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EDUCATION INEQUALITY ACROSS EU REGIONS

Despite commitments by EU Member States to promote equity in education and training,
major geographic disparities persist in educational opportunities and outcomes,
across but also within EU Member States and regions.



EDUCATION INEQUALITY ACROSS EU REGIONS

Table of Contents

Glossary
List Of tables aNd liIST OF fIGUIES .....cvcueeeeeee ettt st e et s s e st s e st e etese e sessrnesesesasensene
FOrEBWOI ettt et e et ste sttt e b s et et e s eseeseebeseesbesesaeasenbesbesses e s ensaasateetesbenteneeasesenbessansatesteseenteneennen
EXECULIVE SUMIMIAIY ...uitiiiieieiiriiriie et ee st sttt e aes st e st e e sseste st saesee e assenteseesessaneaseeseseesbeessessensessensesessansanessessssessessensensessessens
RESUIME ..o ceeececece sttt e ettt et sttt e e e s et ase st ses et esesesses e e esesesteseae et esessesareseesen s et ese st sas et asesensesereseesasesesensenensans
ZUSBMMENTASSUNE .vvivieiiiiete ittt teteeite et e e stecaeeae st e eaeesbesbe s s e sbeshsessasseebsebaesbeaseestesheeasesssensessensanseessesressesssansansessanas
PESIOME ..ottt ettt sttt sttt e s e et st e e st e et e s te e b e e ae et e et ee e et ehe e e bt eheeeateeate et aeaee et e e e eeeenae sreeeeeaanes
SPINULT oottt ettt ettt et e e st be s et e te st s et e s etesesbese s abessssetsasebensasetanssaessnsetatesbsasasetessnsesaatesarnas
RESUIME ..ottt ettt ettt e se et eebese st b esseteseabesaaaesssss et ase st sess s asa s bassesebe b e seb st ebesssbeseasetensasetessebensasetanteseans
Resumen
MepiAnwin
Kokkuvéte
Tiivistelma
(@ TTy2=1 1oY={ =1 < 1SR PP
SOMMIAIIO 1iutteieitisie sttt it est e e st este st st et e st e s st e babesaeeseeseesseeaeass et sessessesasanbesbeeasesseessesbanbesteseeseesueansanseeseannsansaesnen
SANTIAUKA «..eeuvetieete ettt e ettt et et ebe et et e e ete e st esesesaeseabebaseessesssebeseebessrsasesssbes st ebensasebensebesnasensebensasetan
KOPSAVIIKUMS ...ttt ettt sttt s et e ssebees et ere et e sas et aaeebeneasasassseesassrsasesssesassanessasersasan
SOMMANTU EZEKULEIV cuveveeiietii ettt st sttt et et eae e s et e se st et sete st se s e e sse e s et erseteessasensesesensaes
SAMENVALEING cvevveeriirieieiirtisertert et seste sttt e tes bttt et ssesaesteseese st ssessesseseeseeaseesesbessestensensesersansansassssessensensensane
SEIESZCZENIE .vevereeueeieeiesiesieiere ettt e st et et ste st see st ssesassestebeesesseseaseeseshessesessessesbesses s eb et areaaeesesee seeneeneserseesesseseseas
SINEESE vttt ettt ettt teete ettt ete et es e s et et sete et ebessaseseaeebesessesaas et sess et ete s bese et ete et eaet et eae b beseasebensabereetensaraseren
Rezumat
Zhrnutie
Povzetek
SAMMANTATENING «ovevieiieieeiieee ettt et e s sttt e s et e e s teses et sae et esesseseseseesessssesesessesersatenessasersenessasensasan
Chapter 1 INEFOTUCTION ...ttt e e te s te st e e et et b et e et et e e eaeebestesaentenaetassantennans
Chapter 2 Regional inequalities in education: causes, consequences and policy challenges .........................
Chapter 3 Mapping educational inequality across EU regions -Top-10 and Bottom 10 regions ....................
Chapter 4 Regional inequalities in education in each EU Member State with two or more NUTS2 regions*
Regional inequalities in Austria ........
Regional inequalities in Belgium
Regional inequalities in Bulgaria
Regional inequalities in the CZeCh REPUDBIIC ...cvvvveiviriiieceeere ettt resveses st sresre e eseesseenne
Regional iNeqUAalIties iN GEIMANY ..voviviieeieeeecererreeteree e stssstestestesre et esssessessessesstessesresnsessenns
Regional inequalities in DENMATK .......ccccueieeiieirieereeee ettt et st aerens
Regional inequalities iN SPAIN ....ccccueiveeieirieree et s e te st e sera et s et e st e e s arestens e seansnan
Regional inequalities in FINIaNd .........cc.oveereiieeee e v ee s
Regional inequaliti€Ss iN FrANCE .......ccvceveieireerirererireete e teste e tsae s sesesesse s esssesse e sssesessenens
Regional iNEQUAlITIES IN GIrEECE ..ottt ettt st saessr s er s er e e be e
Regional inequalities in HUNZAIY ......coovieiiiieiieciectecte ettt esre e sresresas s esseeraesnenneas
Regional inequalities in the Republic of Ireland .....
Regional iINEQUALITIES 1N TEAIY c.vevveeveeirieiece ettt sre st et e st sreesbessestesresre et ensesssenns
Regional inequalities in the Netherlands ... ieeireececceee e e
Regional inequalities in POIANG .........cccceeeirieiirereiresee et en
Regional inequaliti€s in POITUZAI .......cceeereeererieriececesee s et rere st s e s e eeenas
Regional inequalities in ROMANIA ....cciiiieieeiieiceicteeeec et sreeaseaeasreereesaens
Regional iNEQUAlITIES IN SWEAEN ...eceeieeceiceeee ettt ettt sae s e en e nsenaes
Regional inequalities in SIOVENIA c....ccuiicveieee ettt ettt te s ae s saeseaaeseesan e
Regional inequalities in SIOVAKI@ ....ccooeieeiiieiieee ettt e sae s s
Regional inequalities in the United KiNGAOM ........cccvvieeviiierireceeiereee et
Summary: How EU Member States compare in terms of regional inequalities in education .......

57
61
73
89

89
93



EDUCATION INEQUALITY ACROSS EU REGIONS

Chapter 5 An example of what is possible with NUTS 3 and smaller area level data -
Mapping "local" educational inequalities, opportunities and outcomes .............c.cccceveveevveerrennene. 153
Chapter 6 Conclusions and policy recommendations .................cccovvrivrienineinese et 161
REFEIENCES et e ettt ettt et e bbb e s et e a se s s e e e ae e Re Rt e R e R se e Rt e R seebe st eae et s et et e enbereneeeen 163
169

ANNEX (POPUIATION CArtOZIAMS) ....vcviuiieeiiiietitetei et et ete e et e e s te et et e s stessasssetess e sb et abesbsasessebessstessrsabensssetessebensasesatenssassetesntans

"This study discusses the distribution of educational inequalities in only 21 of the 27 EU Member States which have two
or more NUTS2 regions. Cyprus, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg and Malta are EU NUTS2 regions themselves
and as a result are not discussed in this report due to lack of suitable data.

Also, as a result of a consistent methodological choice of the researchers, analysis in this report does not include
any of the European Union's overseas territories (8 outermost regions and 26 overseas territories linked
to Denmark, France, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain and the UK).
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Glossary

The NUTS (Nomenclature d’Unités Territoriales Statistiques) classification is a hierarchical system for dividing up the economic
territory of the EU for the purpose of the collection, development and harmonisation of EU regional statistics, and socio-
economic analyses of the regions. It is divided into three levels:

NUTS 1: major socio-economic regions—essentially country level
NUTS 2: basic regions for the application of regional policies—major region level

NUTS 3: small regions for specific diagnoses—county level, districts, prefectures

The EU has 271 regions at NUTS level 2 which are distributed within Member States as follows:

St Number of regions EU Member State Number of regions
Austria 9 Italy 21
Belgium 11 Latvia 1
Bulgaria 6 Lithuania 1
Czech Republic 8 Luxembourg 1
Cyprus 1 Malta 1
Denmark 5 The Netherlands 12
Estonia 1 Spain 19
Finland g Poland 16
France 26 Portugal 7
Germany 39 Romania 8
Greece 13 Slovakia 4
Hungary 7 Slovenia 2
Ireland 2 Sweden 8
United Kingdom 37

ISCED: The International Standard Classification of Education is an instrument for compiling internationally comparable
education statistics. The current version, ISCED 97, covers two classification variables: levels and fields of education as well as
general/vocational/prevocational orientation and educational/labour market destination. ISCED 97 was implemented in
European Union countries for collecting data starting with the 1997/98 school year. There are seven levels of education in
ISCED 97:

e Level O: Pre-primary education — the initial stage of organised instruction; it is school- or centre-based and is designed
for children aged at least three years.

e Level 1: Primary education — begins between five and seven years of age, is the start of compulsory education where it
exists and generally covers six years of full-time schooling.

e Level 2: Lower secondary education — continues the basic programmes of the primary level, although teaching is
typically more subject-focused. Usually, the end of this level coincides with the end of compulsory education.

e Level 3: Upper secondary education — generally begins at the end of compulsory education. The entrance age is
typically 15 or 16 years. Entrance qualifications (end of compulsory education) and other minimum entry requirements
are usually needed. Instruction is often more subject-oriented than at ISCED level 2. The typical duration of ISCED level 3
varies from two to five years.

e Level 4: Post-secondary non-tertiary education — between upper secondary and tertiary education. This level serves to
broaden the knowledge of ISCED level 3 graduates. Typical examples are programmes designed to prepare pupils for
studies at level 5 or programmes designed to prepare pupils for direct labour market entry.

o Level 5: Tertiary education (first stage) — entry to these programmes normally requires the successful completion of
ISCED level 3 or 4. This includes tertiary programmes with academic orientation (type A) which are largely theoretical
and tertiary programmes with an occupational orientation (type B). The latter are typically shorter than type A
programmes and aimed at preparing students for the labour market.

e Level 6: Tertiary education (second stage) — reserved for tertiary studies that lead to an advanced research qualification
(Ph.D. or doctorate).


http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Glossary:Economic_territory
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Glossary:Economic_territory
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/ramon/nomenclatures/index.cfm?TargetUrl=LST_CLS_DLD&StrNom=NUTS_33&StrLanguageCode=EN
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/ramon/nomenclatures/index.cfm?TargetUrl=LST_CLS_DLD&StrNom=NUTS_33&StrLanguageCode=EN
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/ramon/nomenclatures/index.cfm?TargetUrl=LST_CLS_DLD&StrNom=NUTS_33&StrLanguageCode=EN
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Glossary:International_standard_classification_of_education_(ISCED)
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Figure 01. The EU NUTS2 regions (conventional map)

Base map of the EU member states and the adounstrative sub-drasions used for the map senes
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Figure 02. A human (population density) cartogram of EU regions

Population cartogram: Map showing the EU rezised according to its population distnbution based on an equally distnbuted population grd
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Foreword

The future of the European Union and of its regions
depends largely on our capacity to learn and to innovate.

Yet, opportunities for and benefits from learning are far
from equally distributed across the European Union. The
latest Eurostat Regional Yearbook and other evidence
suggest that currently there are major disparities in
educational opportunities and outcomes both across but
also within Member States. Access to learning
opportunities, success at school and chances of higher education and further learning all remain
socially and spatially divided. Millions are left behind —with severe consequences for economic
progress, for regional development and for social cohesion. This is a tremendous loss of potential
for the EU.

This report introduces a key and neglected dimension to the study of educational inequality in the
EU. It seeks to reveal the nature and scale of intra-national regional differences in educational
opportunity and achievement and to support policy makers to design effective measures to
redress them. Drawing largely on geographic understandings and tools, this work shows patterns
in educational opportunities and outcomes and their geographic and regional variations across the
EU. It engages with questions that include:

e How do EU Member States compare in terms of their internal distribution of educational
inequalities?

e  Which are the particular locations within each EU Member State where educational
disadvantage is more pronounced?

o What policies could help remedy these disparities?

A first key message emerging from this report is that national averages often hide unpleasant local
and regional realities. Pretending that countries are uniform is myopic. There is concentration of
educational disadvantage in particular locations where cycles of disadvantage become
entrenched. We need to shift resources and opportunities towards disadvantaged communities in
these areas.

A second message from this report is that there is considerable variation in the nature, scale and
effects of educational inequalities across EU regions. This suggests that policy solutions must be
tailored rather than generic and that a simple rescaling of policy responses will not be sufficient to
mitigate these regional differences.

A third message from the evidence reviewed here is that persisting education inequalities
compound inequality between EU regions. They feed brain drain towards the richer regions and
contribute to persistent inter-regional disparities which are resilient to purely economic
interventions.

The findings of this report contribute to the Europe 2020 strategy by refining the analytical
capacity for assessing progress of individual Member States and by adding a regional dimension to
country-specific recommendations.
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The report also shows that more systematic collection and sharing of data at sub-regional level is
necessary to improve our knowledge base on this crucial topic and to inform policy. Eurostat,
national statistical services and the European research community all have an important role to
play in this process.

Much has been achieved in recent years through support to regional development and cohesion.
But more remains to be done. The Europe 2020 strategy underlines that we cannot afford ignoring
inequalities and that inclusive growth is a key aim. To this end, the report suggests, we need to
look under the surface of national averages. Ignoring the nature and scale of intra-national
educational disparities will merely perpetuate and compound the inequalities they enshrine.

Making effective interventions at the appropriate sub-national level requires not only evidence of
where the problems lie, but an understanding of their causes and consequences and the spatial
scales at which these operate. This report is a contribution towards evidence-based policy making
in this direction. It is also a contribution to the effort to improve the targeting and effectiveness of
the European Structural Funds.

Brussels, September 2012

Vi—

Jan Truszczynski
Director-General
European Commission's Directorate-General for Education and Culture
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Executive Summary

In a nutshell: Despite commitments by EU Member
States to promote equity in education and training,
major geographic disparities persist in educational
opportunities and outcomes, across but also within EU
Member States.

This report paints a picture of intra-national regional
inequalities in educational opportunities and outcomes
in the EU. Its aim is to support policy makers in their
efforts to design effective measures to redress these
disparities. It contains over 100 maps that help
visualise inequalities. It identifies the top 10 and
bottom 10 EU regions for each of the indicators it
examines. Its key messages are:

Education inequalities across EU regions

e There are considerable inequalities in educational
opportunities and outcomes between EU regions.
Intra-national differences of achievement are
frequently at least as large, and often larger, when
compared to inter-national differences.

e The regions with the highest rates of people with
low formal qualifications ("at most pre-primary,
primary or lower secondary education") are mostly
in southern Europe and especially in Portugal and
Spain. In contrast, the regions where people have
higher qualifications are mostly found in the UK, as
well as central and eastern Europel.

e The regions with the highest rates of individuals
with tertiary education qualifications are mostly
found in the UK, Belgium and the Netherlands, but
also in northern Spain and in Cyprus. In contrast,
the regions with the lowest rates are in Italy,
Portugal, and in central and eastern EU%

e The EU regions with the highest rates of "pupils
and students in all levels of education as a
percentage of the total population" are
concentrated in the north and west EU, especially
Finland, Sweden but also Belgium and Ireland. The
regions with the lowest rates are found mostly in
the east of Germany, north of Italy and south-east
Europe, but also north-west Spain and Portugal3.

e The regions with the highest rates of "pupils in
primary and lower secondary education as a
percentage of the total population" are observed
in regions of the Republic of Ireland, Portugal,
southern Spain, but also the Netherlands,
Denmark and Southern Sweden. In contrast, the

! See Tables 3.17-3.18 and Figure 3.9 (pp. 83-84).
? See Figure 3.11; Tables 3.21 and 3.22 (pp.85-86).
® See Figure 3.1 and Tables 3.2 and 3.3 (p. 75).

lowest rates are observed in the north of Italy and
in south-east Europe®.

e The regions with the highest rates of "pupils and
students in upper secondary and post-secondary
non-tertiary education as a percentage of the
population aged 15-24 years" are mostly in Italy,
Belgium, Sweden and Finland, whereas most of
the regions with the lowest rates are in Greece,
Spain, Portugal, Romania, Bulgaria and France’.

e The regions with the highest rates of people with
"at most upper-secondary and post-secondary
non-tertiary education" qualifications are mostly in
central and eastern Europe, whereas the regions
with the lowest rates are mostly found in southern
Europes.

e There are big regional disparities in terms of adult
participation in lifelong learning in the EU. The
United Kingdom, Denmark, Finland and Sweden
have the highest number of regions with strong
participation in lifelong learning, whereas most of
the regions with very low rates of participation in
lifelong learning are in south-east Europe’.

e There are significant differences in "geographical
accessibility" to tertiary education across EU
regionss. The regions with the best "geographical
accessibility" are mostly in Germany, the United
Kingdom and the Netherlands. In contrast, most of
the regions with the lowest scores for "geo-
graphical accessibility" to tertiary education® are in
south-east Europe, northern Sweden and Finland,
the Baltic States, Spain, Denmark and France.

Regional disparities within EU Member States

e Looking at regional disparities within each EU
Member State as measured by the difference
between the maximum and minimum regional
values for each indicator examinedlo, Romania has
the highest regional disparity with regard to the
indicator "pupils and students in all levels of
education as a % of the total population”, closely
followed by the Czech Republic, Belgium and
Spain. On the other end, the Republic of Ireland
has the smallest value (but note that it has only
two regions). Denmark, Sweden, Hungary and
Poland also seem to have relatively small
differences between the regional maximum and
minimum value for this indicator'".

* See Figure 3.3 and Tables 3.6 and 3.7 (p. 77).

® See Figure 3.4 and Tables 3.8 and 3.9 (p. 78).

® See Figure 3.10; Tables 3.19 and 3.20 (pp. 84-85).

7 See Figure 3.2 and Tables 3.4 and 3.5 (p.76).

® See Figure 3.6; Table 3.12 (pp.80-81).

° The % of the total population of a region living more than 60
minutes from the nearest university.

% The indicators examined are shown in Table 3.1, p.74.

' See Table 4.45, p. 150.
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Looking at the indicator "adult participation in
lifelong learning", the United Kingdom has by far
the biggest regional disparity, with the difference
between the region with the highest value (Inner
London, 16.1%) and the region with the lowest
value (Northern Ireland, 5.7%) at 10.4%. Slovakia
and Denmark also have relatively large regional
disparities with regards to this variable™.

