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Introductory remark
 This working document summarizes the initial analysis of the survey
data after the recent closure of the on-line survey as a basis for
discussion.
 In this spirit, it should be considered as a working document.
 To elaborate the analysis further, we invite readers to provide us with
their feedback and suggestions for complementary analyses.

® The information and views set out in this working document are those of the authors and do
not necessarily reflect the official opinion of the European Union. Neither the European Union
institutions and bodies nor any person acting on their behalf may be held responsible for the use
which may be made of the information contained therein. Responsibility for the information and
views expressed in the report lies entirely with the authors.
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1. Summary
The survey addressed among other the current situation and needs of international
researchers, their perception of international mobility in the new context, factors
influencing their motivation and capability to participate in international mobility as well as
their preferences and the support and conditions which they need.
Ultimately, the findings help to gain a better understanding of researchers’ perception and
of factors which influence their motivation and interest, - an important pre-requisite for
communicating efficiently with researchers and potential candidates for international
mobility and adapting instruments and strategies to the new conditions.
1. Responses were received
from all parts of the world,
with
the
share
of
respondents from Europe
leading.
2. For ¼ of the respondents,
their nationality is not
identical with their current
living and work location (in
other words: They are
currently not working in their
home countries).
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3. The total of respondents is a representative cross-section of the age groups which
constitute also Euraxess’ target groups.
4. Majority of respondents belong to the EURAXESS target group of researchers qualify
for international mobility.
5. Vast majority of respondents comes from universities and research institutes.
6. Vast majority of respondents pursues long-term career objectives in academic
research.
7. Over 85% of respondents perceive international
mobility as an important building block for their
research careers. For those with previous experience
of research stay abroad, this percentage is even
higher.
8. Among the 788 respondents with at least one
previous research stay abroad, the majority had
chosen Europe, followed by North America as their
first destination for a research stay abroad.
9. The availability of appropriate support is an important
pre-requisite for international mobility.
10. As a destination for a research stays abroad, Europe competes with other globally
leading research regions. This is reflected in the preferences of respondents for
research stay destinations.
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11. Respondents feel most restricted by those
consequences of the Covid-19 pandemic which
reduce their mobility and capability to interact.
12. Despite these restrictions, the majority of
respondents is dedicated to continue pursuing
their plans to go on research stays abroad, even
if in some cases with a delay until current
restrictions are released. Only a minority has
dropped their plans for international mobility.
13. The majority of respondents, almost 75%, maintained their preference for Europe as
preferred destination also under pandemic conditions, with the level of this preference
even higher than under non-pandemic conditions.

14. Starting with the availability of attractive
mobility grants, a range of supporting
factors seem to be useful to encourage
researchers to pursue their international
mobility plans at almost equal importance,
without one single factor standing out in
particular.
15. There is a clear indication that researchers
expect profound changes in the way how
their work will be organized in the future
and what conditions they will need.
On this basis, Chapter 3 of this report derives
some first hypotheses about implications for
the work of Euraxess under the current conditions, focusing on the following areas:
i.

The current Covid-19 pandemic challenges Europe’s objective to foster EU-centric
mobility

ii.

Highlight Europe’s commitment to addressing current pandemic situation.

iii.

Explore new formats to make research communication truly interactive and “live”.
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iv.

Address specific needs of different researcher categories within EURAXESS target
group.

v.

Address specific regional needs and interests

vi.

Extend interactive dialogue with the target group researchers

vii.

Follow-up with universities, research institutions and policy makers
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2. Survey results in detail
2.1. Survey concept and implementation
Through its huge impact on academic research and teaching and on researchers, the
current COVID-19 pandemic influences also researchers’ attitude towards international
mobility and their possibilities and motivation to take part in such mobility.
Gaining a better understanding of researchers’ perception and of factors which influence
their motivation and interest is an important pre-requisite for communicating efficiently with
researchers and potential candidates for international mobility and for adapting instruments and strategies to the new conditions.
To support this process, the objective of this survey is to provide a rational, fact-based
information basis which can be used as input for policy dialogues, for formulating strategies for EURAXESS Worldwide and its hubs and for informing stakeholders to adapt to
changes in the international mobility of academics and researchers induced by the
pandemic. For this purpose, the survey addresses among other the current situation and
needs of international researchers, their perception of international mobility in the new
context, factors influencing their motivation and capability to participate in international
mobility as well as their preferences and the support and conditions which they need.
To answer these questions, the survey was conceived and implemented as an online
survey. The survey was promoted through the worldwide EURAXESS network and carried
out worldwide in the period September 1st to October 23rd.
2.2. Survey population
In total, the survey has triggered 1262 responses, of which 1224 were included in this
analysis.1
The following sections describe this survey population as a function of different parameters:
2.2.1. Respondents by geographic location
Responses were received from all parts of the world, with the share of respondents from
Europe leading (see following Figure 1).

