is that 
flexibility brings with it instability and uncertainty, particularly for the applicants, 
who could be faced with changing terms and available resources each year. 
 

                                                            
29  European Commission (2011d), Section 4.1., Graph 2. 
30  European Commission (2011d), final paragraph of Section 4.1, page 18. 
31  European Commission (2011e), Art. 29. 
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The choice should therefore not be between the highest level of flexibility (as sought in the 
Erasmus for All proposal) and the highest level of security through fixed definitions of 
actions and allocation of funding, but a suitable mix of both. The European Parliament 
will need to determine how much flexibility it is willing to grant and accept, 
versus how much continuity and security it would like to see in the new 
programme. 
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3. IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT 
 
3.1. Productivity gains 
 
The proposal emphasises that the new programme offers increased efficiency in various 
areas thanks to the streamlining of action, the rationalisation of financial and contractual 
provisions, and the simplification of management structures. Overall, the proposal 
estimates a 40% efficiency gain in the new integrated programme compared to its (less 
integrated) predecessors. Most of this (30 of the 40%) is expected to come from the 
streamlining of the larger new programme, while the remaining 10% productivity gain 
“could be expected”32 from the adoption of common tools following the merger of 
programmes and the establishment of a single coordinating national agency per country. 
There is no doubt that synergies between programmes, streamlining, simpler eligibility and 
funding rules (which are, however, not detailed in the proposed regulation) and the use of 
flat-rate grants would indeed reduce the administration costs of the programme. Yet, the 
hope to reduce costs by up to 30% is not supported by convincing evidence and 
may reflect excessively high hopes. 
 
With respect to streamlining, the Commission’s estimate is that the number of activities 
that were supported in the 2007-2013 programmes (excluding Jean Monnet and sports) 
would be reduced from a total of 75 to just 11 under Erasmus for All. This may be an 
optimistic view, since for example Key Action 3 will include a whole series of quite different 
activities. However, the streamlining effort that has gone into the proposal leaves 
no room for doubt: there are indeed fewer objectives and more concentrated key actions 
(at least with respect to Key Actions 1 and 2). In addition, some minor actions seem to 
have disappeared from the programme altogether (although it is hard to draw up a list of 
these, given the generic character of description of the actions making up the programme) 
and overlaps are indeed likely to be considerably reduced or eliminated (the reservation 
against the elimination of joint doctorates because of an alleged overlap with Marie Curie 
has already been discussed in Section 2.2.). Economies of scale can logically be expected 
from the larger volume of activities in Key Action 1 and (probably to a lesser extent) in Key 
Action 2, where the administration cost per unit is bound to drop, even more so thanks to 
the planned adoption of flat-rate grants for many of the main activities. The Commission 
estimates that under the new programme about 80% of the operational budget would be 
allocated to learning mobility and that for these actions grants would take the form of lump 
sums.33 
 
 
3.2. Simplification, for whom? 
 
The planned streamlining and simplification will, however, almost certainly be accompanied 
by less desirable changes. An inevitable consequence of lump sums and comprehensive 
mobility contracts is that universities, for example, would receive from their national 
agencies very large grants that they will then use to allocate flat-rate mobility grants to 
individuals. This may well result in the expected simplification mainly benefiting the 
Commission, the Executive Agency and the national agencies, while the complex process of 
grant allocation to individuals would be passed on to universities, schools, youth 
organisations, etc., together with the associated costs. This is likely to affect in particular 
                                                            
32  European Commission (2011d), Section 4.2., page 18. 
33  European Commission (2011e), Legislative Financial Statement annexed to the proposed regulation, Section 

2.2.  
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smaller grant-receiving institutions, which are less prepared than e.g. large universities to 
deal with complex administrative, legal and financial questions. This is where an increased 
risk can be discerned in the new programme moving even further in the direction 
of large grants for which only large institutions, and of course professional 
consultancies, have the expertise and resources needed to understand ever thicker 
guides for applicants, prepare complex on-line application packages, provide all the legal 
and financial guarantees required from applicants, and handle complex grants. The 
Commission acknowledges that among “specific target publics, in particular in the youth 
sector but also to some extent in the adult learning sphere, participants may not have the 
necessary financial solidity or sophisticated management structures, e.g. groups of young 
people who are creating […] a youth exchange project. This lack of formal structure can 
have an impact on their financial and operational capacity for managing Union funds”.34 
However, this same document also states35 that there would no longer be individual 
mobility grants contracts since they would all be transformed into agreements managed by 
organisations.  
 
