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5E-| Who? What? When? Why?

* Erasmus+ (SCH) and
(VET) sectors

(partners in LTA Digital Pedagogy in the Age of Al)
e Sample size: approx. (3,734 SCH, 1,646 VET)

* Questionnaire with multiple choice and open-ended
questions. Some questions were different depending on
having organised blended mobility before or not. All surveys in
national languages.

e Survey in 2025; Al translation + editing 15t week of
October; analysis until December 2025

* Determine institutions’ with implementing
blended mobility and main /



Q. | Who answered?

responses: 875 SCH and 439 VET

* Response rate total, 23% in SCH and 27% in VET
(NB! response rate still preliminary)

* Highest number of responses from (n=367;
RR=25%) and (N=197; RR=32%)
* Lowest from (n=14; RR=22%) and
(n=5; RR=20%)
* Highest response rate from (43%), the
(38%), and (both 33%)
* Lowest response rate from , (both 14%)

and (20%)



{ot | Number of responses by country (n=1314)

Poland
Czechia
Italy
Germany
Lithuania
Latvia
Finland
Netherlands
Estonia
Malta

Luxembourg

©“SCH = VET



/= | What we found (1/2)

e Differences between countries and sectors in both
with and In blended
mobilities.

* Clear gap between conceptual and practical

* The of the virtual component is remarkably
consistent, but varies between sectors (for
learner mobility).



/= | What we found (2/2)

e The most common obstacles are :

F-1ale
of iImplementation procedures.
* Only said they blended mobilities, and
only see In them. Conversely, of
Institutions reported to implementation.

(Institutions with experience)

* 73% of institutions without experience are
blended mobility in the future.



59 | Implementation of blended mobility by country

Finland 56%
Estonia 54%
Germany 42%
Netherlands 32%
Italy 31%
Malta 29%
Czechia 28%
Lithuania 27%
Latvia 17%
Poland 7%
Luxembourg

~ Yes “ No



=| | Implementation of blended mobility by sector

SCH

-

~ Yes ~ No



m Institutional understanding of blended mobility
HE compared with implementation

Does your institution have a clear understanding of how Has your institution implemented
to implement blended mobility? blended mobilities?

74%

HYes No



© | Timing of the virtual component

LEARNERS (n=323)

Before the physical
mobility

After the physical
mobility

During the physical
mobility

21%

41%

93%

STAFF (n=119)

Before the physical
mobility

After the physical
mobility

During the physical
mobility

20%

41%

89%



Communication, getting to know each other

Joint assignments

Organisation/setting goals

Presenting the country/culture/school

Monitoring of results, sharing experience, reflection

Language training

Other

Total

61%

40%

32%

22%

14%

6%

4%

SCH

67%

42%

24%

pL

14%

3%

5%

Reported content of the virtual activity for learners in
blended mobility (n=265)

VET

39%

32%

59%

15%

12%

15%



ended, n = 327)

Getting to know each other beforehand
Cooperation outside of the physical mobility
Smoother implementation of physical mobility
Improved work organisation

Maintaining contact

Improved digital skills

Language training

Involvement of more people / inclusivity
Insight into culture

Soft skills

Other

Total

52%

27%
18%
14%
12%
11%
10%
9%
9%
3%
2%

SCH

26%
16%
13%
14%
11%
10%
9%
9%
3%
1%

4> | What benefits has blended mobility brought? (open-

\13)

34%
29%
25%
16%
2%
9%
6%
12%
9%
2%

7%



Not enough time
Host partners have no interest in organising a virtual part
Lack of understanding of how to apply blended mobility in practice

Lack of sufficient knowledge and skills to organise the virtual part

Teachers and other staff have no interest in participating in virtual...

Learners have no interest in participating in virtual activities

It is not suitable for certain subjects / fields of study
Supervisors/teachers have no interest in organizing a virtual part
Not enough funds

Blended mobility offers no (additional) value

There is no need for it in our institution

There are no obstacles

Other

16%
13%
11%
7%
3%
2%

E—— 17%

19%

;= | Reported obstacles to the implementation among respondents
4L in organising blended mobility (n=340)

26%
25%
22%

30%

37%



;= | Reported obstacles to the implementation among respondents
AL in organising blended mobility (n=948)

Lack of understanding of how to apply blended mobility in practice

Lack of sufficient knowledge and skills to organise the virtual part

Teachers and other staff have no interest in participating in virtual...

Learners have no interest in participating in virtual activities

Not enough time

It is not suitable for certain subjects / fields of study

There is no need for it in our institution

Host partners have no interest in organising a virtual part
Supervisors/teachers have no interest in organizing a virtual part
Blended mobility offers no (additional) value

Not enough funds

Other

13%
9%
5%

P 12%

31%
28%
27%
25%
24%
21%
19%

37%



Training and exchange of experience for staff
Examples of good practices

Informational support / guidelines

More promotion / motivation

More / better aimed funding

Physical mobility is seen as more useful
Technical equipment

Simpler administration

More time for staff is needed

More teaching materials

Other

Total

37%
28%
26%
11%
10%
5%
5%
3%
2%
2%
5%

SCH

37%
28%
27%
12%
8%
5%
6%
4%
3%
1%
6%

VET

¥ | Suggestions to National Agencies (n=877)

39%
30%
25%
9%
14%
6%
3%
3%
1%
2%
5%



<.»| Final thoughts

* A lot (on the report but also
regarding blended mobility)
e Clear are highly necessary!

*Onlydoitifit !

* On a positive note...



SCH

VET

Do you see the opportunity or need for organizing

blended mobility in the future? (n =972)

77%

67%

M Yes

23%

33%

(\'[e]

Finland
Estonia
Germany
Netherlands
Latvia
Lithuania
Italy

Malta
Czechia
Poland

Luxembourg

86%
84%
84%
83%
82%
79%
76%
70%
66%
65%

60%

M Yes

14%
16%
16%
17%
18%
21%
24%
30%
34%
35%

40%

No



saltodigital.eu

Thank you!

Questions?

EUROPEAN
Erasmus+ |
Enriching lives, opening minds.

THE PC'WER OF TOGETHER
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