1

Six respondents had chosen the offered option to reply ”I don’t want to answer the survey questions“.
And thirty-six respondents participated out-side the official survey period.
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Current country of work and residence by continent
Africa; 13; 1,1%
Asia; 191; 15,6%

Not answered; 294;
24,0%

Australia/Oceania; 3;
0,2%

South America; 53;
4,3%
North America; 45;
3,7%

Europe; 625; 51,1%

Africa

Asia

Australia/Oceania

Europe

Not answered; 59;
4,8%

North America

South America

Not answered

Current nationality of respondents
by continent
Africa; 24; 2,0%

South America; 84;
6,9%
Asia; 281; 23,0%

North America; 55;
4,5%

Australia/Oceania; 15;
1,2%

Europe; 706; 57,7%
Africa

Asia

Australia/Oceania

Europe

North America

South America

Not answered

Figure 1: Geographic distribution of respondents (N=1224)2

2

Including respondents that did not wish to disclose this information or skipped this question without
answering.
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The following Figure 2 shows in greater detail the respondents by their nationality.

Number of respondents by country of nationality
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Figure 2: Number of respondents by nationality3
The comparison between current country of work and residence and nationality reveals
already an interesting detail about mobility patterns of respondents: For 309 respondents,
corresponding to 34.95% of all respondents who answered both relevant questions (884),
3

Among 1224 respondents, 17 selected “I do not wish to disclosed this information”, 42 skipped the
question and 82 respondents have a second nationality.
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their nationality4 is not identical with their current living and work location (in other words:
They are currently not working in their home countries). Among these 309 respondents,
there are 32 respondents that have a second nationality, including 11 respondents whose
second nationality is identical with their current living and work location. This leaves a
remining group of 298 respondents whose first and second nationality is not identical
with their current living and work location.
The following Figure 3 identifies the current locations of these 298 respondents.

Number of respondents having different nationality
and current location by current location (N = 298)
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Figure 3: Number of respondents with different nationalities and current locations by
current country of location (N=298)

4

First nationality in case that respondents have more than one nationality.
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2.2.2. Respondents by their personal characteristics
Figure 4 shows that the total of respondents is a representative cross-section of the age
groups which constitute also Euraxess’ target groups.

Number and share of of respondents by age group
Above 50 years
5,03%

40-50 years

12,12%

35-40 years
30-35 years

22,53%
18,09%

24,06%

25-30 years
20-25 years

18,17%

Figure 4: Respondents by their age groups (N=11725)
Figure 5 provides complementary personal information about respondents.

Respondents by
gender
24;
2,0%

564;
46,5%

Female

Respondents by
family status (1)
33;
2,7%

626;
51,6%

Male

Other

435;
35,5%

42;
3,4%

714;
58,3%

Have children
No children
Don't wish to disclose
Skipped question

Respondents by
family status (2)
26;
2,3%
432;
38,0%
680;
59,8%
Married or corresponding
Single
Other

Figure 5: Respondents by other personal characteristics6

5

6

Among 1224 respondents, 10 did not wish to disclose this information and 42 skipped this question
Respondents by Gender: N-1158; Respondents by family status 2, N=1147; Respondents by family
status 23: N=1138)
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2.2.3. Respondents by their professional characteristics
As shown in the following Figure 6 , respondents represent a reasonable cross-section of
age groups.

Share of participants by professional experience
42; 3%
70;
6%

144; 12%

More than 20 years
10-20 years
5-10 years
2-5 years
1-2 years
Less than 1 year
Skip the question

135; 11%
269; 22%
260; 21%

304; 25%

Figure 6: Respondents by their professional experience (N=1182)
The following Figure 7 confirms also that the majority of respondents belong to the
EURAXESS target group of researchers who quality for international mobility.