This may well, as hoped for, reduce the error rate in the award and administration of 
grants, but this and similar measures will further increase the distance between the 
individuals who are at the heart of the programme and the Commission. This is the 
biggest risk in the Erasmus for All proposal: that the integrated programme and its 
administrative machinery become so huge that students, teachers, international officers, 
etc. find it ever more difficult to establish a direct contact with the programme 
administration and to get adequate responses to their particular needs and wishes – which 
might be just slightly too different or innovative to fit into the system. This is not a minor 
risk: by favouring mammoth, inflexible framework contracts, the Erasmus for All 
programme may favour large institutions supported by professional consultancies 
while at the same time becoming less and less accessible to individuals, ordinary 
students, teachers and administrators. 
 
 
3.3. Involvement of member states 
 
Two points need to be mentioned here, with reference to national agencies and the 
programme committee.  
 

 A single coordinating national agency in each member state? 
The requirement that all member states nominate or set up a single (coordinating) 
national agency may well simplify administration and possibly reduce costs at the EU 
level, but it may also entail higher costs at the member-state level. The shift from 
different programmes focused on specific types of beneficiaries at the European level 
is unlikely to be accompanied by a similar shift in the distribution of ministerial 
competencies in the member states. In many countries there are well-established 
agencies with relevant high expertise, and a number of them started their activities 
even before the existence of the EU programmes for cooperation and mobility. Going 
through a single (coordinating) national agency may actually complicate the 
implementation of the programme when it leads to the creation of an additional layer 
of administration for the coordination of the various specialised agencies serving 

                                                            
34  European Commission (2011e), Legislative Financial Statement annexed to the proposed regulation, Section 

2.2.1., page 48. 
35  European Commission (2011e), Legislative Financial Statement annexed to the proposed regulation, Section 

2.2.2., page 49.  
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different constituencies through different ministries. Organising programme 
administration at the national level is much more than just money 
management and should lie with the national authority in each member 
state, not least because these key stakeholders may be of the opinion that different 
target groups have different needs with regard to information and counselling. 

 
 What kind of programme committee is needed? 

The proposed regulation says very little about this important body, but there is 
room for concern if a single, traditional committee is expected to co-monitor 
such a huge and heterogeneous programme together with the Commission. If 
discussions are centred on the Key Actions, they are likely to focus mainly on 
procedural aspects and overlook the substance of the programme, which will continue 
to be defined mainly in accordance with policy-making sectors, i.e. target groups. 
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4. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
In view of the above observations, the European Parliament might want to take the 
following recommendations into account during the debate about the proposed regulation 
for an Erasmus for All programme: 
 
1. Acknowledge and support the overall positive aspects of the proposal and their 

budgetary implications, in particular: 
 
 The additional effort proposed at European level in order to enhance cooperation, 

mobility and policy cooperation in the areas of education, training, youth (and 
sports); 

 
 The proposed move towards a better integrated programme bringing together the 

hitherto fragmented actions of the Union in the area of higher education;  
 
 The proposed budgetary effort, commensurate to the importance of what is at stake 

for the success of Europe’s strategic goals (EU 2020). The successful extension of 
existing activities, their expansion into more cooperation with business and society 
and with neighbouring countries and other world regions, and the development of 
more mobility with more equitable access through more appropriate grants will all be 
mere rhetoric unless sufficient budgetary resources are allocated to the programme. 