Belgium has the highest difference between its top
and bottom regions in terms of "pupils and
students in upper secondary and post-secondary
non-tertiary education (ISCED 3-4) as a percentage
of the population aged 15-24 years".

In some Member States, there are big differences
across regions for the indicator "students in
tertiary education as a percentage of the
population aged 20-24 years". Belgium has the
widest gap, closely followed by the Czech Republic
and Austria. In addition, Greece, Italy and
Romania all have wide gaps for this indicator with
a spread of over 80% between their top and
bottom region. In most of these cases this is the
result of the dominance of the capital region in
terms of tertiary education opportunities”’.

Spain has the biggest gap between its top and
bottom regions in terms of number of people living
at more than 60 minutes away from the nearest
university, followed closely by Greece with Finland
third and Bulgaria fourth.

Eight EU Member States have a difference of more
than 15 percentage points between their top and
bottom regions in terms of rates of tertiary
education graduates in a region. The United
Kingdom is the country with the biggest gap
(23.4%), followed by France (21.3%), Belgium
(19.4%), the Czech Republic (18.7%), Spain
(17.5%), Slovakia (17%) and Romania (15.4%). The
gap for this variable is relatively smaller in Ireland,
Italy, Slovenia, Portugal, Finland and Austria (all
below 10%)™.

Looking at the number of people with low
educational qualifications (with "at most pre-
primary, primary and lower secondary
qualifications"), France has the highest disparity
between its top and bottom regions (gap of
27.2%), followed by Greece, Spain, Romania and
Germany. In contrast, the countries with the
lowest disparity are Slovenia, Ireland, Slovakia,
Austria and Finland®.

Other key messages

National averages often hide unpleasant local and
regional realities.

Regional disparities in learning hinder balanced
regional development and economic growth.

Regional disparities in education compound
inequality between EU regions. They also feed
brain-drain towards the more developed/richer
regions.

There is considerable variation in the nature, scale
and effects of educational inequalities across EU
regions. Policy solutions must be tailored rather
than generic.

Data at the sub-regional level and at the level of
individual schools and classrooms is currently
being collected within Member States, but there is
a need for better coordination and for this data to
become available in the public domain.

Compiling geographically disaggregated data on
educational inequality can be an important tool for
local empowerment and de-centralization. It
generates locally-relevant information. 1t can help
schools, community organisations and government
at all levels to engage in evidence-based planning
and policy.

Spatial disparities of educational opportunities and
outcomes reflect wider inequalities. Education
policy measures alone are not enough. Policies
that tackle poverty and related aspects of
disadvantage at their roots are likely to be more
successful  than  purely education policy
interventions in influencing overall patterns of
regional educational inequality.

' See Table 4.45, p. 150.
B See table 4.45, p. 150.
4 See Table 4.46, p. 150.
' See Table 4.46, p. 150.
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Résumé

En bref: Malgré que les Etats membres se soient engagés
a promouvoir |'égalité des chances dans |'éducation et la
formation, il subsiste des disparités géographiques dans
I'offre et les débouchés éducatifs non seulement entre
les Etats membres, mais aussi a I'intérieur de ceux-ci.

Ce rapport dresse le tableau des inégalités en matiere
d’offres et de débouchés entre régions d’un méme Etat
membre. Il a été congu a l'intention des décideurs
politiques pour les aider a élaborer des mesures efficaces
pour résorber ces inégalités. Ce rapport comprend plus de
100 cartes géographiques permettant de visualiser ces
écarts. Les 10 premiéres et les 10 derniéres régions du
classement ont été identifiées pour chaque indicateur. Les
conclusions a retenir sont les suivantes:

Inégalité d’éducation entre les régions de I'UE

o Les inégalités dans I'offre et les débouchés entre les
différentes régions de I'UE sont trés importantes. Les
écarts dans les taux de réussite au sein d'un méme
Etat sont généralement d’une ampleur similaire — et
souvent plus importants — a ceux que I'on a constatés
entre Etats.

e Les régions ou le nombre d’individus ne possédant
pas ou guere de qualifications est le plus élevé
(«niveau préprimaire, primaire ou premier cycle de
I'enseignement secondaire, au mieux») se situent
pour la plupart dans le sud de I’'Europe, en particulier
au Portugal et en Espagne. A l'inverse, les régions o
la population a le niveau de qualification le plus élevé
se situent pour la plupart au Royaume-Uni et en
Europe centrale et orientale™.

e Les régions affichant le plus fort pourcentage de
diplomés de I'enseignement supérieur se trouvent
principalement au Royaume-Uni, en Belgique et aux
Pays-Bas, mais il en existe aussi dans le nord de
I'Espagne et a Chypre. A linverse, les régions
affichant les pourcentages les plus faibles se situent
en Italie, au Portugal et en Europe centrale et
orientale”.

e Les régions de I'UE affichant les taux les plus élevés
d'«éleves et [d']étudiants a tous les niveaux de
formation en pourcentage par rapport a la population
totale» se concentrent dans le nord et I'ouest de I'UE:
en Finlande et en Suede, essentiellement, mais aussi
en Belgique et en Irlande. Les régions affichant les
taux les plus bas se situent majoritairement dans I'Est
de I'Allemagne, le nord de I'ltalie et I'Europe du Sud-
Est, mais il en existe aussi dans le nord-ouest de
I'Espagne et au Portugal™.

' \Voir tableaux 3.17, 3.18 et figure 3.9 (pp. 83 et 84).
7 Voir figure 3.11; tableaux 3.21 et 3.22 (pp.85 et 86).
"8 \oir figure 3.1 et tableaux 3.2 et 3.3 (p. 75).

e Les régions olU les «pourcentages d’éleves dans
I'enseignement primaire et dans le premier cycle du
secondaire par rapport a la population totale» sont
les plus élevés se situent dans la République
d’Irlande, au Portugal et dans le sud de I'Espagne,
mais il en existe également aux Pays-Bas, au
Danemark et dans le sud de la Suéde. En revanche,
les pourcentages les moins élevés s’observent dans le
nord de I'ltalie et dans I'Europe du Sud-Est™.

e Les régions olU les «pourcentages d’éleves et
d’étudiants dans le secondaire et le post-secondaire
non supérieur (CITE 3-4) parmi les 15-24 ans» sont les
plus élevés se situent principalement en Italie, en
Belgique, en Suéde et en Finlande, alors que les
régions ol ces pourcentages sont les plus faibles se
situent en Greéce, au Portugal, en Roumanie, en
Bulgarie et en France®.

e Les régions ou les pourcentages d’individus avec un
niveau d’instruction «de niveau secondaire ou post-
secondaire non supérieur (CITE 3-4) au moins» sont
les plus élevés se situent principalement en Europe
centrale et orientale, tandis que les régions affichant

les pourcentages les plus faibles se situent
principalement Europe méridionale®.
e Lles écarts de participation des adultes

I'apprentissage tout au long de la vie entre les régions
sont importants dans I'UE. Le Royaume-Uni, le
Danemark, la Finlande et la Suede ont le plus grand
nombre de régions a fort taux de participation, les
régions ou ce taux est faible se situent en Europe du
Sud-Est™.

o L'«accessibilité géographique» a [I'enseignement
supérieur montre d’importantes disparités selon les
régions”. Les régions ol |'«accessibilité géogra-
phique» est la plus grande se situent principalement
en Allemagne, au Royaume-Uni et aux Pays-Bas. A
I'inverse, la plupart des régions ol [|'«accessibilité
géographique» a I'enseignement supérieur™ est plus
restreinte se situe en Europe du Sud-Est, dans le nord
de la Suéde et de la Finlande, dans les Etats baltes, en
Espagne, au Danemark et en France.

Les disparités régionales a Pintérieur des Etats membres

e Pour ce qui est des disparités régionales a I'intérieur
de chaque Etat membre — mesuré par I'écart entre les
valeurs maximales et minimales pour chaque
indicateur® —, c’est la Roumanie qui affiche I'écart le
plus grand pour I'indicateur «Pourcentage d’éleves et
étudiants a tous les niveaux d’instruction par rapport
a la population totale». Elle est suivie de pres par la

' Voir figure 3.3 et tableaux 3.6 et 3.7 (p. 77).

*®Voir figure 3.4 et tableaux 3.8 et 3.9 (p. 78).

! Voir figure 3.10; tableaux 3.19 et 3.20 (pp. 84 et 85).

2 Voir figure 3.2 et tableaux 3.4 et 3.5 (p.76).

% Voir figure 3.6; tableau 3.12 (pp. 80 et 81).

* Le % de la population totale d’une région résidant a plus de 60
minutes de I'université la plus proche.

| es indicateurs examinés sont listés dans le tableau 3.1, p. 74.

15



EDUCATION INEQUALITY ACROSS EU REGIONS

République tcheque, la Belgique et [|'Espagne.
L'Irlande affiche I'écart le plus faible (il faut noter
toutefois qu’elle ne comporte que deux régions). Le
Danemark, la Suede, la Hongrie et la Pologne
semblent également se caractériser par de faibles
écarts entre les valeurs maximales et minimales de
leurs régions pour cet indicateur®®.

Concernant l'indicateur «Participation des adultes a
I'apprentissage tout au long de la vie», le Royaume-
Uni est de loin I'Etat ol les inégalités entre régions
sont les plus flagrantes, |’écart entre la valeur la plus
élevée (Londres intra-muros, 16,1 %) et la valeur la
plus faible (Irlande du Nord, 5,7 %) étant de 10,4 %.
La Slovaquie et le Danemark accusent aussi de fortes
inégalités régionales pour cet indicateur?’.

La Belgique est I'Etat ou la différence est la plus
marquée entre les régions affichant, respectivement,
les plus élevés et les plus faibles chiffres en ce qui
concerne les «pourcentages d’éléves et d’étudiants
inscrits dans le secondaire et le post-secondaire non
supérieur par rapport a la population des 15-24 ans».

Dans certains Etats membres, I'écart entre les régions
est trés marqué pour lindicateur «Pourcentage
d’étudiants dans I’enseignement supérieur par
rapport a la population des 15-24 ans». Les trois Etats
connaissant les écarts les plus accentués sont, dans
'ordre, la Belgique, la République tcheéque et
I’Autriche. En outre, la Gréce, I'ltalie et la Roumanie
accusent aussi une forte disparité interrégionale pour
cet indicateur, avec un écart de plus de 80 % entre le
haut et le bas du classement. Ceci tient souvent au
monopole de la région de la capitale nationale sur
I'offre en matiére d’enseignement supérieur’.

Concernant le nombre de personnes résidant a plus
de 60 minutes de l'université la plus proche, ce sont
les régions espagnoles qui affichent la situation la
plus disparate. La Gréce, la Finlande et la Bulgarie
occupent les deuxieme, troisieme et quatrieme
positions.

Pour ce qui est du nombre de diplémés de
I'enseignement supérieur, on observe un écart
interrégional de plus de 15 % dans huit Etats
membres. L'écart le plus important est enregistré au
Royaume-Uni (23,4 %), viennent ensuite la France
(21,3 %), la Belgique (19,4 %), la République tchéque
(18,7 %), I'Espagne (17,5 %), la Slovaquie (17 %) et la
Roumanie (15,4 %). La disparité pour cet indicateur
est relativement plus faible en Irlande, en Italie, en
Slovénie, au Portugal, en Finlande et en Autriche
(toujours inférieure a 10 %)*°.

S’agissant du nombre de personnes qui ne possedent
pas ou guere de diplébmes (qui ont regu «un
enseignement préprimaire, primaire ou de premier
cycle du secondaire, au mieux»), la France est en
premiére position pour les disparités régionales, avec
un écart de 27,2 %; elle est suivie par la Grece,
I’'Espagne, la Roumanie et I'Allemagne. En revanche,
les pays ou les disparités sont les plus faibles sont la
Slovénie, l'lrlande, la Slovaquie, I'Autriche et la
Finlande®.

Autres conclusions importantes:

Les moyennes nationales dissimulent souvent de
tristes réalités locales et régionales.

Les disparités régionales en matiere d’apprentissage
déséquilibrent le développement et la croissance
économique des régions.

Les disparités régionales en matieére d’éducation
aggravent les inégalités entre régions. Elles
alimentent aussi la fuite des cerveaux vers les régions
plus riches ou plus développées.

Les inégalités en matiére d’éducation entre les
régions de I'UE ont une nature, une ampleur et des
conséquences variables. Elles requierent des
solutions sur mesure plutot que génériques.

Les données du niveau sous-régional et du niveau des
établissements scolaires et des classes sont
actuellement recueillies par les Etats membres.
Cependant, une amélioration s’impose en ce qui
concerne la coordination et la divulgation de ces
informations.

La collecte de données sur les inégalités d’éducation
avec ventilation géographique peut étre utile pour
I'autonomie locale et la décentralisation. Les
informations recueillies sont pertinentes au niveau
local. Elles peuvent encourager les écoles, les
organisations locales et le gouvernement a s’engager
dans la planification et la prise de mesures fondées
sur des données précises.

Les disparités géographiques en matiére d’offres et
de débouchés refletent des inégalités plus graves. Les
actions en faveur de I'éducation ne sont pas
suffisantes. Celles qui s’attaquent aux causes
profondes de la pauvreté et d’autres inégalités auront
probablement plus d’influence sur les inégalités
régionales liées a I’éducation que les mesures
uniguement centrées sur I'éducation.

*® Voir tableau 4.45, p. 150.
7 Voir tableau 4.45, p. 150.
* Voir tableau 4.45, p. 150.
% Voir tableau 4.46, p. 150.

% Voir tableau 4.46, p. 150.
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Zusammenfassung

Kurz gesagt: Obwohl sich die EU-Mitgliedstaaten zur
Forderung der Chancengleichheit im Bereich der
allgemeinen und beruflichen Bildung verpflichtet haben,
bestehen bei den Ausbildungsangeboten und den
Ausbildungsabschliissen  weiterhin  groBe regionale
Unterschiede, sowohl zwischen den einzelnen Mitglied-
staaten als auch innerhalb jedes einzelnen Staates.

Dieser Bericht vermittelt ein Bild der innerstaatlichen
regionalen Ungleichheiten der Ausbildungsangebote und -
abschlissen in der EU. Dies soll den politischen
Entscheidungstragern helfen, wirksame MalBnahmen zur
Beseitigung dieser Ungleichheiten zu ergreifen. Auf liber
100 Karten werden die geografischen Unterschiede
optisch veranschaulicht. Der Bericht ermittelt fir jeden
einzelnen der untersuchten Indikatoren die zehn besten
und die zehn schwéchsten EU-Regionen auf. Der Bericht
enthalt folgende Schliisselbotschaften:

Bildungsungleichheiten zwischen den EU-Regionen

e Bei den einzelnen Ausbildungsangeboten und
Ausbildungsabschliissen bestehen erhebliche
Ungleichheiten zwischen den einzelnen EU-Regionen.
Verglichen mit den auf internationaler Ebene
festgestellten  Leistungsunterschieden sind die
Unterschiede beim innerstaatlichen Vergleich haufig
ebenso grolR und oftmals groRer.

e Den hoéchsten Prozentsatz von Menschen mit
geringer formaler Ausbildung ("maximal Vorschule,
Primarbereich und unterer Sekundarbereich") weisen
Regionen  vorwiegend in  Sideuropa und
insbesondere in Portugal und Spanien auf. Dagegen
liegen die Regionen mit hoher qualifizierten
Einwohnern groRtenteils im Vereinigten Konigreich
sowie in Mittel- und Osteuropa®".

e Die Regionen mit dem hochsten Anteil an
Hochschulabsolventen finden sich in erster Linie im
Vereinigten  Konigreich, in Belgien und den
Niederlanden, aber auch in Nordspanien und auf
Zypern. Im Gegensatz dazu liegen die Regionen mit
dem geringsten Prozentsatz an Akademikern in
Italien, Portugal sowie in Mittel- und Osteuropa®”.

e Die EU-Regionen mit dem hochsten Anteil an
"Schiilern und Studierenden aller Bildungsebenen
ausgedriickt als Prozentsatz der Gesamtbevoélkerung"
konzentrieren sich im Norden und Westen der EU,
insbesondere in Finnland und Schweden sowie in
Belgien und Irland. Die Regionen mit dem niedrigsten
Anteil liegen vornehmlich in Ostdeutschland,
Norditalien und Siidosteuropa sowie im Nordwesten
Spaniens und in Portugal®.

*! Siehe Tabellen 3.17 und 3.18 sowie Schaubild 3.9 (S. 83 f.).
32 siehe Schaubild 3.11 sowie die Tabellen 3.21 und 3.22 (S. 85 f.).
% Siehe Schaubild 3.1 sowie die Tabellen 3.2 und 3.3 (S. 75).

e Die Regionen mit dem hdéchsten Anteil an "Schiilern
im Primar- und unteren Sekundarbereich ausgedriickt
als Prozentsatz der Gesamtbevélkerung" wurden in
der Republik Irland, Portugal, Stdspanien sowie in
den Niederlanden, Danemark und Sidschweden
ermittelt. Demgegeniber findet sich der niedrigste
Anteil dieser Gruppe in Norditalien und in
Stidosteuropa®”.

e Die Regionen mit dem héchsten Anteil an "Schiilern
und Studierenden im postsekunddren nicht-
universitdren Bereich ausgedriickt als Prozentsatz der
Bevolkerung der 15-24jdhrigen" befinden sich vor
allem in Italien, Belgien, Schweden und Finnland, die
Regionen mit dem niedrigsten Anteil dagegen
insbesondere in Griechenland, Spanien, Portugal,
Rumanien, Bulgarien und Frankreich®.

e Die Regionen mit dem hochsten Anteil an Personen,
die "mindestens einen Abschluss im postsekundaren
nicht-universitaren Bereich" erworben haben, liegen
vor allem in Mittel- und Osteuropa, wohingegen die
Regionen mit dem geringsten Anteil solcher Personen
tiberwiegend in Stideuropa zu finden sind*®.

e Es bestehen groRe regionale Ungleichheiten bei der
Zahl der Erwachsenen, die innerhalb der EU am
lebenslangen Lernen teilnehmen. Das Vereinigte
Konigreich, Danemark, Finnland und Schweden
weisen die hochste Zahl von Regionen mit starker
Beteiligung am lebenslangen Lernen auf, wahrend die
Regionen, deren Einwohner dieses Angebot am
wenigsten in Anspruch nehmen, in erster Linie in
Stidosteuropa liegen®.

e Zwischen den einzelnen EU-Regionen bestehen
erhebliche  Unterschiede beim "geografischen
Zugang" zur Hochschulbildung®. Die Regionen mit
dem besten '"geografischen Zugang" liegen
vornehmlich in Deutschland, dem Vereinigten
Konigreich und in den Niederlanden. Demgegeniber
finden sich die Regionen mit den niedrigsten Werten
in Bezug auf den '"geografischen Zugang" zur
Hochschulbildung®™ vor allem in Sidosteuropa,
Nordschweden und Finnland sowie in den baltischen
Staaten, Spanien, Danemark und Frankreich.