Share of of respondents by career stage

182; 14,9%

Leading researcher (Full Professor or
above)

96;
7,9
%

Established researcher (Associate
Professor or equivalent)
162; 13,3%

287; 23,5%

155; 12,7%

Emerging researcher (Assistant
Professor or equivalent)
Post Doc or equivalent
PhD Student

339; 27,8%

Master or below

Figure 7: Respondents by their career stage (N=1262)
Among 182 respondents which have a Master degree or below, 143 expressed also that
research is the primary focus of their work (corresponding to 78.57%).7
7

85,18% of respondents answered “yes” to the question “Is research a major part of your work?” (plus
11,57% “No”, 3,01% “I do not wish to disclose this information”)
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The following Figure 8 provides details on the respective research areas.

Respondents by their research area

117; 9,9%

405; 34,3%

257; 21,7%

55; 4,7%

153; 12,9%

195; 16,5%

Natural Sciences

Engineering and Technology

Medical and Health sciences

Agricultural Sciences

Social Sciences

Humanities

Figure 8: Respondents by their research area (N=1282)
The following Figure 9 and Figure 10 show the occupational background of respondents.

What is your current workplace?
30; 2% 30; 3%

32; 3%

University
245; 21%

Research institute
Private sector company
Government institution,
Other

845

Figure 9: Respondents by current workplace (N=1182
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What describes best your current occupation?
Other (Please specify)

2,28%

Public sector (e.g. government institution, public
administration)

1,86%

Technology transfer

0,68%

Industrial Research an Development

2,79%

Other academic (e.g. administration or management
function)

3,89%

Academic teaching

14,30%

Academic research

76,57%
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

What describes best your current occupation?

Figure 10:

Respondents by current occupation (N=1182)8

As expected, the vast majority of respondents pursues long-term career objectives in
academic research (see Figure 11).

What is your long-term career objective?
2,88%

3,89% 2,28%
Research career in public sector research
(university or research institute)

10,07%

Career in industrial R&D
Career in other public sector function (e.g.
public administration)
Career in other private sector function (e.g.
industrial management, marketing, etc.)

80,88%

Other

Figure 11: Career objectives of respondents by (N=1182)

8

Multiple answers possible.
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2.3. Mobility profiles and history of respondents
Consistent with the focus on research careers (see Figure 11, previous section), over 85%
of respondents perceive international mobility as an important building block for their
research careers (see Figure 12)

How important are research stays abroad and international
experience for your research career?
0,25%
3,55%

1,18%
A research stay abroad is a “must” for my
scientific and professional career

8,88%

A research stay abroad is very helpful for
me and a major push for my career
43,49%

A research stay abroad is of limited
attractiveness and provides some help
for my research career
“Nice to have” but no a “must have” for
my career

42,64%
A research stay abroad is not attractive
for me and not helpful for my career
Not Applicable

Figure 12: Overall perceived importance of international mobility for all
respondents(N=1182)
To understand better this information, the following two graphics break this overall result
down into two groups: Respondents who had at least one research stay abroad (Figure
13) and those who have not yet had a research stay abroad (Figure 14).
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How important are research stays abroad and international
experience for your research career?
A research stay abroad is a “must” for
my scientific and professional career

3,17% 0,13% 0,51%

2,16%

A research stay abroad is very helpful
for me and a major push for my career
A research stay abroad is of limited
attractiveness and provides some help
for my research career
“Nice to have” but no a “must have” for
my career

51,27%

42,77%

A research stay abroad is not attractive
for me and not helpful for my career
Not Applicable

Figure 13: Perceived importance of international mobility for respondents with previous
experience of research stay abroad (N=788)

How important are research stays abroad and international
experience for your research career
0,53%

2,67%

A research stay abroad is a “must” for
my scientific and professional career
A research stay abroad is very helpful
for me and a major push for my career

27,20%

21,07%

A research stay abroad is of limited
attractiveness and provides some help
for my research career

6,40%

“Nice to have” but no a “must have”
for my career
A research stay abroad is not attractive
for me and not helpful for my career

42,13%

Not Applicable

Figure 14: Perceived importance of international mobility for respondents without
previous experience of research stay abroad (N=375)
Among the 788 respondents with at least one previous research stay abroad, the majority
had chosen Europe, followed by North America as their first destination for a research
stay abroad (see Figure 15).
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What was the region of your first research stay abroad?
Other

0,89%

China

1,27%

Central and South America

1,52%

Oceania

1,65%

Africa

1,90%

Japan

3,68%

Other Asia

5,71%

North America

17,51%

Europe

65,86%

0,00%

10,00%

20,00%

30,00%

40,00%

50,00%

60,00%

70,00%

What was the region of your first research stay abroad?