 
2. Question the overall architecture of the proposed programme and the proposed 

use of the name Erasmus. Although there might be some real benefits in bringing 
together the policy areas of education and training, youth and sports, their policy needs 
and the substance of action required at the EU level in each area are significantly 
different, even though most of them may indeed involve mobility, cooperation and 
policy support. The kind of mobility (in terms of eligibility and criteria for grants), the 
means and type of cooperation, and even the tools and policies needed to support them 
will remain different. The foreseeable cost in terms of policy-development is that the 
proposed integration of different policy areas may favour dialogue about financial 
procedures and administration, and limit debate about the needs and substance of the 
targeted groups of citizens. 

 
The name “Erasmus” should not be used to designate the proposed integrated 
programme including all areas of education, training, youth and sports, nor should it be 
used in association with various sectors other than higher education, e.g. Erasmus 
School, Erasmus Training, Erasmus Youth. Avoiding the inappropriate use of the name 
“Erasmus” would help eliminate the danger of diluting the best-known European brand 
name worldwide. 

 
3. Explore the possibility of a repackaging the programme along different lines, by 

emphasising the need to streamline within each main policy area rather than 
across policy areas. This implies keeping and systematising the proposed streamlining 
along the three types of Key Actions, while at the same time acknowledging the obvious 
differences between the policy sectors and targeted audiences. This would mean 
bringing the different areas under a common overarching roof as proposed, but keeping 
a stronger profile for the different strands (that would no longer be formal sub-
programmes) of higher education, school education, vocational education and training, 
adult education and training, youth (and sports if this is kept within the programme). 
Such an approach would help avoid the need to invent new names as well as the risk of 

  29 



Policy Department B: Structural and Cohesion Policies 
 
 

diluting existing brand names – the overall programme could still be called “Lifelong 
Learning Programme” (or “Learning Europe”, in order to include an explicit reference to 
its European dimension and identity), while the strands could still be called, 
respectively, Erasmus, Comenius, Leonardo da Vinci, Grundtvig, Youth in Action (and 
sports, as the case may be). 

 
This would allow specific policies for the respective areas to be designed, including in 
particular for youth, as well as bridges between the sectors, e.g. for the transition 
between school and higher education, the development of lifelong learning at 
universities and, hopefully, for the transition from study to work. 
 
The small scheme about sports is not integrated with the rest of the proposal and 
seems to have been added mainly because of its small size, which would not have 
justified the creation of a separate programme (thus for an administrative, and not for a 
substantive reason). The Parliament might ask that it be run separately from the 
proposed integrated programme, or tolerate its presence, possibly as one of the many 
items contributing to policy making (Key Action 3). Sports would then be the only part 
of Key Action 3 run through national agencies. 

 
4. Emphasise the importance of regrouping and streamlining all policies, tools and 

activities in the broad area of higher education. This would allow for keeping one 
of the strongest innovations and benefits of the proposal and would make sense for 
more than just administrative and management reasons. The unification of the intra-EU 
and external dimension of higher education policies and activities would strengthen the 
brand name “Erasmus”. All external actions (joint Masters and also – see below – joint 
doctorates, cooperation and capacity-building in neighbouring countries, bilateral 
programmes and “policy dialogues” with foreign countries/regions, relevant parts of 
Jean Monnet activities) could be streamlined and would help sustain the respected 
name of Erasmus Mundus. This would also be in line with the recent creation of a new 
Directorate for higher education within the European Commission’s DG Education and 
Culture. 

 
5. Ensure that the future programme provides sufficient stability and continuity 

for applicants and policy makers. While an adequate level of flexibility is very 
suitable, the Parliament ought to aim for a programme that is characterised by stability, 
continuity and predictability. This is of core importance for applicants and is also a key 
condition for the programme to be able to achieve its goals. This would mean 
requesting that more details be provided in the regulation and less room be left 
for the Annual Work Plans with respect to: 

 
 The definition of core eligibility criteria for mobility and project grants, in 

particular with respect to access to mobility grants and the various types of Key 
Action 2 cooperative projects. 