Regionale Unterschiede innerhalb der einzelnen EU-
Mitgliedstaaten

e  Werden die regionalen Ungleichheiten, die bei einem
Vergleich der hochsten und der niedrigsten Werte
der untersuchten Indikatoren®® innerhalb der
einzelnen Mitgliedstaaten  ermittelt  wurden,
zugrunde gelegt, so weist Rumanien die gréften
regionalen Ungleichheiten in Bezug auf den Indikator
"Schiler und Studierende auf allen Bildungsstufen als

* Siehe Schaubild 3.3 sowie die Tabellen 3.6 und 3.7 (S. 77).

% Siehe Schaubild 3.4 sowie die Tabellen 3.8 und 3.9 (S. 78).

% Siehe Schaubild 3.10 sowie die Tabellen 3.19 und 3.20 (S. 84 f.).

% Siehe Schaubild 3.2 und die Tabellen 3.4 and 3.5 (S. 76).

% Siehe Schaubild 3.6 sowie Tabelle 3.12 (S. 80 f.).

* personen, die weiter als 60 Minuten von der nichsten Universitit
entfernt leben, ausgedriickt als Prozentsatz der Gesamtbevolkerung
einer Region.

“° Die untersuchten Indikatoren, siehe Tabelle 3.1, S. 74.
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Prozentsatz der Gesamtbevdlkerung" aus, dicht
gefolgt von der Tschechischen Republik, Belgien und
Spanien. Demgegeniiber hat die Republik Irland die
niedrigsten Werte (umfasst allerdings auch nur zwei
Regionen). Auch in Danemark, Schweden, Ungarn
und Polen sind offensichtlich nur recht kleine
Unterschiede zwischen den regionalen Hochst- bzw.
Niedrigstwerten zu verzeichnen*’.

In Bezug auf den Indikator "Beteiligung von
Erwachsenen am lebenslangen Lernen" sind im
Vereinigten Konigreich bei Weitem die gréften
Unterschiede festzustellen. Der Unterschied zwischen
der Region mit dem hochsten Wert (Inner London,
16,1 %) und dem niedrigsten Wert (Nordirland, 5,7 %)
betrdgt 10,4 %. Die Slowakei und Ddanemark weisen
ebenfalls relativ groBe regionale Unterschiede in
Bezug auf diesen Indikator auf*’.

Belgien weist mit seinen Regionen am Anfang bzw.
am Ende der Skala bei der Auswertung des Indikators
"Schiler und Studierende im oberen Sekundarbereich
und im postsekunddren nicht-universitdren Bereich
(ISCED 3-4) ausgedriickt als Prozentsatz der
Bevolkerung der 15-24jdhrigen” den groRten
Unterschied auf.

In einigen Mitgliedstaaten  bestehen groRRe
Unterschiede zwischen den Regionen bei dem
Indikator "Hochschulstudierende als Prozentsatz der
Bevolkerung zwischen 20 und 24 Jahren". Der groRte
Abstand besteht in Belgien, dicht gefolgt von der
Tschechischen Republik und Osterreich. Bei diesem
Indikator weisen auch Griechenland, Italien und
Ruménien grofRe Unterschiede auf, denn die Spanne
zwischen den  Regionen, die am  besten
beziehungsweise am schlechtesten abschneiden,
betrdagt mehr als 80 %. In den meisten Féllen ist dies
auf die vorherrschende Position zurlickzufuhren, die
die Hauptstadtregion bei Bildungsangeboten der
Hochschulen einnimmt™®.

Spanien weist den groRten Abstand zwischen denen
erfolgreichsten und den am wenigsten erfolgreichen
Regionen in Bezug auf die Zahl der Menschen aus, die
mehr als 60 Minuten von der ndchsten Universitat
entfernt wohnen; dicht darauf folgt Griechenland,
Finnland belegt die dritte Position, und Bulgarien
folgt an vierter Stelle.

Acht EU-Mitgliedstaaten weisen einen Unterschied
von Uber 15% zwischen ihren leistungsfahigsten
beziehungsweise leistungsschwachsten Regionen in
Bezug auf die Zahl ihrer Hochschulabsolventen auf.
Den groBRten Abstand weist das Vereinigte Konigreich
(23,4 %) auf gefolgt von Frankreich (21,3 %), Belgien
(19,4 %), der Tschechischen Republik (18,7 %),
Spanien (17,5 %), der Slowakei (17 %) und Rumaénien
(15,4 %). Relativ klein ist der Abstand bei dieser
Variablen in Irland, Italien, Slowenien, Portugal,
Finnland und Osterreich (alle unter 10 %)*.

Bei der Anzahl der Personen mit niedrigen
Bildungsabschliissen ("maximal Vorschule,
Primarbereich und unterer Sekundarbereich") weist
Frankreich (mit einem Abstand von 27,2 %) den
groten Unterschied zwischen den leistungsstarksten
und den leistungsschwachsten Regionen auf, und
zwar vor Griechenland, Spanien, Rumanien und
Deutschland. Der geringste Abstand wurde dagegen
in Slowenien, Irland, der Slowakei, in Osterreich und

Finnland festgestellt*.

Weitere Kernaussagen

[ )

Durch die nationalen Durchschnittswerte werden
haufig schlechtere Ergebnisse, die die
Untersuchungen auf lokaler und regionaler Ebene
ergeben haben, kaschiert.

Die regionalen Ungleichheiten im Bildungsbereich
verhindern eine ausgewogene regionale Entwicklung
und wirtschaftliches Wachstum.

Regionale Bildungsunterschiede verschdrfen die
Ungleichheiten zwischen den EU-Regionen. Sie
begilinstigen  ferner die  Abwanderung gut
ausgebildeter Menschen in starker

entwickelte/reichere Regionen.

Es bestehen zwischen den EU-Regionen erhebliche

Abweichungen in Bezug auf Art, Umfang und
Auswirkungen der Ungleichheiten im
Bildungsbereich. Die politischen Ldsungsansatze

dirfen nicht einheitlich formuliert werden, sondern
missen mafSgeschneidert sein.

In den Mitgliedstaaten werden derzeit Angaben auf
regioneninterner Ebene und in einzelnen Schulen und
Klassen erhoben, die jedoch besser koordiniert und
offentlich zugédnglich gemacht werden missen.

Die Zusammenstellung geografisch aufgesplitteter
Daten kann ein wichtiges Instrument zur Starkung der
Verantwortung auf lokaler Ebene und zur
Dezentralisierung sein. Daraus kénnen fiir die lokale
Ebene relevante Informationen abgeleitet werden.
Dies kann dazu beitragen, dass Schulen,
Gemeindeorganisationen und  Regierungsverant-
wortliche auf allen Ebenen evidenz-basierende
Planung und Politiken verwenden

Raumliche Unterschiede bei den Bildungsangeboten
und  -abschlissen  sind  Ausdruck  weiterer
Ungleichheiten. Bildungspolitische MalRnahmen allein
reichen nicht aus. MaRnahmen, die die Armut und
verwandte Aspekte der Benachteiligung bei der
Wourzel packen, sind wahrscheinlich wirksamer gegen
die Gesamtstruktur der regionalen Bildungs-
unterschiede als rein bildungspolitische
Interventionen.

*! Siehe Tabelle 4.45, S. 150.
2 Siehe Tabelle 4.45, S. 150.
* Siehe Tabelle 4.45, S. 150.
* Siehe Tabelle 4.46, S. 150.

* Siehe Tabelle 4.46, S. 150.
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Hakpatko: Bbnpeku  aHrakumeHtute, noetm  OT
ObpXasute uneHkn Ha EC, 3a HacbpyaBaHe Ha

paBHOMOCTaBeHOCTTa B 06pa3oBaHMETO M 0BydyeHueTo,
Medy LbpKaBuTe YneHKK Ha EC, a bl Taka M ebmpe B
camuTe TAX, NPOALMKABAT [a CblLeCTBYBaT ronemu
reorpadcku pasnunumn no OTHOLWEHUE Ha
06pa3oBaTeNHUTE Bb3MOMXKHOCTU U MOCTUMKEHWS.

To3nM [OKNag npeactaBs  perMoHanHUTe HepaBeHCTBa
ebmpe B camume Obp¥aseu TNO OTHOWEHME Ha
06pa3oBaTeNHUTE Bb3MOXKHOCTM WM nocTuxkeHna B EC.
Lenta my e pga noakpenu aBToOpuTe Ha NOJUTUKA B
YCUANATA UM 3a pa3paboTBaHe Ha ePeKTUBHU MEpPKM 3a
OTCTPaHABAHETO Ha Te3n HecboTBeTcTBMA. B Hero ce
cbabprKaT Hag 100 kapmu, KOWTO cnomarat 3a
BM3YaNN3NPaAHETO Ha HepPaBHOMOCTAaBEHOCTTA B
obpasoBaHueTo. MocoyeHn ca yesHume 10 pervoHa Ha
EC, KakTo U 10-me pezuoHa c Hali-He3adosonumesnHu
pe3yamamu NO BCEKW OT pasrnefaHute nokasartenu.
Knroyosume nocnaHuUs Ha AOKNaAa ca:

HepaeeHcmea e ob6aacmma Ha obpazosaHuemo mexcoy
peauoHume Ha EC

e  CbliectsyBaT 3HaUUTENHN HepaBeHCTBa B
ob6pa3oBaTeNHUTE BbB3MOMHOCTM UM MOCTUMKEHMA
mexay pervoHute Ha EC.  PasanumsaTa B
obpasoBaTeNHUTE MOCTUKEHUS 8bmpe B camume
ObpHasu YecTo ca MOHe TO/IKOBa roEMM, KONKOTO
pasnuumnaTa mexdy Obprasume, KaTo HEPSAKO ca U
no-ronemm.

e PervoHuTe C Hal-BMCOK AAN Ha XopaTa C HMCKA
cTeneH Ha obpasoBaHue (,He MO-BUCOKO OT
npeayymMamHoO, OCHOBHO WAM  NPOrMMHasnaaHO
obpasoBaHMe”) ca npeaumHo B HOxHa EBpona, u
ocobeHo B MopTtyranusa u WcnaHuua. 3a cpaBHeHUe,
pernoHnTe, B KOUTO HACeNEeHWEeTO e C MNO-BMCOKA
cTeneH Ha o6pasoBaHWe, cCe HaMWupaT [NaBHO B
Ob6eaMHEHOTO KpPancTeo, Kakto M B LleHTpanHa
M3TOYHa EBpona46.

e PervoHuTe C HaW-BMCOK AAN Ha XopaTa C BMUCLIe
obpasoBaHue  ce HamupaT  MpeavMHO B
ObepmHeHOTO Kpancteo, benrns n HugepnaHamsa, a
cblwo Taka u B CesepHa WcnaHmAa u Kunbp. 3a
CpaBHEHWE, PErMOHUTE C HAW-HUCHK AAn ca B UTanus,
MopTyranuna v B LleHTpanHa 1 U3To4Ha EBpona”.

e  PernoHute Ha EC ¢ Hai-BMCOK AN HA ,y4EeHUUU U
CTYOEHTU Ha BCMYKM HMBA Ha 0BPa30OBAHMETO KaTo
MPOLLEeHT OT 06LLLOTO HaceneHne” ca CbCpes0TOUEHM B
CesepHa u 3anagHa EBpomna, no-cneuuanHo BbB
®uHnaHgma v LWeeuns, HO cblLo Taka U B benrna un
Mpnangusa. PermoHute ¢ Hall-HUCBbK JAn B TOBA
OTHOWEeHWe ce HamupaT npeobnagasawo B
M3TOoYHaTa 4Yact Ha lepmanuA, CesepHa UTanma um

6 By Tabanum 3.17—3.18 v durypa 3.9 (ctp. 83—84).
* Bi. durypa 3.11 no-gony; Tabanum 3.21 v 3.22 (cTp. 85—86).

lOronstouHa Espona, Kakto m B CeBepo3anagHa
Wcnanma n I'IopTyranMﬂ‘w.

e PeroHuMTe C HaM-BUCOK AAN1 Ha ,yY4eHUUU B
HaYa/IHOTO M CpeaHOTO 06pa3oBaHME KaTO MPOLEHT
OT 06LWoTO HaceneHme” ce HabaoaaBaT B Penybaunka
Wpnanana, Moptyranua, OxHa McnaHua, Kakto u B
Hupepnanana, [fanna un  [OxHa Leeuma. 3a
CpaBHEHWE, Hal-HUCbK OAN B TOBA OTHOLIEHME ce
HabnogaBa B ceBepHaTa 4YacT Ha Wrtanus u B
tOroustoura Espona®.

e PernoHuTe C Hall-BUCOK AAN HA ,YYEHULUN U CTYAEHTU
B ’MMHa3MaHOTO M NOJYBUCLLETO 06pa3oBaHME KaTo
NPOLLEHT OT HAceneHMeTto Ha Bb3pact 15—24
roavHn“ ca npegumHo B Utanusa, benrus, WWeeuua n
®dUHNAHOMA, LOKATO NOBEYETO OT PErmoHuUTE C Han-
HUCbK aan ca B [bpuma, WUcnaHua, MopTyranua,
PymbHUA, Bbarapua n CDpaHLI,MFlso.

e  PervoHuWTe C Hail-BMCOK AA/N Ha xopaTta C ,He ro-
BMCOKO  OT  IMMHAa3ManHO  WAM  NoaysucLe
obpasoBaHMe” ca npeaMmHo B LleHTpanHa u U3To4Ha
EBpona, 40KaTO NMOBEYeTO OT PErMOHUTE C HaN-HUCHK
[N Ce HaMMPaT rnasHo B l0xHa Espona’’.

e B EC cbllecTByBaT ronemu pernoHanHu
HeCbOTBETCTBMA MO OTHOLIEHME Ha Yy4yacTMeTo Ha
Bb3PACTHUTE B ODOy4YeHWETO npe3 uenvsa usoT. B
Ob6eanHeHOTO Kpanctso, [aHus, OuHnaHausa u
LLiBeuya uma Hai-ronam 6poii pervoHW C aKTUBHO
yyacTve B obyyeHMEeTO Mpe3 UeausA KUMBOT, AO0KATo
noBeyvyeTo PerMoHn C MHOTO HUCKa CTeMeH Ha yyactue
ca 8 tOrousTouHa Espona™’.

e  Mexay pervoHute Ha EC cbuiecTByBaT 3HaUYUTENIHU
pasnukn B ,reorpadckata AOCTbMNHOCTY Ha BUCLLETO
o6pa3osaHue™. PernoHuTe ¢ Hali-ao6pa ,reorpadcka
[ocTbnHocT” ca npeaMmHo B FepmaHus,
ObegMHEHOTO KpanctBo M Hupepnanauma. 3a
CpaBHEHWE, MOBEYETO OT PErMOHUTE C Hal-HUCKa
»reorpagcka [ocTbnHocT” Ha BUCLLETO
06pa3013aHV|e54 ca B HOromustouHa Espona, CesepHa
Wseuna wu ODuHnaHama, 6anTUACKUTE ObpXKasw,
UcnaHua, anua n ®paHuma.

PezuoHanHu Hecbomeemcmeusa 8
dvprcasume YneHKU Ha EC

pamKume Ha

e [lo OTHOLWEHME HA PErnoHaiHUTE HECLOTBETCTBUA B
paMKuWTe Ha BCAKA AbprKaBa uieHKa Ha EC, usmepeHu
Bb3 OCHOBA Ha Pas/IMKaTa MeXKAY MaKCUManHWTe K
MUHUMaNHATE PErnMoHasHNU CTOMHOCTM 3a BCEKM
W3cneBaH nokasaten>, PyMbHUA € C Haii-BUCOKOTO
pervoHaaHO HeCbOTBETCTBME MO OTHOLWIEHME Ha
noKasaTens ,yYeHULUM U CTYAEHTU OT BCUYKM HMBA Ha
obpa3oBaHMETO  KaTo  MpoueHT oT  obuwoTo

*® Byk. durypa 3.1 m Tabamum 3.2 u 3.3 (cTp. 75).

* Byk. durypa 3.3 u Tabamum 3.6 u 3.7 (ctp. 77).

%0 By, durypa 3.4 1 Tabauum 3.8 1 3.9 (cp. 78).

> Byk. durypa 3.10 no-gony; Tabanum 3.19 1 3.20 (cTp. 84 —85).

*2 Byk. durypa 3.2 u Tabamum 3.4 u 3.5 (cTp. 76).

> B, durypa 3.6 no-gony; Tabauua 3.12 (ctp. 80—81).

> % 0T 06LLOTO HaCe/IEHMe Ha PErMOHa, KOETO KIMBEE Ha MOBEYe OT
60 MUHYTU OT Hali-BNN3KMA YHUBEPCUTET.

*® Y3cneiBaHMTE MOKasaTeu ca NokasaHu B Tabavua 3.1, cTp. 74.
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HaceneHue”, cnegBaHa nNAbTHO oOT YewkaTa
penybnuka, Benrva n Ucnanua. Ha apyrua kpait e
Penybnvka MWpnaHgus C  Hal-HUCKU  CTOMHOCTU
(TpabBa ma ce oTbenexku, ye TA MMa camo ABa
pervioHa). JaHus, Wseuna, YHrapus u MNoawa cblio
Taka MMAT OTHOCUMTENHO MaNKU Pa3/IMKN MeXay

MaKCUMa/IHUTE M MUHUMANHUTE  PErnmoHaIHN
CTOMHOCTM 3a TO3M NoKasaTen’’.
Mo oOTHOWeHMe Ha MoKasaTens ,ydactve Ha

Bb3PacTHUTE B o0OydyeHMe npe3 Leama Kueot”
0O6eanHEHOTO KPancTeo e onpeaeneHo C Hal-rofsamo
pPernoHanHO HEeCLbOTBETCTBUE, KaTo pasnnKaTa Mexay
perMoHa c Hal-BMCOKa CTOWHOCT (/loHAOH—Tpaa,
16,1 %) n pernoHa ¢ Hail-HUCKa cToMHoCT (CeBepHa
Wpnanams, 5,7 %) e 10,4 %. Cnosakua 1 [aHua cbLio

Taka WMMaAT OTHOCUTENIHO Tronemum pernoHanHu

HEeCbOTBETCTBUA no OTHOLWeHne Ha Tasun
57

npomeHnunea .