Figure 15: Destinations of first research stays abroad of respondents (N=788)
Figure 16 shows the distribution of duration of such research stays in detail.

Duration of first research stay abroad

116; 14,7%
1-2 months

239; 30,3%

3-5 months
159; 20,2%

6-12 months
12 – 23 months
More than 24 months

94; 11,9%
180; 22,8%

Figure 16: Duration of first research stay abroad (N=788)
The availability of appropriate support is an important pre-requisite for international
mobility. The following Figure 17 explores which sources of support the respondents have
used for their research stays abroad.
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Financial support for international mobility of repondents
with previous research stay abroad
0%
Other

10%

Funding by private sector organization (e.g.…

4%

Funding by non-profit organization or foundation

14%

Funding by institutions of your hosting country or…

19%

Funding by your hosting research institution abroad

32%

Funding by your home country (e.g. mobility grant)

24%

Funding from your home research organization

25%

Research project funding

48%
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

Figure 17: Share of respondents with previous research stay abroad who received
financial support for international mobility (N=788; multiple answers possible)
2.4. Mobility objectives, motivation and conditions of respondents for international
mobility
Figure 18 provides an insight into current situation and plans of respondents concerning
international mobility. Almost 80% of respondents have been engaged, are currently
engaged or planning to become engaged in international mobility.

Are you currently on a research stay abroad or are you planning
to apply for such a research stay abroad?
3,55%

20,56%

I am currently on a research stay
abroad
I have already applied for a research
stay abroad

20,30%

I am planning to apply in the next 18
months

11,51%

I will consider a research stay abroad,
but only later in my career

20,39%

I do not plan a research stay abroad

27,24%

Skip

Figure 18: Actual mobility situation and plans of respondents (N=1182)
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As a destination for research stays abroad, Europe competes with other globally leading
research regions. This is reflected in the preferences of respondents for research stay
destinations (see Figure 19; without consideration of current Covid-19 pandemic impact).

Preferred destination for research stay abroad without
pandemic conditions
1. Europe

580

2. North America

558

4. Japan

419

6. Oceania

383

5. Other Asia

307

7. Latin America

289

3. China

265
0,00

100,00

200,00

300,00

400,00

500,00

600,00

700,00

Normalized preference score

Figure 19: Perceived attractiveness of research regions as destinations for research
stays abroad under current pandemic conditions (N=302)9
2.5. Impact of Covid-19 pandemic on respondents’ attitude towards international
mobility
As the following Figure 20 shows, respondents feel most restricted by those consequences of the Covid-19 pandemic which reduce their mobility and capability to interact.

9

In the corresponding survey question, respondents were asked to rank destination in descending order
of preference. For analysis, a score from 1 to 7 was allocated to each destination. Normalized preference scores were calculated from the sum of all responses.
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Pandemic impact ranking (Score)
4. Can't meet teams and research partners

779

9. Mobility restrictions

777

1. Limited access to research facilities

776

6. Increase workload from other obligations

563

5. Can't attend conferences and workshops

555

7. Changing research priorities

544

2. Budget limitations

293

3. Administrative barriers

292

8. Personal restrictions

292

10. Reduced personal income

284
0

100

200

300

400

500

600

700

800

900

Normalised ranking score

Figure 20: Perceived influence of Covid-19 pandemic-imposed impacts (N= 1182)10
As a consequence, respondents seem to have different reactions to these restrictions and
to the actual insecurity about the duration and further path of the pandemic, ranging from
“I continue and pursue my international mobility actions” to “I am unsecure what to do and
wait”. However, a minority has dropped their plans for international mobility (see Figure
21).