 
 The possibilities offered by the programme to recent graduates from higher 

education and people already in the labour market, who could hitherto 
participate in Leonardo da Vinci. Instead of creating more opportunities for these 
often vulnerable categories through the Union’s new programme for education and 
training, the proposed regulation no longer refers to them, and other Commission 
documents seem to consider that they could henceforward be supported only through 
the European Social Fund. 
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 The future geographical targets of Erasmus Mundus activities. To what extent 
will they be focussed on specific countries/regions or be open to worldwide 
participation? 

 
 Defining a clear list of policy support activities and beneficiaries (institutions 

and networks) under Key Action 3. 
 

 Setting firmer and higher limits for the allocation of funds between the main 
sectors and activities. Some 80 to 85% of the overall budget should be guaranteed 
(or earmarked), and only some 15 to 20% should be allowed to be shifted around in 
Annual Work Plans.  

 
6. Demand a higher level of certainty about the programme’s revised balance and 

priorities in case of lower than expected budget allocations. The risk that the 
regulation emerging from the debate in the Parliament could be used in a way not 
suiting the political priorities of the EP would be substantially increased if the 
programme was adopted, but the budget was significantly smaller than requested. The 
Parliament would need to seek a higher level of certainty about what would happen in 
this situation, which implies that the Commission should be invited to identify which 
actions would be cut or reduced in case of a smaller budget and to commit on the 
allocation of 80-85% of the remaining budget. Otherwise, the Parliament would run the 
risk of the Annual Work Plans reflecting investment priorities not in line with the original 
proposal, nor with the EP’s wish to reserve appropriate shares of the overall funding for 
certain categories of beneficiaries. 

 
7.  Request that joint doctoral programmes not be separated and moved to Marie 

Curie. This move would not only mean a real loss of substance and a blow for Erasmus 
and Erasmus Mundus, but it would also be self-damaging for European higher 
education and would deprive the new integrated programme of a recent and 
internationally highly visible and successful activity. This would happen precisely at a 
moment when Europe is endeavouring to build up the strength and attractiveness of its 
universities at the doctoral level. The well-founded intention to avoid duplications with 
Marie Curie could be solved by keeping joint doctoral studies together with Erasmus, 
rather than passing them over to Marie Curie which has a quite different focus. 
Separating out the third level of education would also be in full contradiction 
with a basic principle of the Bologna Process and would send a negative signal 
to universities. 

 
8.  Adopt the proposed European student loan guarantee facility for full-degree, 

Master’s-level studies abroad, provided that the Union is not associated with it in 
any other way than as a guarantor on behalf of students. In view of the planned 
integration of the intra-European and external dimensions of higher education and the 
importance of Master’s degrees in cooperation with other countries, it seems difficult to 
understand why the proposed loan scheme would not be available for studies in 
neighbouring countries and other regions of the world. It would also be important to 
emphasise the grant possibilities for a study/internship period abroad as part of a 
Master’s programme, in order to avoid sending the signal that Master’s studies will 
henceforward be supported only, or mainly, through loans. The new loan scheme 
should never be referred to as “Erasmus Master”, as if it were the only option 
open to Master’s-level students. 
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9.  Facilitate a debate about the foreseeable consequences of implementing a 
strategy based on large contracts run through intermediary bodies. It is highly 
unlikely that the European Commission will stray from the path towards fewer and 
much bigger grant contracts that it has been following for at least a decade and 
obviously wants to systematise in the new proposal for the years 2014-2020. Very large 
contracts run by intermediary organisations make the programme(s) even less 
accessible to ordinary citizens, increase the distance between the Union and those 
individuals who actually design and implement projects on the ground or participate in 
them, and would lead to the EU becoming barely visible behind the institutional and 
national bureaucracies actually dealing with applicants. The European Parliament 
should consider having an in-depth debate with the Commission on these vital 
issues, even though such a debate is unlikely to open the way to a different course and 
philosophy in the running of EU programmes in the short term. 