Benrna e c Hal-ronsima pas/ivka Mexay PervoHa c
Hal-BMCOKA W TO3M C Hal-HUCKA CTOMHOCT 3a
,YYEHUUM U CTYAEHTM B [MMHA3MaNHOTO MU

nonysucweto obpasosaHune (ISCED 3-4) KaTo
NPOLEHT OT HaceneHueTo Ha Bb3pact 15 — 24
rogmMHmn”.

B HAKOM [ObpKaBM UYNEHKM CbLUECTBYBAT ro/emMu
pasniMumMa  Mmexay perMoHuMTe no  nokasaTenA
,CTYAEHTU BbB BUCLIETO 06pa3oBaHME KaToO MPOLLEeHT
OT HacesIeHMeTo Ha Bb3pacT 20—24 roanHn”. benruns
e C Hal-ronamaTta pasnnKa, cnefBaHa NABTHO OT
Yewkata penybnmka n Asctpua. B Mopums, Utanma u
PyMbHMA CbLLO ca HanuLe ronemu pasanyma no Tosm
MoKasaTesn - pas3/iMkaTa MeXay PerMoHuTe UM C Hal-
BMCOKa M C HaW-HWCKa CTOWMHOCT e Hag 80%. B
NnoBeyeTo C/yYau TOBa Ce Ab/IKM Ha KOHLEHTpauuATa
Ha BUCWW Yy4ebHWM 3aBedeHUA B perMoHa Ha
cronuuara.”,

B WcnaHua ce HabnwgaBa Hai-ronama pasnuka
MeXAY PErMoHUTEe MO DOPOW KUTENU, KOUTO KUBEAT
Ha noBedye oOT 60 MWHYTM OT HaW-6AU3KKA
yHuBepcuTeT. BegHara cnes Hea e bpuus, TpeTa e
®duHNaHaua, a Bbarapua e Ha YeTBbPTO MACTO.

B ocem AbpskaBu uneHkM Ha EC Mma pasivka ot
noseye ot 15 % mexay perMoHuTe C Hal-rofiam u c
Hail-manbk 6pol Ha  3aBbpPWWAMTE  BUCLIE
obpasoBaHue. O6eaMHEHOTO KPa/siCTBO € AbpiKaBaTta
C HaW-ronsma pasnuka (23,4 %), cnepgaHa oT
dpaHuma  (21,3%), benrma (19,4 %), Yewkata
penybnunka (18,7 %), Wcnauua (17,5 %), Cnosakus
(17%) n PymbHua (15,4 %). Pa3nukata no Tasu
NPOMEHNNBA € OTHOCUTE/IHO NO-Masika B MpnaHaws,
Wtanua, Cnosenwua, [Moptyranua, @PuHaaHamMA W
ABCTpUA (Beuukw nog, 10 %)>°.

Lo ce oTHaca A0 HWUCKO obpasosaHuTe xopa (C ,He
MO-BMCOKa CTEMeH OT NPeayyYU/IMLLHO, OCHOBHO MW
nporMmHasuanHo obpasoBaHue”), Hali-ronamarta
pa3snnKa MeXAy PervoHuTe C Hal-ronam M Hai-

. Tabnnua 4.45, ctp. 150.
. Tabnunua 4.45, ctp. 150.
. Tabnunua 4.45, ctp. 150.
. Tabnnua 4.46, ctp. 150.
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Manbk 6poli cnabo o6pasoBaHM Xxopa, € BbB
®paHuma (27,2%). Cneapsat [bpuma, WcnaHus,
PymbHMA 1 FepmaHuA. 3a cpaBHeHMe, AbprKaBute C
Hal-Masiku Pas/IKn Mexay permoHute ca CnoseHus,
WpnaHama, Cnosakua, Asctpua n dunnanama®.

Apyau Knro4yoeu nocaaHus

CpeAHWTe HaUMOHAMHM CTOMHOCTU YecTo NpPUKpMBaT
HenpuaTHaTa MecTHa U PerMoHasHa AencTBUTENHOCT.

PervoHanHute  pasnunuua B  cohepata Ha
06pa3oBaHMeTO  Bb3MpenATcTBaT  6HanaHCMpPaHOTO
PEerMoHanHo pPassBuUTME U MKOHOMMUYECKM PacTex.

PermoHanHuTe HECHLOTBETCTBUA B 0OpPa3OBaHUETO
300b1604080M HEPABEHCTBOTO MEXKY PErMOHUTE Ha
EC. Te cbLLO Taka 3axpaHBAT U3TUYAHETO HA MO3bLUM
KbM Mo-pa3sutute/no-6oratnte permoHu.

CbLecTBYBAT 3HAUUTENIHU 0cO6EHOCMU B eCTECTBOTO,
Mawaba v nocneauumMTe OT HepaBeHCTBaTa B
0bpa3oBaHMETO B OTAE/NHUTE pervoHu Ha EC.
CnepoBaTenHo, NONUTUKNTE U pelleHnATa Tpabsa Aa
ce cbobpasAeam ¢ mesu pe2uoHasnHU ocobeHocmu, a
He [a cnepnBat eOuH yHusepcaneH mooesl.

MoHacToAWEM B PaMKUTE Ha ObpPXKaBUTE Y/IEHKM ce
cbbupaT AaHHM Ha MOAPErMoHanHO HMBO M Ha HUBO
OTAE/IHU YYM/IULLA W KNacoBe, KaTo e Heobxoamma
no-gobpa KoopamMHauMa, KaKTo M Te3n AaHHM Aa
6baaT HanpaBeHU Ny6ANYHO AOCTOSHUE.

CbbupaHeTo Ha reorpadckn HeobobLWEeHN AaHHK 33
HepaBeHCTBOTO B 06/1aCTTa Ha 06pPa30BaHNETO MOMKe
Ja 6ble Ba)KEH WHCTPYMEHT 33 OB/lacTABaHe Ha
MecTHaTa aAMMHUCTpaUMA UM 3@ MOCTUraHe Ha
JeueHTpanusauma. o To3M HauuMH ce cbbupa
rnosesHa WHPOPMaLWA, KOATO € creyuduyHa 3a
cbomeemHomo HacesneHo mMAacmo. . ToBa Cblo 6u
NMOMOrHA/N0 HA YYUAWLLATA, PA3/IMYHUTE OBLLHOCTU U
Ha afMMHUCTPALMMTE HA BCUYKM HUBA A3 Ce BKAOYaT
B M/J1IQHUPAHETO WM MPABEHETO Ha MOJIMTUKK KaTo ce
6a3MpaT Ha peasiHn JaHHW.

PasnuumnATa BbB Bb3MOXKHOCTUTE M MOCTUMKEHUATA B
06pa3oBaHMETO O0TpPas3sBaT No-AbA6OKM pasAnMumus
Mexay pervoHute. Mepkute Ha obpasosaTeniHaTa
nosuTMKa camu no cebe cuM ca HeAOCTaTbUHW.
MOANTMKKM, HACOYeHM KbM U3KOpPEHsABaHe Ha
6eAHOCTTa U HellHUTe nocneacTsua buxa 6uam no-
yCMewHNW B TOBa Ha4dMHaHME OTKONIKOTO YUCTO
06pa3oBaTe/IHN MHTEPBEHLMN.

0 By, Tabnvua 4.46, ctp. 150.
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Shrnuti

Ve stru€nosti: Navzdory zdvazkim ¢lenskych statG EU
prosazovat rovny pfistup ve vzdélavani a odborné
pripravé pretrvavaji velké zemépisné rozdily ve
vzdéldvacich pfilezitostech a vysledcich vzdélavani
mezi ¢lenskymi staty, ale i v rdmci ¢lenskych stat EU.

Tato zprava popisuje vnitrostdtni regionalni nerovnosti
ve vzdélavacich pfileZitostech a vysledcich vzdélavani v
EU. Jejim cilem je podpofit tvlrce politik v jejich usili o
vypracovani Uc¢innych opatfeni k odstranéni téchto
rozdild. Obsahuje vice nez 100 map, které napomahaji
ndzornému  vyobrazeni nerovnosti. Pro kazdy
z posuzovanych ukazatell zprava urcuje 10 nejsilnéjsich
a 10 nejslabsich region( EU. Jejimi klicovymi zjisténimi
jsou:

Nerovnosti ve vzdéldvdni mezi regiony EU

e Mezi regiony EU existuji znacné nerovnosti ve
vzdélavacich pfileZitostech a vysledcich vzdélavani.
Vnitrostdtni rozdily jsou ¢asto pfinejmensim stejné
velké a nékdy i vétsi, srovname-li je s
mezindrodnimi rozdily.

e Regiony snejvyssim podilem obyvatel s nizkou
formalni kvalifikaci (,nejvyse predskolni, zakladni
nebo nizsi stifedni vzdélani“) jsou vétsinou v jizni
Evropé, a zejména v Portugalsku a ve Spanélsku.
Naopak regiony, kde lidé disponuji vyssi kvalifikaci,
jsou vétSinou ve Spojeném kralovstvi a také ve
stfedni a vychodni Evropém.

e Regiony snejvysSim podilem osob s terciarnim
vzdélanim jsou vétSinou ve Spojeném kralovstvi,
Belgii a Nizozemsku, ale také v severnim Spanélsku
podilem jsou v Italii, Portugalsku a vzemich EU
stfedni a vychodni Evropy®.

e Nejvice regionl EU ,s nejvyssim podilem Zakd a
studentl na vSech Urovnich vzdélavani z celkové
populace” je soustfedéno v severni a zapadni ¢asti
EU, zejména jde o Finsko, Svédsko, ale také Belgii a
predevsim na vychodé Némecka, severu Itdlie a v
jihovychodni Evropé, ale také v severozapadnim

Spanélisku a v Portugalsku®.

e Regiony s nejvyssim procentudlnim podilem ,,zakd
na zdkladnim a nizSim stupni stfedoskolského
vzdélavani z celkové populace” se nachdazeji mezi
regiony Irska, Portugalska, jizniho Spanélska, ale

®! Viz tabulky 3.17-3.18 a obrazek 3.9 (s. 83-84).
%2 Viz obrazek 3.11; Tabulky 3.21 a 3.22 (s. 85-86).
% Viz obréazek 3.1 a tabulky 3.2 a 3.3 (s. 75).

také Nizozemska, Danska a na jihu Svédska.
Naproti tomu regiony s nejnizSimi podily jsou v
severni Italii a v jihovychodni Evropé64.

e  Regiony s nejvyssimi ,procentudlnimi podily Zakl a
studentll na stupni vy$siho stfedniho vzdélani a
postsekundarniho neterciadrniho vzdélani z celkové
populace ve véku 15-24 let” jsou predevsim v Italii,
Belgii, Svédsku a Finsku, zatimco vétiina regiont

iz8imi  podily jsou v Recku, Spanélsku,
Portugalsku, Rumunsku, Bulharsku a ve Francii®.

e  Regiony s nejvyssimi podily obyvatel s ,nanejvys
vys$Sim stfednim vzdélanim a postsekundarnim
netercidarnim vzdélanim” jsou vétsinou ve stiedni a

podily jsou vétsinou v jizni Evrop&®.

e  Existuji velké regionalni rozdily, pokud jde o ucast
dospélych na celozZivotnim vzdélavani v EU.
Spojené kralovstvi, Dansko, Finsko a Svédsko maji
nejvyssi pocet region( svyraznou Ucasti na
celoZivotnim uceni, zatimco vétsina region( s velmi
nizkou mirou zapojeni do celozivotniho vzdélavani

s e P , v67
se nachazi v jihovychodni Evropé™.

e  Existuji znacné rozdily v ,,zemépisné pristupnosti”
terciarniho vzdélavani mezi regiony EU®. Regiony s
nejlepsi ,zemépisnou pristupnosti” jsou vétsinou v
Némecku, Spojeném kralovstvi a Nizozemsku.
Naproti tomu vétsina regionu s nejslabsi hodnotou
ukazatele ,zemépisnd dostupnost” tercidrniho
vzdélavani® se nachazi v jihovychodni Evropé,
severni Casti Svédska a Finska, v pobaltskych
statech, Spanélsku, Dansku a ve Francii.

Regiondlni rozdily v ramci ¢lenskych stdti EU

e (o se tyce rozdilnosti region( v ramci jednotlivych
Clenskych statl EU vyjadrené rozdily mezi nejvyssi
a nejnizSi regiondlni hodnotou pro kazdy
posuzovany ukazatel’®, ma nejwyssi regiondlni
rozdily, pokud jde o ukazatel ,procentudini podil
73kl a studentl na vSech Urovnich vzdélavani z
celkové populace”, Rumunsko tésné nasledované
Ceskou republikou, Belgii a Spanélskem. Na
Irsko (ale vSimnéme si, Ze ma pouze dva regiony).
Zd3 se, 7e Dansko, Svédsko, Madarsko a Polsko
vykazuji také pomérné malé rozdily mezi nejvyssi a

nejnizéi regionalni hodnotou tohoto ukazatele’".

® Viz obrézek 3.3 a tabulky 3.6 a 3.7 (s. 77).

® Viz obréazek 3.4 a tabulky 3.8 a 3.9 (s. 78).

* Viz obrazek 3.10; Tabulky 3.19 a 3.20 (s. 84-85).

*” Viz obrézek 3.2 a tabulky 3.4 a 3.5 (s. 76).

%8 Viz obrazek 3.6; Tabulka 3.12 (s.80-81).

% procento celkového obyvatelstva regionu, Zijici vice nez 60 minut
od nejblizsi vysoké skoly.

" posuzované ukazatele viz tabulka 3.1,s.74.

"' Viz tabulka 4.45, s. 150.
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Co se tyCe ukazatele ,ucast dospélych na
celozivotnim uceni“, zdaleka nejvétsi regionalni
rozdily ma Spojené kralovstvi, pficemz rozdil mezi
regionem s nejvyssi hodnotou (Vnitini Londyn,
Irsko, 5,7 %) ¢ini 10,4 %. Slovensko a Dansko
rovnéz vykazuji relativné velké rozdily mezi
regiony, pokud jde o tuto proménnou’’.

Nejvétsi rozdily mezi svym nejlepSim a neslab$im
regionem vykazuje Belgie, pokud jde o
,procentudlni podil Zakl a studentl ve vySSim
stfednim a postsekundarnim neterciarnim vzdélani
(ISCED 3—4) z obyvatelstva ve véku 15-24 let”.

V nékterych ¢lenskych statech existuji velké rozdily
mezi regiony u ukazatele ,procentudlni podil
student(l v terciarnim vzdélavani z obyvatelstva ve
véku 20-24 let”. Nejvétsi rozdil vykazuje Belgie,
tésné nasledovana Ceskou republikou a
Rakouskem. Recko, Itdlie a Rumunsko dale maiji
velké rozdily u tohoto ukazatele s rozpétim vice
nez 80% mezi svym nejlepSim a nejslabSim
regionem. Ve vétsiné téchto pfipadl se jedna o
vysledek dominantniho postaveni regionu hlavniho
mésta, pokud jde o pfilezitosti v oblasti tercidrniho
vzdélavani”,

Spanélsko vykazuje nejvétsi rozdil mezi svym
nejlepsim a nejslabsim regionem, pokud jde o
pocet lidi Zijicich vice nez 60 minut od nejblizsi
vysoké Skoly, za nim tésné nasleduji Recko s
Finskem na tfetim a Bulharsko na ¢tvrtém misté.

Osm clenskych statl EU vykazuje rozdil vice nez
15 % mezi svym nejlepSim a nejslabSim regionem,

Dalsi klicova zjisténi

Vnitrostatni prdméry casto zakryvaji nepfiznivou

situaci na mistni a regionalni Grovni.

vzdélavani
rozvoji a

zabranuji
hospo-

Regionalni rozdily ve
vyvazenému regionalnimu
darskému rlstu.

Regionalni rozdily v uUrovni vzdélavani prohlubuji
nerovnost mezi regiony EU. Zvysuji i odliv mozk(
smérem k rozvinutéjSim/bohatsim regiontim.

Existuji znacné odlisnosti v povaze, rozsahu a
dopadech nerovnosti v oblasti vzdélavani mezi
jednotlivymi regiony EU. Politicka reseni musi byt
sita na miru a nebyt pouze obecna.

Udaje na subregiondlni Grovni a na Urovni
jednotlivych skol a Skolnich tfid se v soucasnosti
shromazduji v ramci ¢lenskych statd, je vsak treba
zlepsit koordinaci a poskytnout Udaje k dispozici
verejnosti.

Sestavovani zemépisné rozliSenych uUdaji o
nerovnostech ve vzdélavani mlze byt daleZitym
nastrojem k posileni Ucasti na mistni Urovni a k
decentralizaci. Vytvareji se tak informace vztahujici
se kmistni drovni. To muiZe pomoci Skolam,
komunitnim organizacim a organim statni spravy
na vsech Urovnich, aby se zapojily do planovani a
tvorby politiky na zakladé skute¢nych poznatk(.

Uzemni rozdily, pokud jde o vzdélavaci pfileZitosti
a vysledky vzdélavani, odrazeji SirSi nerovnosti.
Samotnd opatfeni v oblasti vzdélavaci politiky
nepostacuji. Politiky, které resi otazky chudoby a

. Y . o souvisejici aspekty znevyhodnéni jiz u jejich

pokud jde o pocet absolventd tercidrniho o OJ P y, VY sy J, , ) .
i o, . L .. , kofenli, budou mit pfi ovliviiovani celkové
vzdélavani v regionu. Spojené kralovstvi je zemi s . wico ,
struktury regionalnich vzdélavacich nerovnosti

nejvétsim rozdilem (23,4 %), nasleduji Francie
(21,3 %), Belgie (19,4 %), Ceska republika (18,7 %),
Spanélsko (17,5 %), Slovensko (17 %) a Rumunsko
(15,4 %). Rozdil u této proménné je relativné
mensi u Irska, Italie, Slovinska, Portugalska, Finska
a Rakouska (véechny méné nez 10 %)"*.