Do the current covid 19 pandemic and its implications have an
influence on your international mobility?
I have postponed my plans for research stay abroad

27,1%

I continue to pursue my research stay abroad and have
not changed my plans

23,1%

I don’t have any plans for a research stay abroad

18,4%

I am unsecure if I should pursue a research stay abroad

12,9%

I still want to pursue a research stay abroad, but have
changed planned destination or duration of research…

9,9%

I have cancelled my plans for research stay abroad

8,6%

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

Figure 21: Reactions of respondents to current Covid-19 situation (N=1182)
10

In the corresponding survey question, respondents were asked to rank restriction types in descending
order of perceived severeness. For analysis, a score from 1 to 7 was allocated to each type of restriction.
Normalized preference scores were calculated from the sum of all responses.
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A range of supporting factors seem to be useful to encourage researchers to pursue their
international mobility plans at almost equal importance, without one single factor standing
out in particular (see Figure 22).

Factors influencing motivation for research stay abroad
under current pandemic conditions
6. Availability of attractive mobility grants

488

4. Accelerated research progress

469

5. Access to research peers

464

3. Unrestricted access to research facilities

458

1. Pandemic control in host country

451

2. Healthcare and health insurance in host country

399

8. Overcome restrictions in my home country

338

7. Good conditions for childcare

304
0

100

200

300

400

500

600

Normalized score

Figure 22: Factors influencing motivation for research stay abroad under current
pandemic conditions (N=1182)11
When asked “If there was no Covid-19 pandemic, would your research destination preference be different?”, the majority of respondents, almost 75%, maintained their preferred
destination irrespective of the absence or existence of pandemic conditions (see Figure
23).

If there was no Covid-19 pandemic, would your research
destination preference be different?
Yes + willing to provide alternative preference
ranking with/without Covid-19
Yes, but not willing to provide detailed ranking
without Covid-19
No

25,55%
62,01%

12,44%

Figure 23: Question: If there was no Covid-19 pandemic, would your research
destination preference be different (N=1182)

11

In the corresponding survey question, respondents were asked to rank influencing factors in descending
order of perceived severeness. For analysis, a score from 1 to 7 was allocated to each influencing factor.
Normalized preference scores were calculated from the sum of all responses.
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The answers of those respondents who were willing to provide their preferences for both
pandemic- and non-pandemic conditions indicate that under the current conditions, dominated by the influence of the Covid-19 pandemic, Europe seems to gain attractiveness
as a destination for a research stay abroad, compared with pre-pandemic conditions (see
Figure 24; compare with Figure 19, page 16 for pre-pandemic preferences).

Preferred destination for research stay abroad under
pandemic (Score)
1. Europe

602,03

2. North America

424,98

4. Japan

409,82

6. Oceania

383,02

5. Other Asia

291,56

7. Latin America

262,68

3. China

248,81
0

100

200

300

400

500

600

Figure 24: Perceived attractiveness of research regions as destinations for research
stays abroad (considering current pandemic conditions) (N=1182)
2.6. Research conditions
Encouraging researchers to continue to pursue plans to work in research organizations
abroad, in particular under the current Covid-19 pandemic conditions, requires a good
understanding of the conditions for excellent research which they need. Figure 25
explores these conditions and the importance which respondents allocate to these.
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700

Most important improvements in research conditions and
infrastructure needed to cope with the impact of the pandemic on
researchers' work
0

100

200

300

400

500

Re-organize laboratory and field research work to ensure
optimized infection prevention

545

On-line conferences and webinars to replace physical meetings

590

Innovative platforms for online scientific exchange and
community building
IT-based tools which allow inter-institutional/international
research collaboration with no or restricted physical access to…
Improved IT infrastructures for unrestricted access to scientific
information and results
Innovative approaches to scientific publications (including Open
Access, etc.)