 
10. Ensure that member states are in a position to implement the programme in 

the most suitable way and maintain a dialogue with the Commission about 
substance, not just procedures: 

 
 The Parliament may want to modify the proposal that all member states should 

set in place a single coordinating national agency dealing with all the various 
strands of the proposed integrated programme. Member states should have the 
possibility to arrange the interface between the national administration and European 
Commission for the proposed programme in a way suited to their own ministerial and 
administrative structures, even if this means that the Commission will need to enter 
in a contractual relationship with more than one national agency. 

 
 The Parliament may also want to make certain that the programme committee is 

in a position to discuss substance, not just administrative procedures and 
financial management. A single committee dealing with education, training, youth and 
sports would need to have the option of tasking thematic or sector-specific groups to 
help it deepen the analysis of relevant topics and enhance its contribution to the 
programme’s orientation over time. This is all the more important for a programme 
which will leave more room for the adjustment of priorities and allocation of funds 
over time, through the adoption of Annual Work Plans. 
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5. CONCLUDING COMMENTS 
 
The goals and ambitions of the Erasmus for All proposal for the years 2014-2020 are in line 
with Europe’s vital and urgent need to invest much more and more efficiently in education, 
training and youth. The proposal acknowledges the implications of the broader strategic 
priorities set out in Europe 2020 and its flagship initiatives. It is also based on a sound 
analysis of the success and limitations of the current generation of programmes, which will 
come to an end in 2013. The regrouping and streamlining of various intra-European and 
external programmes and actions in the higher education sector is a response to a long 
overdue need – to evaluate the needs for, and assess the results of, the modernisation 
agenda for European higher education in view of the deep and rapid change in this area as 
a result of the growth of new knowledge powers in various regions of the world. 
 
Yet, the proposal put forward by the Commission risks falling short of its announced aims 
and objectives, mainly because it reflects a marked dominance of administrative and 
management considerations over the needs of policy-making and citizen involvement. 
 
The European Parliament may wish to use the ten recommendations in this briefing note to 
address the proposal’s shortcomings, to question some of the options suggested, and to 
propose alternative and more suitable solutions, in particular with regard to: 
 
 the overall architecture of the Erasmus for All proposal that packages together various 

policy sectors without really acknowledging the risks involved in this exercise; 

 the lack of caution in using the name Erasmus as the EU’s best known brand name 
both within Europe and throughout the world; 

 the need to pay more attention to the much more difficult transition from education to 
work, currently experienced by millions of young people in Europe; 

 the need to balance the search for flexibility in criteria and budget allocations (in view 
of changes in context and priorities) with the provision of a sufficient level of security 
and continuity, to both applicants and policy makers. 

 
Beyond these discussions about specific aspects, the European Parliament may also wish to 
use the opportunity provided by the Erasmus for All proposal put forward by the 
Commission to open a debate about the citizenship dimension of the Union’s action 
in the broad area of mobility and cooperation. If the new programme were to be adopted as 
proposed, it would more likely increase rather than reduce the gap between the EU and its 
citizens, who are the frontline applicants and users. The proposed management model is 
based on mega-contracts awarded to intermediary bodies and favours big organisations 
and consultancies, making it ever more difficult for individuals and smaller organisations to 
play an active role as innovators, in spite of the planned increase in the number of 
participants. The annual shift of priorities, definitions and budgetary resources is likely to 
further limit citizen engagement, by reducing the medium term visibility of the 
programme’s intentions and capacities in each sector and for each audience. This debate 
raises fundamental questions about the relationship between the Union’s policies and 
administration on the one hand, and European citizens on the other, and reaches far 
beyond the scope of the Erasmus for All proposal. 
 