Co se tyCe poctu lidi s nizkou drovni vzdélani
(,nanejvys predskolni, zakladni a nizsi stredo-
Skolské”), ukazuje se, Ze nejvétsi rozdily mezi svymi
nejlepsimi a nejslabsimi regiony ma Francie (rozdil
27,2 %), nasleduji Recko, Spanélsko, Rumunsko a
rozdily jsou Slovinsko, Irsko, Slovensko, Rakousko,
Finsko”.

pravdépodobné vétsi Uspéch nez Cisté zasahy do
vzdélavaci politiky.

72 Viz tabulka 4.45, s. 150.
73 Viz tabulka 4.45, s. 150.
" Viz tabulka &. 4.46, s. 150.
7> Viz tabulka €. 4.46, s. 150.
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Resumé

Helt kortfattet: P3a trods af EU-medlemsstaternes
forpligtelser til at fremme lighed pa uddannelses-
omradet er der fortsat store geografiske forskelle i
uddannelsesmuligheder og -resultater pd tveers af, men
ogsa inden for EU's medlemsstater.

Denne rapport tegner et billede af de intranationale
regionale uligheder med hensyn til uddannelses-
muligheder og -resultater i EU. Den har til hensigt at bista
beslutningstagerne i deres bestraebelser pd at udforme
effektive foranstaltninger til udjeevning af disse forskelle.
Den indeholder mere end 100 kort, som bidrager til at
synligggre ulighederne. De 10 bedste og de 10 darligste

EU-regioner udpeges for hver af de undersggte
indikatorer. De vigtigste budskaber i rapporten er
folgende:

Uligheder inden for uddannelse pa tvaers af EU's regioner

e Der er betydelige uligheder mellem EU's regioner
med hensyn til uddannelses-muligheder
og -resultater. De intranationale forskelle i opnaede
resultater er typisk mindst lige sa store og ofte endda
stgrre end de internationale forskelle.

e De regioner, som har det hgjeste antal personer med
ringe  formelle  kvalifikationer  ("hvis  hgjest
gennemfgrte uddannelse er fgrskole, grundskole til 7.
eller til 9./10. klassetrin"), ligger i Sydeuropa og
navnlig i Portugal og Spanien. | modsatning hertil
ligger de regioner, hvor folk har hgjere kvalifikationer,
hovedsagelig i Det Forenede Kongerige og i Central-
og Psteuropa’®.

e  Regioner med den hgjeste andel af personer med en
videregdende uddannelse ligger hovedsagelig i Det
Forenede Kongerige, Belgien og Nederlandene, men
ogsa i det nordlige Spanien og i Cypern. | modsatning
hertil ligger regioner med den laveste andel af
personer med en videregaende uddannelse i Italien,
Portugal og i den centrale og gstlige del af EU”’.

e EU-regioner med den hgjeste andel af "elever og
studerende pa alle uddannelsestrin som procentdel
af den samlede befolkning" findes i den nordlige og
vestlige del af EU, isaer i Finland og Sverige, men ogsa
i Belgien og Irland. Regioner med den tilsvarende
laveste andel ligger hovedsagelig i det tidligere
@sttyskland, det nordlige Italien og Sydgsteuropa,
men ogs4 i det nordvestlige Spanien og Portugal”®.

7 Jf. tabel 3.17-3.18 og figur 3.9 (s. 83-84).
77 Jf. figur 3.11, tabel 3.21 og 3.22 (s. 85-86).
78 Jf. figur 3.1, tabel 3.2 0g 3.3 (s. 75).
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e Regioner med den hgjeste andel af "elever i
folkeskolen som procentdel af den samlede
befolkning" findes i Republikken Irland, Portugal, det
sydlige Spanien, men ogsa i Nederlandene, Danmark
og det sydlige Sverige. | modsaetning hertil findes den
laveste andel i det nordlige Italien og i
Sydgsteuropa’”.

e Regioner med den hgjeste andel af "elever og
studerende ved gymnasiale uddannelser og
eftergymnasiale uddannelser, som ikke er en hgjere
uddannelse, som procentdel af befolkningen i alderen
15-24 ar" ligger hovedsagelig i Italien, Belgien, Sverige
og Finland, mens de fleste regioner med den laveste
andel findes i Graekenland, Spanien, Portugal,
Rumeaenien, Bulgarien og Frankrig®®.

e Regioner med den hgjeste andel af personer, hvis
"hgjest gennemfgrte uddannelse er en gymnasial
uddannelse eller eftergymnasial uddannelse, som
ikke er en hgjere uddannelse", ligger hovedsagelig i
Central- og @steuropa, mens regionerne med den
laveste andel hovedsagelig ligger i Sydeuropa®'.

e  Der er store regionale forskelle i EU for sa vidt angar
voksnes deltagelse i livslang laering. Det Forenede
Kongerige, Danmark, Finland og Sverige har det
hgjeste antal regioner med hgj deltagelse i livslang
leering, mens de fleste regioner med lav deltagelse i
livslang lzering ligger i Sydgsteuropa®.

o Der er betydelige forskelle mellem EU's regioner for
sa vidt angar den "geografiske tilgeengelighed" til
videregdende uddannelser®. Regioner med den
bedste "geografiske tilgeengelighed" findes
hovedsagelig i Tyskland, Det Forenede Kongerige og
Nederlandene. | modsztning hertil ligger regioner
med feerrest point i vurderingen af "geografisk
tilgengelighed" af videregdende uddannelser®® i
Sydgsteuropa, det nordlige Sverige og Finland, de
baltiske lande, Spanien, Danmark og Frankrig.

Regionale forskelle inden for EU's medlemsstater

e  Hvis man ser pa de regionale forskelle inden for EU's
medlemsstater malt som forskellen mellem de
hgjeste og laveste regionale vzerdier for hver
undersggt indikator®®, har Rumaenien den stgrste
regionale ulighed for sa vidt angar indikatoren "elever
og studerende pa alle uddannelsestrin som
procentdel af den samlede befolkning", teet efterfulgt
af Tjekkiet, Belgien og Spanien. | den anden ende af
skalaen har Republikken Irland den laveste veerdi

7 Jf. figur 3.3, tabel 3.6 0g 3.7 (s. 77).

% Jf. figur 3.4, tabel 3.8 0g 3.9 (s. 78).

& Jf. figur 3.10, tabel 3.19 og 3.20 (s. 84-85).

# Jf. figur 3.2 og tabel 3.4 0g 3.5 (s. 76).

® Jf. figur 3.6, tabel 3.12 (s. 80-81).

# procentdel af en regions samlede befolkning, som bor mere end
60 minutter fra det naermeste universitet.

® De undersggte indikatorer vises i tabel 3.1, s. 74.
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(men bemaeerk, at landet kun har to regioner).
Danmark, Sverige, Ungarn og Polen udviser ogsa
relativt sma forskelle mellem den hgjeste og laveste
regionale vaerdi for denne indikator®.

Hvis man ser pa indikatoren "voksnes deltagelse i
livslang lzering", har Det Forenede Kongerige langt
den stgrste regionale ulighed, idet forskellen mellem
regionen med den hgjeste vardi (det indre London,
16,1 %) og regionen med den laveste veerdi
(Nordirland, 5,7 %) er 10,4 %. Slovakiet og Danmark
har ogsa rimelig store regionale forskelle for sa vidt
angér denne indikator®.

Belgien udviser stgrst forskel mellem regionerne med
det hgjeste og laveste niveau for sa vidt angar "elever
og studerende ved gymnasiale uddannelser og
eftergymnasiale uddannelser, som ikke er en hgjere
uddannelse (ISCED 3-4), som procentdel af
befolkningen i alderen 15-24 ar".

| nogle medlemsstater er der stor forskel mellem
regionerne for sa vidt angar indikatoren "studerende
ved videregdende uddannelser som procentdel af
befolkningen i alderen 20-24 ar". Belgien udviser den
stgrste forskel, taet efterfulgt af Tjekkiet og @strig.
Grzkenland, Italien og Rumanien udviser ligeledes
en stor spredning for sa vidt angar denne indikator
med over 80 % mellem regionerne med det hgjeste
og det laveste niveau. | de fleste af de naevnte
tilfelde  skyldes  dette  hovedstadsregionens
dominerende stilling med hensyn til udbuddet af
videregdende uddannelser®.

Spanien udviser stgrst forskel mellem regioner med
det hgjeste og laveste niveau for sa vidt angar
befolkning, som bor mere end 60 minutter fra det
naermeste universitet, teet efterfulgt af Graekenland
pa andenpladsen, Finland pa tredjepladsen og
Bulgarien pa fierdepladsen.

Otte EU-medlemsstater udviser en forskel pd mere
end 15 % mellem regionerne med det hgjeste og
laveste niveau for sa vidt angar antallet af personer
med en videregaende uddannelse i en region. Det
Forenede Kongerige udviser den stgrste forskel (23,4
%), herefter fglger Frankrig (21,3 %), Belgien (19,4 %),
Tjekkiet (18,7 %), Spanien (17,5 %), Slovakiet (17 %)
og Rumaenien (15,4 %). Forskellen for sa vidt angar
denne indikator er noget mindre i Irland, Italien,
Slovenien, Portugal, Finland og @strig (for alles
vedkommende under 10 %)*°.

Hvis man ser pa antallet af personer med ringe
uddannelsesmaessige kvalifikationer ("hvis hgjest
gennemfgrte  uddannelse er fgrskole eller
folkeskole"), udviser Frankrig den stgrste forskel
mellem regionerne med det hgjeste og laveste niveau
(forskel pa 27,2 %), efterfulgt af Graekenland,
Spanien, Rumaenien og Tyskland. | den anden ende af
skalaen udviser Slovenien, Irland, Slovakiet, @strig og
Finland den mindste forskel®.

Andre vigtige budskaber

()

Det nationale gennemsnit daxkker ofte over
ubehagelige lokale og regionale omstaendigheder.

Regionale  forskelle pa  uddannelsesomradet
forhindrer ensartet regional udvikling og gkonomisk
vaekst.

Regionale  forskelle pad  uddannelsesomradet
forstgrrer uligheden mellem EU's regioner. De
bidrager ogsa til hjerneflugt i retning af mere
udviklede og rigere regioner.

Der er betydelige variationer i arten, omfanget og
virkningerne af de uddannelsesmaessige uligheder pa
tveers af EU's regioner. Politiske Igsningsmodeller skal
specifikt tilpasses til disse forhold, og ikke blot vaere
generelle.

Der indsamles for gjeblikket oplysninger om de
subregionale niveauer og de enkelte skoler og klasser
i medlemsstaterne, men der er behov for en bedre
koordinering heraf og for, at disse oplysninger bliver
gjort offentligt tilgeengelige.

Samling af geografisk spredte oplysninger om
uligheder pa uddannelsesomradet kan fungere som
et vigtigt redskab til lokal myndigggrelse og
decentralisering. Herved fremskaffes oplysninger med
lokal relevans. Disse oplysninger kan bidrage til at

inddrage skoler, lokalsamfundsorganisationer og
myndigheder pa alle planer i evidensbaseret
planlaegning og politik.

De rumlige forskelle med hensyn til

uddannelsesmuligheder og -resultater afspejler mere
vidtraekkende  uligheder.  Uddannelses-politiske
foranstaltninger kan ikke sta alene. Politiske tiltag,
som sikrer en varig lgsning pa fattigdomsproblemer
og hertil knyttede ulemper, vil sandsynligvis vaere
mere effektive med hensyn til udjevning af de
overordnede regionale uligheder pa
uddannelsesomradet, hvis de rsekker ud over rent
uddannelsespolitiske indgreb.

¥ Jf. tabel 4.45, 5. 150.
8 Jf. tabel 4.45, s. 150.
# Jf. tabel 4.45, s. 150.
® Jf. tabel 4.46, s. 150.

% Jf. tabel 4.46, s. 150.
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Resumen

En sintesis: A pesar de los compromisos de los Estados
miembros de la UE por promover la igualdad en
educacién y formacion, todavia existen importantes
diferencias geograficas en las oportunidades y los
resultados educativos, entre y también dentro de los
Estados miembros de la UE.

Este informe presenta un panorama de las desigualdades
regionales intranacionales que existen en las
oportunidades y los resultados educativos en la UE. Su
objetivo es colaborar con los responsables politicos en su
esfuerzo por elaborar medidas eficaces que corrijan dichas
desigualdades. Contiene mas de cien mapas que ayudan a
visualizar las desigualdades y localiza las diez primeras y
las diez dltimas regiones de la UE para cada uno de los
indicadores que estudia. Sus mensajes clave son:

Desigualdades educativas entre las regiones de la UE

e Existen desigualdades considerables en |las
oportunidades y resultados educativos entre las
regiones de la UE. Las diferencias intranacionales en
el rendimiento son frecuentemente y como minimo
tan amplias como las diferencias internacionales,
llegando en ocasiones a superarlas.

e Llas regiones con las tasas mas altas de individuos con
bajas cualificaciones formales («en la mayoria de los
casos educacion infantil, primaria y secundaria
obligatoria») se encuentran fundamentalmente en el
sur de Europa, especialmente en Portugal y Espaiia.
Por el contrario, las regiones en las que estdan mas
cualificados se encuentran fundamentalmente en el
Reino Unido, asi como en Europa central y oriental®".

e Lasregiones con las tasas mas altas de individuos con
una cualificacién de educacién superior se
encuentran fundamentalmente en el Reino Unido,
Bélgica y los Paises Bajos, pero también en el norte
de Espafia y en Chipre. Por el contrario, las regiones
con las tasas mas bajas se encuentran en ltalia,
Portugal y en la UE central y oriental®®

. Las regiones de la UE con las tasas mds altas de
«alumnos y estudiantes de todos los niveles de
educacién como porcentaje del total de la poblacién»
estan concentradas en la zona norte y oeste de la UE,
especialmente en Finlandia y Suecia, pero también en
Bélgica e Irlanda. Las regiones con las tasas mas bajas
se encuentran en su mayoria en el este de Alemania,
el norte de Italia y el sureste de Europa, pero también
en el noroeste de Espafia y Portugal®

! Véanse las tablas 3.17 y 3.18 y la figura 3.9 (pp.83-84).
%2 Véase la figura 3.11; las tablas 3.21y 3.22 (pp.85-86).
% véanse la figura 3.1y las tablas 3.2 y 3.3 (p.75).
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e Las regiones con las tasas mas altas de «alumnos en
educacién primaria y secundaria obligatoria como
porcentaje de la poblacién total» se observan en
regiones de la Republica de Irlanda, Portugal y en el
sur de Espafia, pero también en los Paises Bajos,
Dinamarca y Suecia Meridional. Por el contrario, las
tasas mas bajas se observan en el norte de Italia y en
el sureste de Europa®™

e Llas regiones con las tasas mas altas de «alumnos y
estudiantes en Bachillerato y ciclos formativos de
grado superior como porcentaje de la poblacidn con
edades comprendidas entre quince y veinticuatro
anos» se encuentran fundamentalmente en ltalia,
Bélgica, Suecia y Finlandia, mientras que la mayoria
de las regiones con las tasas mas bajas estan en
Grecia, Espafia, Portugal, Rumania, Bulgaria vy
Franciags,

e Llasregiones con las tasas mas altas de individuos con
«como maximo Bachillerato y ciclos formativos de
grado superior » se encuentran fundamentalmente
en Europa central y oriental. Por lo que se refiere a
las regiones con las tasas mas bajas, éstas estan
localizadas, en su mayoria, en el sur de Europa%_

e  Existen grandes desigualdades regionales en lo que
respecta a la participacidon de adultos en aprendizaje
permanente en la UE. El Reino Unido, Dinamarca,
Finlandia y Suecia tienen el mayor nimero de
regiones en las que existe una gran participacion en
aprendizaje permanente, mientras que la mayoria de
las regiones con tasas muy bajas de participacion en
aprendizaje permanente se encuentran en el sureste
de Europa”’.

e Existen diferencias significativas con respecto al
«accesibilidad geografica» a la educacidn superior en
las distintas regiones de la UE® Las regiones con
mejor «accesibilidad geografica» se encuentran, en la
mayoria de los casos, en Alemania, el Reino Unido y
los Paises Bajos, mientras que, la mayoria de las
regiones con peores resultados en la «accesibilidad
geogréfica» a la educacion superior” estan en el
sureste de Europa, el norte de Suecia y Finlandia, los
paises balticos, Espafia, Dinamarca y Francia.

Desigualdades regionales dentro de los Estados

miembros de la UE

e Observando las desigualdades regionales que se
producen dentro de cada Estado miembro de la UE
calculadas mediante la diferencia entre los valores
regionales maximos y minimos para cada indicador
estudiado™®, Rumania tiene la desigualdad regional

% Véanse la figura 3.3 y las tablas 3.6 y 3.7 (p.77).

% Véanse la figura 3.4 y las tablas 3,8 y 3.9 (p.78).

% véase la figura 3.10; Las tablas 3.19 y 3.20 (pp.84-85).

%7 Véanse la figura 3.12 y las tablas 3.4 y 3.5 (p.76).

% véase la figura 3.6; Tabla 3.12 (pp.80-81).

% E1 % de la poblacion total de una regién que vive a mas de 60
minutos de la universidad mas cercana.

1% | os indicadores examinados aparecen en la tabla 3.1, p.74.
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mas alta con respecto al indicador «alumnos y
estudiantes de todos los niveles de educacién como
porcentaje de la poblacidn total», seguida de cerca
por la Republica Checa, Bélgica y Espafia. En el
extremo opuesto, la Republica de Irlanda tiene el
valor mas bajo (pero considérese que solo tiene dos
regiones). Dinamarca, Suecia, Hungria y Polonia
también  parecen contar con  diferencias
relativamente pequefias entre los valores maximos y
minimos regionales para este indicador™™

Si observamos el indicador «participacién de adultos
en el aprendizaje permanente», el Reino Unido tiene,
con mucho, la mayor desigualdad regional, con una
diferencia entre la regidon con el valor mas alto
(Londres-Centro, 16,1 %) y la region con el valor mas
bajo (Irlanda del Norte, 5,7 %) del 10,4 %. Eslovaquia
y Dinamarca también tienen desigualdades
regionales relativamente amplias en lo que a esta
variable se refiere'®

Bélgica tiene la mayor diferencia entre su region con
el valor mas alto y su region con el valor mas bajo con
respecto a «alumnos y estudiantes en Bachillerato y
ciclos formativos de grado superior (niveles 3y 4 de
la CINE) como porcentaje de la poblacién con edad
comprendida entre los quince y los veinticuatro
anos».