497
400
318
297

Increased use of home office
Other

600

432
44

Figure 25: Perceived need for improvements in research conditions and infrastructure to
cope with the pandemic impact (N=1182; multiple answers possible)
Even if these results can only be indicative, they seem to indicate that researchers expect
profound changes in the way how their work will be organized in the future and what
conditions they will need. This may be explored further by research policy makers and
research institutions as a part of their efforts to sustain a high level of researcher mobility
and to attract excellent researchers.
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3. Preliminary conclusions and hypotheses
Based on the survey results, the following preliminary conclusions are suggested:
(1) The current Covid-19 pandemic challenges Europe’s objective to foster EU-centric
mobility
On the positive side, the majority of researchers are still motivated and interested in
international mobility. But the current pandemic situation restricts their capability to
engage in international mobility and creates insecurity.
(2) Highlight Europe’s commitment to addressing current pandemic situation.
To sustain the motivation and interest of its target group in EU-centric mobility,
Euraxess International should emphasise this topic explicitly in its communication,
beyond routine communication on EU research and funding opportunities, e.g.


Europe’s commitment to Covid-19-related research and its flexible adaptation of
other research priorities to the new situation;



New opportunities for mobile researchers emerging under HORIZON EUROPE;



Europe’s leadership in innovative state-of-the-art research management,
collaboration and communication instruments which enable efficient research
even under pandemic-restricted conditions;



Europe’s advantages as a research location, especially under pandemic-restricted
conditions, both in terms of optimal research conditions and in terms of personal
living and working conditions, safety and health.

(3) Explore new formats to make research communication truly interactive and “live”.
Since many respondents expressed particular concern about not being able to interact with their international peers and to meet these personally and work with them,
Euraxess should explore and develop specific innovative formats to address these
concerns, such as


Web-based highly interactive events (e.g. currently tested “Meet MY Lab” series),



Further enhance participation in thematic online exchange among researcher
communities, such as conferences and webinars, e.g. in collaboration with
scientific partner organisations.

(4) Address specific needs of different researcher categories within the Euraxess target
group.
The analysis of the survey population and of their perception of current restrictions
and needs suggests to make communication more target-group specific. The
following examples may illustrate this:


For young researchers at the beginning of their scientific career; mobility should
be promoted specifically as an opportunity to learn, gain international experience
and build a profile in their scientific peer communities – all this despite current
pandemic restrictions! This may include for example making them more aware
that key activities like science communication contests, European Research Days,
etc. continue on the basis of new formats
21



For experienced researchers, emphasize how instruments which contribute to
their research work and advanced career (e.g. ERC) will continue and develop
despite Covid-19 and what specific opportunities they offer under current
conditions. It might also be interesting and rewarding to engage dialogues with
them on which new research priorities and opportunities arise under the influence
of the pandemic and in the post-pandemic research landscape and on the
resulting future of their research work in the post-pandemic world.

(5) Address specific regional needs and interests
Attitude towards international researcher mobility as well as current pandemic situation and perception are not identical among different Euraxess’ global focus regions.
At this time, some of them are still in the middle of their fight to get the pandemic
under control, while others are on their way to “return to normal operations. Combined
with other differences (e.g. different development stages, ranging from world-class
research systems like the US to not yet fully developed research systems in some of
the emerging countries like some ASEAN or LAC countries), this calls for regionalized
communication strategies and topics, which address specifically topics of particular
actual importance for regional target groups.
(6) Extend interactive dialogue with the target group researchers
Given the underlying interest in dialogue to find innovative solutions to cope with the
current pandemic and insecurity about what the post-pandemic conditions for international research will be, Euraxess should seek to engage a dialogue with
researchers on this topic.
One opportunity for this might be for example to follow-up on the answers to the
questions about perceived need for improvements in research conditions and
infrastructure. This could be done for example in webinars on “post pandemic
research”, addressing e.g. what needs researchers express concerning future
organisation and conditions to conduct research in the lab and with international
partners, future role of innovative tools for combining physical work in the lab with
web-based collaboration, how will simulation, Artificial Intelligence, etc. change
research work, etc.
(7) Follow-up with universities, research institutions and policy makers
Worldwide, universities and research institutions have a difficult time to cope with the
actual implications of the pandemic on their work and on the conditions which they
can offer mobile international researchers and on how they must adapt to meet the
new success factors of the current pandemic and the emerging post-pandemic
research landscape. Th same is true for research policy makers, who are currently
reconsidering their research strategies, necessary adaptations of research
infrastructure and mobility schemes.
Confronting these stakeholders with the survey findings might be a valuable contribution
to the policy dialogue as well as an opportunity to engage mutually beneficial dialogues
and future collaboration with them.
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