The outcome of this debate will be of utmost importance, considering the scope and 
duration of the programme(s) and the key importance of investment in education, training 
and youth for the overall future of Europe and its citizens. 
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ANNEXES  
Annex I:  How existing specialised programmes would be transformed into a comprehensive 

“streamlined” programme 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Adapted from a powerpoint presentation of the European Commission (“ERASMUS FOR ALL: investing in Europe’s education, training and youth”) 
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Annex II.  How current LLP actions should be transformed into 
future actions 

CURRENT ACTIONS  FUTURE ACTIONS 
1. COMENIUS PREPARATORY VISITS to be 
mainstreamed in mobility action 
2. COMENIUS ASSISTANTSHIPS (ASSISTANTS) to be 
discontinued 
3. COMENIUS ASSISTANTSHIPS (HOST SCHOOLS) to 
be discontinued 
4. COMENIUS INDIVIDUAL PUPIL MOBILITY to be 
mainstreamed 
5. COMENIUS IN-SERVICE TRAINING FOR TEACHERS 
AND OTHER EDUCATIONAL STAFF (IST) 
6. ERASMUS PREPARATORY VISITS to be 
mainstreamed in mobility action 
7. ERASMUS ORGANISATION OF MOBILITY 
8. ERASMUS STUDENT MOBILITY FOR STUDIES 
9. ERASMUS STUDENT MOBILITY FOR PLACEMENTS 
10. ERASMUS STAFF MOBILITY – TEACHING 
ASSIGNMENTS BY HEI TEACHING STAFF AND BY 
INVITED STAFF FROM ENTERPRISES 
11. ERASMUS STAFF MOBILITY – TRAINING FOR HEI 
STAFF AT ENTERPRISES AND AT HEI 
12. ERASMUS INTENSIVE LANGUAGE COURSES to be 
discontinued/replaced by on-line language 
courses 
13. ERASMUS UNIVERSITY CHARTER 
14. ERASMUS CONSORTIUM PLACEMENT CERTIFICATE 
15. LEONARDO DA VINCI PREPARATORY VISITS to be 
mainstreamed in mobility action 
16. LEONARDO DA VINCI INITIAL VOCATIONAL 
TRAINING (IVT) 
17. LEONARDO DA VINCI PEOPLE IN THE LABOUR 
MARKET (PLM) to be discontinued 
18. LEONARDO DA VINCI VETPRO (VET 
PROFESSIONALS) 
19. LEONARDO DA VINCI MOBILITY CERTIFICATE 
20. GRUNDTVIG PREPARATORY VISITS to be 
mainstreamed in mobility action 
21. GRUNDTVIG VISITS AND EXCHANGES FOR ADULT 
EDUCATION STAFF (VIS) 
22. GRUNDTVIG ASSISTANTSHIPS (ASS) to be 
discontinued 
23. GRUNDTVIG IN-SERVICE TRAINING FOR ADULT 
EDUCATION STAFF (IST) 
24. GRUNDTVIG WORKSHOPS to be discontinued 
25. GRUNDTVIG LEARNING PARTNERSHIPS 
26. GRUNDTVIG SENIOR VOLUNTEERING PROJECTS to 
be discontinued 

TRANSNATIONAL 
INDIVIDUAL MOBILITY 

 
- staff mobility, in particular 
for teachers, trainers, school 
leaders and youth workers 
 
- mobility for higher education 
students (including 
joint/double degrees) and VET 
students 
 