En algunos de los Estados miembros, existen grandes
diferencias entre sus regiones respecto al indicador
«estudiantes de educacién superior como porcentaje
de la poblaciéon con edad comprendida entre los
veinte y los veinticuatro afios». Bélgica tiene la mayor
desigualdad, seguida de cerca por la Republica Checa
y Austria. Ademas, Grecia, Italia y Rumania tienen
grandes desigualdades para este indicador con una
diferencia que supera el 80% entre su region mas alta
y mas baja. En la mayoria de estos casos, esto se debe
al predominio de la region de la capital en lo que
respecta a las oportunidades para la educacion
superiorm%

Espafia tiene la mayor desigualdad entre su region
con un valor mas alto y su regién con un valor mas
bajo en lo que respecta al nimero de personas que
viven a mas de sesenta minutos de la universidad
mas cercana, seguida de cerca por Grecia, con
Finlandia y Bulgaria en tercera y cuarta posicidn,
respectivamente.

Ocho Estados miembros de la UE tienen una
diferencia que supera en 15 puntos el porcentaje
entre su regién con el valor mas alto y su regién con
el valor mas bajo en lo que respecta al numero de
graduados en educacién superior en una region. El
Reino Unido es el pais con la mayor desigualdad (23,4
%), seguido por Francia (21,3 %), Bélgica (19,4 %), la
Republica Checa (18,7 %), Espafia (17,5 %), Eslovaquia
(17%) y Rumania (15,4 %). La desigualdad en esta

101

Véase la tabla 4.45, p. 150.

192 yséase la tabla 4.45, p. 150.

103

Véase la tabla 4.45, p. 150.
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variable es relativamente inferior en Irlanda, Italia,
Eslovenia, Portugal, Finlandia y Austria (en todos ellos
por debajo del 10 %)™**

Si observamos el numero de personas con bajas
cualificaciones educativas (con cualificaciones «a lo
sumo, de infantil, primaria y secundaria obligatoria»),
Francia tiene la mayor desigualdad entre su region
con el valor mas alto y su region con el valor mas bajo
(diferencia del 27,2 %), seguida por Grecia, Espaiia,
Rumania y Alemania. En cambio, los paises con
menor desigualdad son Eslovenia, Irlanda, Eslovaquia,
Austria y Finlandia’®

Otros mensajes clave

Las medias nacionales esconden, a menudo,
desagradables realidades locales y regionales.

Las desigualdades regionales en el aprendizaje
dificultan el desarrollo regional equilibrado y el
crecimiento econémico.

Las desigualdades regionales en educacion agravan la
desigualdad entre las regiones de la UE. También
alimentan la fuga de cerebros hacia las regiones mas
desarrolladas y mas ricas.

Existe una considerable variedad en la naturaleza,
escala y efectos de las desigualdades educativas en
las regiones de la UE. Las soluciones politicas deben
estar, pues, hechas a medida y no ser genéricas.

Actualmente, los Estados miembros estan recabando
datos a nivel subregional y a nivel de centros
educativos y clases, pero es necesaria una mejor
coordinaciéon, asi como que estos datos estén
disponibles y sean de dominio publico.

Compilar datos desglosados geograficamente sobre
desigualdad educativa puede ser una importante
herramienta que favorezca el aumento de los
poderes locales y la descentralizacion. Ademas,
genera informacion localmente relevante y puede
ayudar a que los centros educativos las
organizaciones y los gobiernos a todos los niveles se
comprometan en el desarrollo de politicas y planes
basadas en datos reales.

Las desigualdades espaciales en oportunidades y
resultados educativos ponen de manifiesto
desigualdades todavia mayores. Por si solas, las
medidas politicas en educacion no son suficientes. Es
posible que las politicas que abordan las causas de la
pobreza y de los aspectos relacionados sean mas
eficaces que las intervenciones politicas puramente
educativas a la hora de influir en las pautas generales
de la desigualdad educativa regional.

1% yéase la tabla 4.46, p. 150.
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Véase la tabla 4.46, p. 150.
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NepiAnyn

Zuvontika: Mapd T SeoUeVOELS TWV KPOTWY EAWVY TNG
EE va mpowBroouv TV LoOTNTA OTOV TOMEN TNG EKMAL-
Sguong Kol TG KATAPTLONG, ONUOVTIKEG YEWYPADLKES
aviootnteg e€akolouBolv va udiotavtal petaét oAd
KOl EVTOE TwV Kpatwv peAwv tng Eupwmaikng Evwong
(EE) 6oov adopd TG eKTMALSEUTIKEG E€UKALPIEG KOl Ta
EKTTALOEUTIKA AMOTEAECATA.

H mapoloa €kBeon oklaypadel TG avIoOTNTEG OE
EKTIOLOEUTIKEC EUKAULPLEG KL amoteAéopata petald mept-
dEPELWV EVTOC TWV KpaTwV MeAWV. XTdX0C TG €kBeong
elvat va umootnpifel toug umelBuvoug yla T Xapagn
TIOALTIKNAG OTI( TPOOTABELEC TOUG Yl TOV OXESLAOUO
QTTOTEAEOUATIKWY UETPWVY yla TNV €EGAEWPn QUTWV Twv
Sladopwv. H €kBeon mepléxel meploodtepOUg amd 100
XAPTEC OTOUG omoioug mapouotdlovial ypodlkd oL
QaVLoOTNTEC AUTEC. H €kBeon mpoadilopilel Tig MepLdEPELEC
¢ EE pe tg 10 kaAUtepeg kol TG 10 XELPOTEPES
€mb00eLg yla kabévav and toug Seikteg mou efetdlel. Ta
Baokd PNVUMOTA TNG elvat Ta €€AG:

EKTTaLSEVTIKEG aVIOOTNTEG UETAEY TWV TEPLPEPELWV TNG
Evpwnaikn¢ Evwong

e [lapatnpouvtal CNUAVTIKEG aviooTNTEG 6oov adopd
TG EKTOLSEVUTIKEG EUKAPIEG KoL TA EKMALSEUTIKA
anoteAéopata Uetafl twv Tepidepelwy thg EE. OL
Sladopég peTafl mepudepelwv evioc Tou  iSlou
KPATOUG MEAOUG Elval ouxva To (610 HeYAAeS , i KL
UEYOAUTEPEC, AMO TIC SladopEG HETOEY TWV KPATWV
UEAWV.

o Ou mepupépeleg mou epdavitouv ta uvdnAdtepa
TIOOOOTA ATOUWY UE XapnAoUg titAoug oroudwv (to
QVWTEPO TiTAOUG TPWTORABUIOG 1 KOTWTEPNS
Seutepofabuiag ekmaidevong) Pplokovtal kupiwg
otn votla Eupwrn, kal e8ikotepa otnv Moptoyalia
Kat tnv lomavia. AvtBétwg, ol TepldEPELEC OTIC
ormoie¢ ta dtopa €xouv udnAdtepoug TitAoug
omnoudwv evtormilovtal kupiwg oto Hvwuévo Baoihelo
KaBWC KoL 0TNV KEVTPLKH Kat avatohkr] Eupwrn'®.

o O nmeplpépeleg pe T UYPNAOTEPA TTOCOOTA ATOUWY
pe tithoucg tptoBabuiag ekmaibevong PBplokovral
Kuplw¢ oto Hvwpévo Bacilelo, To BEAylO Kal TIg
Kdtw Xwpeg, alMa kat otn Bopela lomavia kat thv
Kompo. AvrtiBeta, ot mepudépeleg pe ta xaunAotepa
TooooTA PBpiokovtal otnv ItaAia, Tnv Moptoyahia Kot
NV KevTpLkr kat avatoAwr) EE*Y.

o O nepldépeleg ™G EE pe ta uPpnAotepa mocootd
«UaONTWV Kal doltntwv os OAa ta emineda g
ekmaibeuong WC  TOCOOTO  TOU  GUVOALKOU
mAnBuopoL» evtomilovtal otn Bopela kot Sutikn EE,
eldotepa otn Gwhavdia, Tn Toundia aAd kAl oto
BéAylo kot tnv IpAavdia. Ou mepudpépeleg pe ta
XOUNAOTEPpaL TOOOOTA  Bplokovtal Kupiwg otnv

19 BA. 1t tvakeg 3.17-3.18 ko ewkdva 3.9 (0. 83-84).
97 B, ewdva 3.11- mivakee 3.21 kot 3.22 (0.85-86).
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avotoAkr) Tepupavia, t™ Popela Itadia kat
votlodutikr lomavia ko v Moptoyahia®.

m

e Oumnepldépeleg pe ta uPnAdtepa mocootd «uadntwy
oTNV MPWToRABULA Kot TNV KaTwTepn Seutepofaduia
€KMalSeUON WE TO0OCTO TOU GUVOALKOU TANBUGOU»
Bpilokovtat otnv IpAavdia, tnv Moptoyalia, tTn votla
loravia, oA\& kat otig Katw Xwpeg, tTn Aavia kat
votla Toundia. AvtiBeta, ta xaunAdtepa mocooTd
napotnpouvtal otn Bopela Itodia KaL TV votlo-
avatohwr Evpwonn®.

o Ounepldépeleg pe ta uPnAdTepa MOCOOTA «UaABNTWY
KaL portnTwyv otnv avwtepn Seutepofaduia Kot tn
petadeutepoBaduia un tprtofaduta eknaibevon wg
noocootd tou TAnBuopol nAwiog 15-24 etwvr
Bpilokovtat kupiwg otnv ItaAia, to BéAyio, Tn Zoundia
kat tn OwAavdia, evw oL MEPLOCOTEPEG OO TIG
neplpEpeleg Pe Ta XapnAdtepa mocootd Bplokovtal
otnv EAada, tnv lomavia, tnv MNoptoyaAia, Tn
Poupavia, tn Boulyapia kot tn FaAAia™.

e O mepipépeleg pe ta LPNAOTEPA TTOCOOTA ATOUWY
«ue Titho avwrtatng Seutepofadbuiag r petadeu-
tepofabulag un  tpwroPaduiag  ekmaidevong»
Bplokovtal Kupilwg oOTNV KEVIPLKNA KAl OVOTOALKN
Eupwnn, evw oL TepldEpPeleg He TA XapnAdotepa
T0o00Td Bpiokovtal kupiwe otn vota Evpwnn™,

e Yrdpxouv Heydleg mepldepelakeg Sladopéc otn
CUMHETOXN TWV evnAikwv otn 6ld Blou uabnon otnv
EE. To Hvwuévo BaoiAelo, n Aavia, n OwAavdia kat
n Zounbla €xouv Ttoug peyalltepoug aplBuolg
nepipepewwy e vPnAn ocuppetoxn otn Swa Blou
UaBnon, eVw oL TIEPLOCOTEPEC ATIO TLG MEPLPEPELEC LIE
TOAU XaunAd mooootd cuppetoxng otn Swa Blou
n&dnon Bpiokovrat otr votloavatoAkr Euptmn®?.

e YIAPXOUV ONUAVTIKEG SLadopég otn «yewypadikn
npoofaoiuotnta» otnv  tpltofabula  ekmaideuon
HETOED Twy TepLbepetiv TN EE™2. OL mepidépeteg
HE TNV KOAUTEPN «yewypadlkr mpoofoaciudtnta»

Bplokovtat kuplwg otn [lepupavia, tO Hvwpévo
Baoihelo kot T Kdatw Xwpeg. Avubétwg, ol
TEPLOOOTEPEG QMO TG TEPLPEPELEG HME  TIG

XOUNAOTEPEG ETUSOOELS 000V adopad TN «yewypadLkh
npooBacdtntar oty tprtoPdbuia ekmaidevon™
Bplokovtal otn votloavatoAwkr Eupwrn, t Bopela
Joundia kat tn OwAavdia, ota KpAtn TNG BAATIKAG,
v lomavia, tn Aavia kat tn FoaAAia.

TMEPLPEPELAKES AVIOOTNTEG EVIOC TWV KPATWV UEAWV TNG

EE

e Ocov adopa T¢ mepidpepelakég Sladopeg mou
mapatnpeouUvTal evtog Kabe kpatoug péAoug tng EE,
urtoAoyllopeveg pe Baon tn Sadopd HeTall Twv
HEYLOTWVY KOl TWV EAGYLOTWY TIEPLPEPELOKWY TLUWV

198 B). etkdvar 3.1 kou Ttivake 3.2 kat 3.3 (0. 75).

BA. ewkova 3.3 ko mivakeg 3.6 kat 3.7 (0. 77).

BA. ewdva 3.4 kau rivakeg 3.8 kat 3.9 (o. 78).

BA. ewkdva 3.10- mivakeg 3.19 kat 3.20 (0. 84-85).

BA. elk6va 3.2 kau rtivakeg 3.4 kat 3.5 (0.76).

BA. ewodva 3.6: mivaka 3.12 (0.80-81).

To % tou cuvoAKoU MANBUCHOU pLag TepLdEPELAG TTOU SLapEVEL
oe andotacn peyoUtepn amo 60 Aemtd and to mAnoLéotepo
TIAWVETLOTA ULO.
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yia k&Be efetaidpevo Seiktn™, n Poupavio epdovi-
{eL To peyolUtepo xdopa petald meplbepelwv doov
adopd tov Seiktn «uabntég kat poltntég oe Ol ta
enineda tng ekmaibevong wg % TOU GCUVOALKOU
mAnBuopou», evw akolouBouv n Toexia, To BEéAylo
katn lomavia. Ané tnv aA\n, n IpAavdia mapouotalel
™ xapnAotepn Tt (aAAd emonpaivetal OTL €xeL
povov SUo mepudpépetec). H Aavia, n Zounbdia, n
Ouyyapio kat n Molwvia emiong daivovtat va
epdavilouv OXETIKA MIKPEC SLaPOopEG UETOEL TNG
TEPLPEPELAKNG MEYLOTNG KOl EAAXLOTNG TLUAG YO TOV
ev Aoyw Seiktn®®.

‘Ocov adopd Ttov Seiktn «OUUHUETOX TwWV EVNAIKWY
otn 6ia Biou padnon», to Hvwuévo Baoielo epda-
vileL tn peyalUtepn TepldepELOKT AVIOOTNTA, ME TN
Stadopd petall TG mMepLPEPELOG E TN UEYLOTN TN
(Inner London, 16,1%) kot tng meplpepelag pe tnv
eAayotn T (Bopewa IpAavdia, 5,7%) vo avépyetal
oto 10,4%. H IAoBakio kat n Aavio mapouvoidlouv
eMioNg OXETIKA peydAeG Olodopec HETOEU TwV
nepidepeLwv 6oov adopd tn petapAnty avty™.

To BéAylo mapoucldlel tn peyoAltepn Sladopd
METAEL TWV TePLPEPELWY TOU UE TNV KAAUTEPN KaL TN
XEWPOTeEPN eniboon ooov adopd Toug «UadNnTEG Kat
doutntég otnv avwratn SsutepoPaduia Kot peTadSeu-
tepoBaduia pn tprtofdaduia exnaidsvon (ISCED 3-4)
WG Moc0ootd tou MANBuouoU NAwkiog 15-24 eTwv».

e oOplopéva  KPATN HMEAN  UTIAPXOUV  UEYAAES
Sladopeg petal twv nepidepelwv 6cov adopd tov
Seiktn "dpoutntég otnv tprtoPabuia eknaibevon wg
TOGOOTO Tou TMANBUOHOU nAkiag 20-24 stwv". To
BéAylo mapoucolalel tn peyaAutepn Sladopd, evw
Sev améyouv oAU n Toexia kat n Avotpia. EmutAéov,
n EA\GSa, n ltahio katl n Poupavia epdavifouv 0Aeg
peyaAeg Sladopéc wg TpPog tov Seiktn autd pe
avolypa tng YaAidag mou unepPaivel to 80% HeTOEY
TWV TEPLPEPELWY TOUG ME TNV KAAUTEPN Kal Tn
XELPOTEPN £Mib00N. ITIC MEPLOCOTEPEG TIEPUTTWOELG,
auto odeihetal otnv kuplapyxn B€on g nepidEpelag
™G mpwtelouvcag Ocov adopd TG EUKOLPIEG
TprroBdBuLac eknaideuonc'®.

H lonavia gudavilel to peyoAutepo XAopa HeTaly
TWV TEPLPEPELWV TNG HME TNV KOAUTEPN Kal TN
XEPOTePn emiboon 6oov adopd Ttov aplOpd Twv
QTOHWV TOU OSLOUEVOUV OE TIEPLOXH TIOU QTEXEL
TEPLOCOTEPO QMO 60 AemMTd QnoG TO TANCLECTEPO
navernotnuo. AkoAouBei n EAAGdSa, evw otnv tpitn
KaL tnv t€taptn B€on Bpiokovral n OwAavdia Kot n
Boulyapia avtiotoya.

OKktw Kpatn HEAN tng EE eudavitovv Sladopd avw
ToU 15% HETafl Twv TEPLPEPELWY HE TNV KOAUTEPN
KaL TN Xelpotepn eniboon 6cov adopd tov apldud
Twv anodoitwv TtpLtofabulag ekmaideuong Tmou
unapyouv o€ pia eplpépela. To Hvwpévo BaoiAelo
glval n xwpa pe ™ peyoAutepn Stadopad (23,4%) kai
akoAouBoUv n FoAAia (21,3%), To BéAylo (19,4%), n

115 , . , ,
O beikteg mou e€etdlovtal epdavilovral otov mivaka 3.1, . 74.
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BA. mivaka 4.45, 6. 150.
BA. mtivaxa 4.45, . 150.
BA. mivaxa 4.45, 0. 150.
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Toexia (18,7%), n lonavia (17,5%), n SAoBakia (17%)
kaL n Poupavia (15,4%). H Stadopd wg mpog tn peta-
BANTA auth eival oxetikd pikpdtepn otnv IpAavdia,
v ItaAia, ™ ZAoBevia, tnv MoptoyaAia, tn Ou-
Aawvdia kot tnv Auctpio (oe OAeC K&Tw amo 10%)™°.

‘Ocov adopd tov aplBud Twv ATOPWY e XONAoUG
EKTIOULSEUTIKOUG TITAOUG (HE «TITAOUC TO QVWTEPO
npwtoBadulag f katwtepng deutepoPaduLog ekmai-
Seuong»), n TaAAla epdavilet ™ peyalltepn
Sladopd peTafl twv TEpLpePELWV UE TNV KAAUTEPN
KaL tn Xewpotepn emniboon (Siadopa 27,2%) kai
akoAouBouv n EAAGSa, n lomavia, n Poupavia kot n
leppavia. AvtiOeta, oL XWPEG HE TN MKPOTEPN
Sadopd eivat n AoBevia, n Iphavsdia, n TAoBaxia, n
Avotpia kat n DwAavsio™.