- Erasmus Master for higher 
education students, with a 
new loan guarantee 
mechanism. 
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27. KA1 STUDY VISITS FOR EDUCATION AND 
VOCATIONAL TRAINING SPECIALISTS AND DECISION 
MAKERS to be discontinued 
28. COMENIUS MULTILATERAL SCHOOL PARTNERSHIPS 
29. COMENIUS BILATERAL SCHOOL PARTNERSHIPS 
30. COMENIUS REGIO PARTNERSHIPS to be extended 
to other sectors 
31. COMENIUS MULTILATERAL PROJECTS 
32. COMENIUS ACCOMPANYING MEASURES to be 
mainstreamed 
33. eTWINNING 
34. ERASMUS INTENSIVE PROGRAMMES to be 
discontinued/integrated in cooperation projects 
35. ERASMUS MULTILATERAL PROJECTS 
36. ERASMUS ACCOMPANYING MEASURES to be 
mainstreamed 
37. LEONARDO DA VINCI PARTNERSHIPS 
38. LEONARDO DA VINCI TRANSFER OF INNOVATION 
39. LEONARDO DA VINCI DEVELOPMENT OF 
INNOVATION 
40. LEONARDO DA VINCI ACCOMPANYING MEASURES 
to be mainstreamed 
41. GRUNDTVIG MULTILATERAL PROJECTS 
42. GRUNDTVIG ACCOMPANYING MEASURES to be 
mainstreamed 
43. KA2 NEW MATERIALS / ONLINE COURSES 
/AWARENESS RAISING to be mainstreamed 
44. KA2 ACCOMPANYING MEASURES to be 
mainstreamed 
45. KA3 MULTILATERAL PROJECTS to be 
mainstreamed 
46. KA4 MULTILATERAL PROJECTS to be 
mainstreamed 

COOPERATION PROJECTS 
 
- Strategic partnerships 
between education 
establishments/youth 
organisations and/or other 
relevant actors 
 
- Knowledge Alliances 
between higher education 
establishments and 
businesses promoting 
innovation 
 
- Sector skills alliances 
between education institutions 
and businesses promoting 
employability 
 
- IT support platforms, 
including e-Twinning. 

47. COMENIUS MULTILATERAL NETWORKS to be 
mainstreamed 
48. LEONARDO DA VINCI NETWORKS to be 
mainstreamed 
49. ERASMUS ACADEMIC NETWORKS to be 
mainstreamed 
50. GRUNDTVIG MULTILATERAL NETWORKS to be 
mainstreamed 
51. KA1 STUDIES AND COMPARATIVE RESEARCH 
52. KA1 NETWORKS to be mainstreamed 
53. KA2 MULTILATERAL NETWORKS to be 
mainstreamed 
54. KA3 MULTILATERAL 

SUPPORT FOR POLICY 
REFORM 

 
- Support to open methods of 
coordination 
 
- EU tools: valorisation and 
implementation 
 
- Policy dialogue 
 

JEAN MONNET ACTIVITIES 
Source: European Commission (2011e), SEC (2011) 1402, Volume 2, Annex 5, pp. 62-63. 
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Annex III.  Budget allocation by type of action for the Erasmus for 
All programme 

Graph 1: Budget allocation by type of action for the programme 
 

 
 

Source: adapted from European Commission (2011c), COM (2011) 787, Graph 1, p. 15. 
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Annex IV. Summary of estimated impact of the Erasmus for All programme on budget appropriations 
 

EUR million (to 3 decimal places) - current prices 
Heading of multiannual financial framework       1 Single Education, Training, youth and Sport "Erasmus for all" 
  

DG EAC     2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 Post-2020 TOTAL 
● Operational appropriations                       

Commitments (1) 1.467 1.763 2.072 2.390 2.722 3.065 3.421 0 16.899 15.02.01 "Erasmus for all" 
Payments (2) 1.174 1.692 1.989 2.294 2.613 2.942 3.285 911 16.899 

Appropriations of an administrative nature financed from the 
envelope for specific programmes36 

                  

15.01.04 "Erasmus for all" - 
Expenditure on administrative 
management37 

  (3) 43,118 48,218 51,247 56,904 61,481 67,313 71,595 0 400 

TOTAL appropriations Commitments =1+1 
a+3 

1.510 1.811 2.123 2.447 2.783 3.132 3.493 0 17.299 

for DG EAC Payments =2+2 
a+3 

1.217 1.740 2.040 2.351 2.674 3.009 3.356 911 17.299 

  
DG EAC     2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 Post-2020 TOTAL 

Commitments (4) 1.467 1.763 2.072 2.390 2.722 3.065 3.421 0 16.899 ● TOTAL operational appropriations H1 
Payments (5) 1.174 1.692 1.989 2.294 2.613 2.942 3.285 911 16.899 

● TOTAL appropriations of an administrative nature 
financed from the envelope for specific programmes 

(6) 43,118 48,218 51,247 56,904 61,481 67,313 71,595 0 400 

Commitments (7) 
=4+6 

1.510 1.811 2.123 2.447 2.783 3.132 3.493 0 17.299 TOTAL appropriations under 
HEADING 1 of the multiannual 

financial framework Payments (8) 
=5+6 

1.217 1.740 2.040 2.351 2.674 3.009 3.356 911 17.299 

 

                                                            
36  Technical and/or administrative assistance and expenditure in support of the implementation of EU programmes and/or actions (former "BA" lines), indirect research, 

direct research. 
37  The Commission could envisage (partially) externalising the implementation of the Erasmus for All programme to an executive agency. Amounts and breakdown of 

estimated costs may have to be adjusted according to the degree of externalisation retained. It includes the administrative expenditure of the Executive Agency that 
may be entrusted with the implementation of part of the Programme according to a heavy backload profile. Administrative expenditures would be constant overtime. 
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If more than one heading is affected by the proposal/initiative 
 

        

Heading 4     2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 Post-
2020 

TOTAL 

Commitments (1) 215 227 236 247 257 272 285 0 1.739 ● 15.02.02 "Erasmus for all" - intentional TOTAL 
operational appropriations Payments (2) 172 218 227 237 247 261 274 104 1.739 
● 15.01.04.02 - TOTAL appropriations of an administrative nature 
financed from the envelope for specific programmes 

(3) 9 10 10 10 11 11 12 0 73 

Commitments (7) 
=4+6 

224 237 246 257 268 283 297 0 1.812 TOTAL appropriations under HEADING 4 of 
the multiannual financial framework 

Payments (8) 
=5+6 

181 228 237 247 258 272 286 104 1.812 

      2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 Post-
2020 

TOTAL 

Commitments =7+9
+11 

1.734 2.048 2.369 2.704 3.051 3.415 3.790 0 19.111 TOTAL appropriations under HEADING 4 of 
the multiannual financial framework 

(reference amount) Payments =8+1
0+11 

1.398 1.969 2.277 2.599 2.932 3.281 3.642 1.015 19.111 
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Source: adapted from European Commission (2011d), COM (2011) 788, Annex Section 3.2.1., pp. 58-61. 

 

 
38  The total of 204 FTE includes: management of national agencies, direct management by the Commission, supervision and coordination with the Executive Agency as 

well as all the staff for support and coordination related to the Programme. 

Heading 5 5 "Administrative expenditure" 

EUR million (to 3 decimal places) - 2011 prices 
DG EAC 
  2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 TOTAL 
● Human resources38 170*0.127 

+0.064*16+
0.073*18=2
3.928 

170*0.127
+0.064*16
+0.073*18
=23.929 

170*0.127
+0.064*16
+0.073*18
=23.930 

170*0.127
+0.064*16
+0.073*18
=23.931 

170*0.127
+0.064*16
+0.073*18
=23.932 

170*0.127
+0.064*16
+0.073*18
=23.933 

170*0.127
+0.064*16
+0.073*18
=23.934 

167,496 

● Other administrative expenditure 0,3834 0,3834 0,3834 0,3834 0,3834 0,3834 0,3834 2,684 
TOTAL DG EAC Appropriations 24,311 24,311 24,311 24,311 24,311 24,311 24,311 170,180 

TOTAL appropriations 
under HAEDING 5 of 

the multiannual 
financial framework 

(Total 
commitments = 
Total payments) 

24,311 24,311 24,311 24,311 24,311 24,311 24,311 170,180 
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