AAAa Baoika pnvouata

O €Bvikol péool Gpol ouxvd KpuBouv SUCAPECTEG
TOTUKEG KOl TEPLPEPELAKES TIPOLY LOTIKOTNTEG.

OL TepLdpePELAKEG AVIOOTNTEG OTn HABnon eumno-
Silouv Vv oO6ppomn TEPLPEPELOKT KOL OLKOVORLLKN
avarttuén.

OL mepldepPelaKEG avioOTNTEG otnV ekmaildeuon ert-
TeElVOUV TNV aVLOOTNTA UETAEY TwV MEPLPEPELWV TNG
EE. Antotehouv emiong attia ylo dtappon eykedaAwv
TPOG TILO AVETTTUYHEVEG/TIAOUOLOTEPEG IEPLDEPELEC.

YIapyeL onuavtikn Stakupavon wg mpog tn ¢uon,
™V KAlMaKa Kol TO QTOTEAEOMOTA TWV  EKTTOUL-
SEUTIKWV QVIOOTATWY HETAll Twv TEPLPEPELWV TNG
EE. OL MOALTIKEG TIPETIEL VAL Eivall ELOIKA CYESLACUEVEC
KalL OXL YEVIKOU XOPAKTHPO.

Eml tou mapdvrog cuMAéyovtal ota Kpathn HEAN
otoxelo o€ umo-mepudepelakd eminedo kol o€
emninedo pepOVWHEVWY oXoAeiwv katl tafswv, oA
XPELAleTal KAAUTEPOG OUVIOVIOMOG Kal N Snuo-
oLOTIONON TWV OTOLKELWY aUTWV.

H ouMoyn xwplotwv Oedopévwy  ya  kaBe
YEWYPADLKI) TIEPLOXN) OXETIKA HE TNV EKTTOLOEUTIKNA
aviootnTa  €lval  onuovtikd epyoieio ywa v
evOUVAUWON TWV ETMIUEPOUG TIEPLOXWY KOl TNV
QTMOKEVTPWON, evw TapdAAnAa mapdyel otoweia
ONUQVTIKA o€ TOmkO entinebo. Mmopel va BonBroet
TA OXOAELQ, TOUG KOWOTIKOUG OpyavioloUG Kol TV
KuBépvnon oe Ola ta eminmeda va mpoPouv o
TEKUNPLWHEVO OXESLOOUO Kal XAPOEn TTOALTIKAG.

OL yewypadlkeG avVIOOTNTEG OTIG EKTMAULOEUTIKEG
gUKaLPlEC Kal TO EeKMOUSEUTIKA OMOTEAEoATA
QVTOVOKAOUV EUPUTEPEG AVIOOTNTEG. Tal HETPA TNG
EKTIALOEVUTIKNG TIOALTIKAG QO UOVA TOUG SEV apKoUVv.
OL TIOATIKEG YlOL TNV QVTILETWTILON PTWXELAG KOBWG
KAl OXETKWV TpoPAnuaTtwy otn pilo toug elval
mbavo va eival TEPLOCOTEPO AMOTEAECUATIKESG QO
TG TTAPEUPACELS TNG AWLYWS EKTTOUSEUTIKAG TIOALTIKAG
oTtnNV  KatamoAéunon Tng TeEPLPEPELAKAG  EKTIOAL-
SEUTIKAG aVIOOTNTAG.
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BA. mivaka 4.46, 0. 150.
BA. mivaxa 4.46, 0. 150.
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Kokkuvote

Vaatamata sellele, et liikmesriigid on vé&tnud
kohustuse edendada vordseid voimalusi hariduses ja
koolituses, on haridusvGimalused ja -tulemused oma
geograafilise jaotumise poolest jatkuvalt ebavérdsed
nii ELi liikkmesriikide vahel kui ka riigisiseselt.

Kdesolev aruanne annab (ilevaate ELi riigisisestest
piirkondlikest ebavdrdsetest haridusvGimalustest ja -
tulemustest.  Aruande  eesmdrk on  toetada
poliitikakujundajate  joupingutusi  luua  tdhusad
meetmed piirkondlike erinevuste vahendamiseks.
Aruanne sisaldab {le 100 kaardi, mis aitavad
ebavordsustest pilti luua ning teeb iga naitaja puhul
kindlaks 10 parimate ja 10 halvimate tulemustega
piirkonda. Aruande péhisénumid on jargmised.

ELi piirkondade haridusalane ebavordsus

e  ELi piirkonnad on haridusvGimaluste ja -tulemuste
poolest markimisvaarselt ebavérdsed. Riigisisesed
erinevused saavutustes on sageli vahemalt sama
suured kui riikidevahelised erinevused ning tihti
suuremadki.

e Koige rohkem elab madala ametliku
kvalifikatsiooniga inimesi (kes on ,parimal juhul
omandanud alus-, esimese taseme VOi teise
taseme hariduse alumise astme”) Léuna-Euroopas,
eriti  Portugalis ja Hispaanias. Seevastu nii
Uhendkuningriigi kui ka Euroopa kesk- ja idaosa
piirkondades elavatel inimestel on kdrgem
kvalifikatsioon."**

e  Kdige rohkem kolmanda taseme haridusega isikuid
elab pdhiliselt  Uhendkuningriigi, Belgia ja
Madalmaade, kuid ka P8hja-Hispaania ja Kiiprose
piirkondades. Seevastu kdige vdahem elab
kolmanda taseme hariduse omandanuid Itaalia,
Portugali ning ELi kesk- ja idaosa piirkondadesm.

e  Kdige suurem "kdikidel haridustasemetel Sppivate
Opilaste ja (liopilaste osakaal liikmesriigi
kogurahvastikust" on koondunud ELi p&hja- ja
lddneossa, eriti Soome, Rootsi, kuid ka Belgiasse ja
lirimaale. Kodige vdiksem on osakaal enamjaolt
Saksamaa idaosas, Pohja-ltaalias ja Euroopa
kaguosas, kuid ka Loode-Hispaanias ja
Portugalislzg.

e  Kdige suurem on "esimese taseme haridust ja teise
taseme alumist astet omandavate Gpilaste osakaal
liikmesriigi ~ kogurahvastikust" liri  Vabariigi

21 Vit tabelid 3.17-3.18 ja joonis 3.9 (lk 83-84).

Vt joonis 3.11; tabelid 3.21 ja 3.22 (Ik 85-86).
Vt joonis 3.1 ja tabelid 3.2 ja 3.3 (lk 75).
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piirkondades, Portugalis, Louna-Hispaanias, kuid ka
Madalmaades, Taanis ja LGuna-Rootsis. Seevastu
P&hja-Itaalias ja Euroopa kaguosas on osakaal
viikseim***

K&ige suurem on ,teise taseme hariduse llemist
astet ning teise taseme jargset, kolmanda taseme
eelset haridust omandavate Opilaste ja UliGpilaste
osakaal liikmesriigi 15.—24. aastastest elanikest”
Itaalias, Belgias, Rootsis ja Soomes, seevastu
Kreeka, Hispaania, Portugali, Rumeenia, Bulgaaria
ja Prantsusmaa piirkondades on see néitaja
madalaim."”.

Koige rohkem ,,parimal juhul teise taseme hariduse
ilemise astme ning teise taseme jargse, kolmanda
taseme eelse hariduse” omandanutest elab Kesk-
ja Ida-Euroopas, koige vdahem aga LOuna-
Euroopaslze.

Taiskasvanute elukestvas Gppes osalemise maar on
piirkonniti viga erinev. Uhendkuningriigi, Taani,
Soome ja Rootsi piirkondades osaletakse
elukestvas Gppes kdige rohkem, Euroopa kaguosas
aga koige vahem.'”’

Geograafiline juurdepadasetavus kolmanda taseme
haridusele on ELis piirkonniti markimisvaarselt
erinev."”®  Parima "geograafilise juurdepaase-
tavusega piirkonnad asuvad Saksamaal,
Uhendkuningriigis ja Madalmaades. Seevastu
Kagu-Euroopa, Pd&hja-Rootsi ja -Soome, Balti
riikide, Hispaania, Taani ja Prantsusmaa
piirkondades on "geograafiline juurdepaasetavus"
kolmanda taseme haridusele halvim."*

ELi liikmesriikide sisesed piirkondlikud erinevused

Kui m&6ta iga ELi liikmesriigi sisest ebavordsust iga
vaadeldava naitaja puhul suurima ja vidikseima
piirkondliku vairtuse vahega™, on Rumeenias
piirkondlik erinevus suurim naitaja , koikidel
haridustasemetel Oppivate Gpilaste ja Ulidpilaste
osakaal liikmesriigi  kogurahvastikust”  osas,
jargnevad TsSehhi Vabariik, Belgia ja Hispaania.
Skaala teise otsa jaavas liri Vabariigis on vaartus
vaikseim (kuid pange tahele, et lirimaal on vaid
kaks piirkonda). Paistab, et ka Taanis, Rootsis,
Ungaris ja Poolas ei erine selle naitaja osas
piirkonna suurim ja vdikseim vaartus palju.

Naitajast ,tdiskasvanute osalemine elukestvas
dppes” ilmneb, et Uhendkuningriigis on piirkondlik
erinevus vaieldamatult suurim, erinevus kdrgeima

Vt joonis 3.3 ja tabelid 3.6 ja 3.7 (Ik 77)

Vt joonis 3.4 ja tabelid 3.8 ja 3.9 (lk 78).

Vt joonis 3.10; Tabelid 3.19 ja 3.20 (lk 84-85).

Vt joonis 3.2 ja tabelid 3.4 ja 3.5 (lk 76).

Vt joonis 3.6; tabel 3.12 (lk 80-81).

Lahimast Ulikoolist (ile 60 minuti tee kaugusel elavate inimeste
osakaal piirkonna kogurahvastikust.

Vaadeldavad néitajad on esitatud tabelis 3.1, Ik 74.



EDUCATION INEQUALITY ACROSS EU REGIONS

(Inner London, 16,1 %) ja madalaima vaartusega
piirkonna (Pdhja-lirimaa, 5,7 %) vahel ulatub
10,4 %-ni. Ka Slovakkia ja Taani piirkondades on
erinevus selle muutuja osas suur.”

Muud péhisonumid

Riigi keskmine katkeb endas tihti ebameeldivaid
kohalikke ja piirkondlikke olusid.

I . L . . e  Piirkondlikud erinevused Opivaldkonnas
Néitaja ,teise taseme llemise astme haridust voi . . . .
. pidurdavad piirkondlikku arengut ja
teise taseme jargset, kolmanda taseme eelset maianduskasvu
haridust (ISCED 3-4) omandavate Gpilaste ja ) ’
Ulidpilaste osakaal 15.-24. aastastest elanikest” e  Piirkondlikud erinevused haridusvaldkonnas

osas erinevad parimate ja halvimate tulemustega
piirkonnad kdige rohkem Belgias.

Mdéne liikkmesriigi piirkonnad erinevad palju naitaja
,kolmanda  taseme haridust omandavate
Ulidpilaste osakaal 20.-24. aasta vanusest
rahvastikust” osas. Erinevus on suurim Belgias,
millele jargnevad tihedalt TSehhi Vabariik ja
Austria. Lisaks on selle naitaja osas suur erinevus
ka Kreekas, Itaalias ja Rumeenias, kus erinevus
parimate ja halvimate tulemustega piirkondade
vahel ulatub 80 %-ni. Enamasti pohjustab suurt
vahet see, et pealinna piirkonnas on koige
paremad vdimalused kolmanda taseme hariduse
omandamiseks."*?

siivendavad ELi piirkondade vahelist ebavordsust.
Samuti  hoogustab see ajude  &ravoolu
arenenumatesse/rikkamatesse piirkondadesse.

Haridusalase ebavérdsuse olemus, ulatus ja mdju
varieeruvad ELi piirkondade IGikes silmatorkavalt.
Uldiste lahenduste asemel peavad poliitilised
lahendused Iahtuma konkreetsetest oludest.

Liikmesriikides  kogutakse praegu andmeid
allpiirkondlikul ning (ksikute koolide ja klasside
tasandil, kuid tegevust oleks vaja paremini
koordineerida ning andmed avalikustada.

Haridusalase ebavordsuse kohta geograafiliselt
liigendatud andmete kogumisest vdiks kasu olla

. . . . kohaliku maojuvéimu suurendamisel ja
Erinevus parimate ja halvimate tulemustega . L

iirkondade vahel selles osas. kui paliu inimesi elab detsentraliseerimisel. Sel viisil kogutud teave on
P ! pal oluline  kohalikul  tasandil. ~Andmed vdivad

lahimast Ulikoolist tile 60 minuti tee kaugusel, on
suurim Hispaanias talle jargneb tihedalt Kreeka,
kolmas on Soome ning neljas Bulgaaria.

Kaheksas ELi liikmesriigis erinevad parimate ja
halvimate tulemustega piirkonnad kolmanda
taseme hariduse omandanute arvu osas Ule 15 %.
Erinevus on suurim Uhendkuningriigis (23,4 %),

koolidele, kogukondlikele organisatsioonidele ja
koikide tasandite valitsusasutustele
téenduspdhisel planeerimisel  ja poliitika
valjatootamisel toeks olla.

Piirkondlikud erinevused haridusvdimalustes ja -
tulemustes viitavad laiemale ebavordsusele. Ainult

jargnevad Prantsusmaa (21,3 %), Belgia (19,4 %), h?riduspv'aliitika m.eetmete§t el pii'sa. UINd'iseid
Téehhi Vabarik (18,7%), Hispaania (17.5 %) piirkondlikke haridusalaseid tavasid md&jutab
’ ! ! ’ Uksnes haridust kasitleva poliitika asemel

Slovakkia (17 %) ja Rumeenia (15,4 %). Selle néitaja
osas on piirkondade vaheline erinevus suhteliselt

téendoliselt paremini poliitika, millega vdideldakse
vaesuse ja sellega seotud ebasoodsa olukorraga

vaike lirimaal, Itaalias, Sloveenias, Portugalis, ‘uba nende tekkimise aial
Soomes ja Austrias (kdigis alla 10 %)."* ) Jal
Madala haridustasemega inimeste (kes on

,parimal juhul omandanud alus-, esimese taseme
vOi teise taseme hariduse alumise astme”) arvu

osas on erinevus parimate ja halvimate
tulemustega piirkondade vahel k&ige suurem
Prantsusmaal  (27,2%), jargnevad Kreeka,

Hispaania, Rumeenia ja Saksamaa. Erinevus on aga

vaiksem Sloveenias, lirimaal, Slovakkias, Austrias ja
134

Soomes.

Vt tabel 4.45, |k 150.
Vt tabel 4.45, Ik 150.
Vt tabel 4.46, |k 150.
Vt tabel 4.46, |k 150.
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Tiivistelma

Asia pahkinankuoressa: Vaikka EU:n jasenvaltiot ovat
sitoutuneet edistamaan koulutuksen tasapuolisuutta,
koulutusmahdollisuuksien ja oppimistulosten valilla
on vield suuria maantieteellisida eroja paitsi
jasenvaltioiden vdililld myds niiden sisdlld.

Tassa raportissa tarkastellaan kansallisten alueiden
koulutusmahdollisuuksien ja tulosten eriarvoisuutta
EU:ssa. Sen tavoitteena on tukea paatoksentekijoiden
pyrkimyksid  suunnitella tehokkaita toimenpiteita
ndiden erojen korjaamiseksi. Raportti sisaltaa yli 100
karttaa, jotka havainnollistavat eriarvoisuuksia. Siind
madritetdan 10 parhaiten ja 10 huonoiten sijoittunutta

EU-aluetta kunkin tutkitun indikaattorin osalta.
Tédrkeimmdt havainnot ovat:

Koulutuksen eriarvoisuus EU:n alueilla

e EU:n alueiden valiset erot

koulutusmahdollisuuksien  ja  oppimistulosten
osalta ovat huomattavat. Oppimistulosten erot
kansallisessa vertailussa ovat usein vahintdan yhta
suuret kuin kansainvélisessé vertailussa esiin
tulevat erot.

e Eniten sellaisia ihmisid, joilla on vain perusasteen
koulutus ("enintaan esiasteen, alemman
perusasteen tai ylemman perusasteen koulutus"),
on Eteld-Euroopan ja erityisesti Portugalin ja
Espanjan alueilla. Sen sijaan alueet, joilla ihmisilla
on korkeampi koulutus, sijaitsevat useimmiten
Yhdistyneessa kuningaskunnassa seka Keski- ja Ita-
Euroopassalas.

e Alueet, joilla on eniten korkea-asteen koulutuksen
saaneita ihmisia sijaitsevat lahinnd Yhdistyneessa
kuningaskunnassa, Belgiassa ja Alankomaissa seka
Pohjois-Espanjassa ja Kyproksella. Sen sijaan
alueet, joilla on vahiten korkea-asteen koulutuksen
saaneita ihmisid, sijaitsevat Italiassa, Portugalissa
ja EU:n keski- ja itdosissa™".

e Alueet, joilla on eniten "oppilaita ja opiskelijoita
kaikilla koulutustasoilla suhteessa
kokonaisvdestoon"  sijaitsevat  [dhinna  EU:n
pohjois- ja lansiosissa, erityisesti Suomessa ja
Ruotsissa seka Belgiassa ja Irlannissa. Alueet, joilla
on vdhiten oppilaita ja opiskelijoita kaikilla
koulutustasolla  suhteessa  kokonaisvaestoon,
sijaitsevat padasiassa Saksan itdosassa, Pohjois-
Italiassa ja Kaakkois-Euroopassa seka Luoteis-

Espanjassa ja Portugalissam.

135 Ks. taulukot 3.17-3.18 ja kuvio 3.9 (s. 83-84).

Ks. kuvio 3.11 ja taulukot 3.21 ja 3.22 (5.85-86).
Ks. kuvio 3.1 ja taulukot 3.2 ja 3.3 (s. 75).
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e Eniten "oppilaita alemman perusasteen ja
ylemman perusasteen koulutuksessa suhteessa
kokonaisvaestdéon" on Irlannin, Portugalin ja Eteld-
Espanjan alueilla sekd Alankomaiden, Tanskan ja
Eteld-Ruotsin alueilla. Vahiten oppilaita
perusasteen koulutuksessa suhteessa
kokonaisvaestdon on sen sijaan Pohjois-Italiassa ja
Kaakkois-Euroopassa138.

e Alueet, joilla on eniten "oppilaita ja opiskelijoita
keskiasteen  koulutuksessa ja  keskiasteen
jalkeisessd koulutuksessa, joka ei ole korkea-
asteen koulutusta, prosenttiosuutena 15-24-
vuotiaista", sijaitsevat Iahinna Italiassa, Belgiassa,
Ruotsissa ja Suomessa, kun taas suurin osa
alueista, joilla osuudet ovat alhaisimmat,
sijaitsevat Kreikassa, Espanjassa, Portugalissa,
Romaniassa, Bulgariassa ja Ranskassa'*’

e Eniten ihmisia, joilla on "enintddn keskiasteen
koulutus tai keskiasteen jalkeinen koulutus, joka ei
ole korkea-asteen koulutusta", on ldhinna Keski- ja
Itd-Euroopan alueilla, kun taas alueet, joilla maarat
ovat alhaisimmat, sijaitsevat useimmiten Etela-
Euroopassa14°.

o Alueelliset erot aikuisten  osallistumisessa
elinikdiseen oppimiseen ovat EU:ssa suuret.
Yhdistyneessd  kuningaskunnassa, = Tanskassa,
Suomessa ja Ruotsissa on eniten alueita, joilla
osallistuminen  elinikdiseen  oppimiseen on
aktiivista, kun taas useimmat alueet, joilla
osallistuminen elinikdiseen oppimiseen on hyvin
vihiistd, sijaitsevat Kaakkois-Euroopassa™*

e Korkea-asteen koulutuksen maantieteellisessa
saavutettavuudessa on suuria eroja EU:n eri
alueiden vililli'**. Alueet, joilla maantieteellinen

saavutettavuus on parhainta, sijaitsevat padasiassa

Saksassa, Yhdistyneessd kuningaskunnassa ja

Alankomaissa. Sen sijaan useimmat alueet, joilla

korkea-asteen  koulutuksen  maantieteellinen

saavutettavuus™®®  on  heikointa,  sijaitsevat

Kaakkois-Euroopassa, Pohjois-Ruotsissa, Pohjois-

Suomessa, Baltian maissa, Espanjassa, Tanskassa ja

Ranskassa.

Alueelliset erot EU:n jdsenvaltioiden siséilld

e Kun tarkastellaan alueellisia eroja kunkin EU:n
jasenvaltion sisdlla (mitattuna suurimpien ja
pienimpien alueellisten arvojen valisind eroina
kunkin tutkitun indikaattorin®** osalta), kay ilmi

¥ ks. kuvio 3.3 ja taulukot 3.6 ja 3.7 (s. 77).

139 s. kuvio 3.4 ja taulukot 3.8 ja 3.9 (s. 78).

Ks. kuvio 3.10 ja taulukot 3.19 ja 3.20 (s. 84-85).

Ks. kuvio 3.2 ja taulukot 3.4 ja 3.5 (s.76).

2 Ks. kuvio 3.6 ja taulukko 3.12 (s.80-81).

3 prosenttiosuus alueen kokonaisviestdsts, joka asuu yli 60
minuutin matkan paassa lahimmasta yliopistosta.

' Tutkitut indikaattorit esitetdén taulukossa 3.1, s. 74.
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ettd indikaattorin "oppilaita ja opiskelijoita kaikilla
koulutustasoilla  suhteessa  kokonaisvdestoon"
alueelliset erot ovat suurimmat Romaniassa. Heti
perdssa tulevat TSekki, Belgia ja Espanja. Toisaalta
pienin arvo mitattiin Irlannissa (jossa alueita on
tosin vain kaksi). Myds Tanskassa, Ruotsissa,
Unkarissa ja Puolassa kyseisen indikaattorin
suurimman ja pienimman arvon vdliset erot

vaikuttavat suhteellisen vahaisilta'*.

Indikaattorin "aikuisten osallistuminen elinikdiseen
oppimiseen" osalta alueelliset erot ovat selvasti
suurimmat Yhdistyneessa kuningaskunnassa, jossa
suurimman (Inner London, 16,4 %) ja pienimman
(Pohjois-Irlanti, 5,7 %) arvon valinen ero on 10,4 %.
Myos Slovakiassa ja Tanskassa alueelliset erot ovat
. . e N 146
suhteellisen suuria timan muuttujan osalta™ .

Indikaattorin “oppilaita ja opiskelijoita keskiasteen
koulutuksessa ja keskiasteen jalkeisessa
koulutuksessa, joka ei ole korkea-asteen
koulutusta, (ISCED 3—4) prosenttiosuutena 15-24-
vuotiaista” osalta ero alueiden suurimman ja
pienimman arvon valilla on suurin Belgiassa.

Joissakin jasenvaltioissa alueiden valiset erot ovat
suuret indikaattorissa “opiskelijoita korkea-asteen
koulutuksessa, prosenttiosuutena 15—
24-vuotiaista”. Ero on suurin Belgiassa, ja heti sen
jalkeen tulevat TSekki ja Itdvalta. Ero on suuri
tdman indikaattorin osalta myods Kreikassa,
Italiassa ja Romaniassa, joissa haarukka alueiden
parhaimman ja heikoimman arvon valilld on yli 80
%. Useimmissa tapauksissa tdma johtuu siitd, etta
maan padkaupunkiseutu on hallitsevassa asemassa
korkea-asteen  koulutuksen  mahdollisuuksien
osalta'”’.

Espanjassa on suurin ero alueiden suurimman ja
pienimman arvon valilla sen suhteen, kuinka
monta ihmista asuu yli 60 minuutin matkan paassa
lahimmasta yliopistosta, ja sen peradssa tulee heti
Kreikka Suomen ollessa kolmannella ja Bulgarian
neljannelld sijalla.

Kahdeksassa EU:n jasenvaltiossa on yli 15
prosentin ero niiden alueiden valilla, joilla asuu
eniten ja vahiten korkeakoulututkinnon
suorittaneita. Ero on suurin  Yhdistyneessa
kuningaskunnassa (23,4 %), ja sen jalkeen tulevat
Ranska (21,3 %), Belgia (19,4 %), Tsekki (18,7 %),
Espanja (17,5 %), Slovakia (17 %) ja Romania
(15,4 %). Ero tdamadn muuttujan osalta on
suhteellisen  vahdinen Irlannissa, Italiassa,
Sloveniassa, Portugalissa, Suomessa ja ltdvallassa
(kaikissa alle 10 %)"*%.
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147
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Ks. taulukko 4.45, s. 150.
Ks. taulukko 4.45, s. 150.
Ks. taulukko 4.45, s. 150.
Ks. taulukko 4.46, s. 150.
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Kun tarkastellaan niiden ihmisten maaraa, joilla on
vain perusasteen koulutus ("enintdan esiasteen,
alemman perusasteen tai ylemman perusasteen
koulutus"), alueiden suurimman ja pienimman
arvon valinen ero on suurin Ranskassa (27,2 %), ja
sen jalkeen Kreikassa, Espanjassa, Romaniassa ja
Saksassa. Sen sijaan ero on pienin Sloveniassa,
Irlannissa, Slovakiassa, Itdvallassa ja Suomessa'®’.

Muut keskeiset havainnot

Kansalliset keskiarvot katkevat usein ikavia

paikallisia ja alueellisia tosiasioita.

Oppimisen alueelliset erot ovat tasapainoisen
alueellisen kehityksen ja talouskasvun esteena.

Koulutuksen alueelliset erot vahvistavat EU:n
alueiden eriarvoisuutta. Erot myds edesauttavat
osaamisen siirtymista (aivovientid)
kehittyneemmille ja rikkaammille alueille.

Koulutuksen eriarvoisuuden luonne, mittakaava ja
vaikutukset ovat hyvin erilaisia eri EU:n alueilla.
Siksi ratkaisumallit on sovitettava kutakin aluetta
varten sen sijaan, etta ne olisivat yleisia.

Jasenvaltiot kerdavat talla hetkelld tietoja
aluetasoa alemmalta tasolta sekd yksittdisten
koulujen ja Iluokkahuoneiden tasolta, mutta
toimintaa on koordinoitava paremmin ja tiedot on
asetettava julkisesti saataville.

Koulutuksen eriarvoisuutta koskevien
maantieteellisesti eriteltyjen tietojen keradminen
voi olla tarkea véline paikallisten
vaikutusmahdollisuuksien lisdamiseksi ja hallinnon
hajauttamiseksi.  Siten saadaan paikallisesti
hyédynnettdvissé olevia tietoja. Tiedot voivat
auttaa kouluja, yhteisdjen elimida ja kaikkia
hallintotasoja sitoutumaan naytt6dn perustuvaan
suunnitteluun ja paatoksentekoon.

Koulutusmahdollisuuksien  alueelliset erot ja
oppimistulokset antavat viitteita myos
laajemmasta eriarvoisuudesta. Koulutuspolitiikan
toimenpiteet yksin eivét riitd. Toimintatavat, joilla
puututaan koyhyyteen ja huono-osaisuuteen
liittyviin nakokohtiin  syvemmalld  tasolla,
vaikuttavat alueellisiin koulutusrakenteisiin
todenndkoisesti  paremmin  kuin  puhtaasti
koulutuspoliittiset toimet.

149

Ks. taulukko 4.46, s. 150.
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Osszefoglalé

Roéviden: Annak ellenére, hogy az unids tagallamok
elkotelezték magukat amellett, hogy az oktatasban és a
képzésben el6mozditjdk a méltanyossagot, tovabbra is
nagy foldrajzi egyenlétlenségek mutathatdk ki az oktatasi
lehet6ségek és a tanuldsi eredmények terén mind a
tagallamok kéz6tt, mind azokon beliil.

A jelentés felvazolja az oktatasi lehetGségek és a tanulasi
eredmények terén a egyes unidés tagdllamokon beliil a
régidk kozott fennalld egyenlétlenségeket. Célja, hogy
tamogassa a politikai dontéshozokat arra iranyuld
er6feszitéseikben, hogy e kilonbségek kikliszobolése
érdekében hatékony intézkedéseket hozzanak. A jelentés
tobb mint 100 térképet tartalmaz, melyek vizudlisan is
megjelenitik e kllonbségeket. A térképek bemutatjak,
hogy az egyes vizsgdlt mutatdkat tekintve mely unids
régidk tartoznak a tiz legmagasabb, illetve legalacsonyabb
értéket mutatd régid kozé. A jelentés legfontosabb
tizenetei a kdvetkezdk:

Oktatdsi egyenlétlenségek az EU régidiban

e Az unids régidk kozott jelentés egyenl6tlenségek
mutathatok ki az oktatasi lehetGségek és a tanulasi
eredmények terén. A  tagdllamokon  beliili
teljesitménybeli kiilénbségek gyakran legaldbb olyan
nagyok — s6t, id6nként nagyobbak —, mint a
tagallamok kézéttiek.

e  Azoka régiok, ahol az alacsony formalis képzettséggel
rendelkez6k (legfeljebb iskola elStti nevelésben
részesild, az altalanos iskola alsé vagy felsé tagozatat

befejez6 személyek) ardnya a legmagasabb,
els6sorban a dél-eurdpai — kiilondsen a portugdliai és
spanyolorszdgi — régiok kozil kertlnek ki. Ezzel

szemben féként az Egyesiilt Kirdlysag, valamint
K&zép- és Kelet-Eurdpa egyes régidira jellemzé a

magasabb  képzettséggel rendelkez6k nagyobb
aranya™.
o A fels6foki végzettséggel rendelkez6k aranya

jellemzdéen az Egyesilt Kirdlysag, Belgium, Hollandia
egyes régiodiban, valamint Eszak-Spanyolorszagban és
Cipruson a legmagasabb. Ezzel szemben ez az arany
egyes olaszorszagi, portugaliai, valamint kozép- és
kelet-eurdépai régiokban a legalacsonyabb™™.

e Az EU északi és nyugati tagallamaiban — elsésorban
Finnorszadgban, Svédorszagban, valamint Belgiumban
és Daniaban — koncentralddnak azok a régiok, ahol a
teljes lakossagra kivetitve a legmagasabb a tanuldk és
hallgatdk aranya az oktatas valamennyi szintjén. Ez az
arany  tobbnyire Kelet-Németorszag, Eszak-
Olaszorszag és Délkelet-Eurdpa, valamint Délnyugat-
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Lasd: 3.17-3.18. tablazat és 3.9. abra (83-84. oldal).
Lasd: 3.11. abra; 3.21. és 3.22. tablazat (85-86. oldal).
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Spanyolorszag és
legalacsonyabb™2.

Portugalia egyes régidiban a

o A teljes lakossagra kivetitve az altaldnos iskola alsé
vagy fels6 tagozatan tanuldk aranya az ir Kdztarsasag,
Portugalia, Dél-Spanyolorszag, Hollandia, Dania és
Dél-Svédorszag egyes régidiban a legmagasabb. Ezzel
szemben a legalacsonyabb arany Eszak-
Olaszorszagban és Délkelet-Eurdpaban figyelheté
meg153.

e A kozépfoku oktatdasban és a nem fels6foku
posztszekunder képzésben részt vevd tanuldk aranya
a 15-24 évesekre vetitve féként Olaszorszag, Belgium,
Svédorszag és Finnorszag egyes régidiban a
legmagasabb, mig Gorogorszdg, Spanyolorszag,
Portugalia, Romania, Bulgdria és Franciaorszag egyes
régidiban a legalacsonyabb™*.

o Alegfeljebb kozépfoku oktatdsban és a nem fels6foku
posztszekunder  képzésben  képesitést  szerzé
személyek aranya tobbnyire kozép-és kelet-eurdpai
régiokban a legmagasabb, mig a legalacsonyabb

arany elsGsorban dél-eurdpai régidkban mutathatd
ki'>>.

o Az egész életen &t tartd tanuldsban részt vevd
felnGttek aranyat tekintve az EU-n belil jelent&s
regiondlis kilonbségek mutathatok ki. A legtobb
régio, ahol az egész életen 4t tartd tanuldsban valé
részvétel kiemelked6en magas, az Egyesilt
Kiralysagban, Daniaban, Finnorszagban és
Svédorszagban (taladlhatd), mig a legtobb olyan régio,
ahol az egész életen at tartd tanuldsban részt vevék
aranya kifejezetten alacsony, Délkelet-Eurdpaban
van™®,

e Az unids régiok kozott jelentds kilonbségek adodnak

a fels6oktatas foldrajzi elérhetésége terén™.
ElsGsorban Németorszagban, az Egyesiilt Kirdlysagban
és Hollandidaban taldlhatdk a legkedvez6ébb féldrajzi
elérhet6séggel rendelkez6 régidk. Ezzel szemben a

fels6oktatashoz valé foldrajzi hozzaférhetdség terén a

legrosszabb  eredményekkel rendelkezd régiok
tobbsége™®  Délkelet-Eurépaban, Svédorszag  és
Finnorszdg északi részein, a balti allamokban,

Spanyolorszagban,
taldlhato.

Danidban és Franciaorszdgban

Regionadlis kiilonbségek az unios tagdllamokon beliil

e Ha megvizsgdljuk az egyes tagallamokon beliili, az
egyes vizsgdlt mutatdk legnagyobb és legkisebb
regionalis értékei kozotti kilonbség szerint mért
regionalis egyenl6tlenségeket'™, a teljes lakossagra

132 Lasd: 3.1. dbra, valamint 3.2. és 3.3. tablazat (75. oldal).

Lasd: 3.3. dbra, valamint 3.6. és 3.7. tablazat (77. oldal).
Lasd: 3.4. 4bra, valamint 3.8. és 3.9. tablazat (78. oldal).
Lasd: 3.10. dbra; 3.19. és 3.20. tablazat (84-85. o.).
Lasd 3.2. abra, 3.4. és 3.5. tablazat (76. 0.).

Lasd: 3.6. dbra; 3.12. tablazat (80-81. o.).

Az adott régid 6sszlakossaganak az a hanyada, amely a
legkozelebbi egyetemtdl tobb mint hatvan percre lakik.

%9 A vizsgélt mutatdkat a 3.1. tablazat mutatja (74. 0.).
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kivetitve Romanidban a legnagyobbak a regionalis
kilonbségek a tanulék és hallgatdk ardnyaban az
oktatas valamennyi szintjén; ezeket az adatokat
szorosan kovetik a Cseh Koztarsasagra, Belgiumra és
Spanyolorszagra vonatkozo értékek. Ugyanakkor ez az
eltérés az Ir Koztarsasag esetében a legkisebb
(figyelembe kell venni ugyanakkor, hogy az orszag
minddssze két régiobdl all). E mutatdt tekintve Dania,
Svédorszag, Magyarorszag és Lengyelorszag esetében
szintén viszonylag alacsony az eltérés a regionalis
fels és alsd értékek kozott™™.

Az egész életen &t tartd tanuldsban részt vevd
feln6ttek aranyat tekintve az Egyesilt Kirdlysag
mutatéi tandskodnak messze a legnagyobb regionalis
kilénbségekrél: 10,4% az eltérés a legmagasabb
(Belsé-London, 16,1%) és legalacsonyabb (Eszak-
irorszag, 5,7%) értéket mutatd régidk kozott. E
valtozot tekintve Szlovakidban és Dénidban szintén
viszonylag nagy regionalis kiilonbségek mutathatok
ki*®.

A kozépfoku oktatdsban és a nem felsGfoku
posztszekunder képzésben részt vevs tanuldknak a
15-24 évesekre vetitett ardnyat tekintve a

legmagasabb és legalacsonyabb értéket mutaté
régiok kozotti killonbség Belgiumban a legnagyobb.

Egyes tagdllamokban a fels6foku oktatasban részt
vevl tanuldknak a 15-24 évesekre vetitett aranyat
tekintve mutathatdk ki jelentds regionalis eltérések.
Belgiumban a legszélesebb a szakadék, majd szorosan
kovetkezik a Cseh Koztdrsasdg és Ausztria.
GOrogorszag, Olaszorszag és Romania adatai szintén
szamottevd kilonbségekrél tanuskodnak: a mutatot
tekintve a legmagasabb és legalacsonyabb ardnyt
elérd régiok kozott 80% az eltérés. A legtébb esetben
ez az eredmény annak tulajdonithato, hogy a
fels6oktatasi lehet&ségek els6sorban a févarosi
régidban dsszpontosulnak'®2.

A legkozelebbi egyetemtél tébb mint 60 percre él6k
szamat tekintve Spanyolorszagban a legnagyobbak a
regiondlis  kilonbségek;  Gorogorszag  szoros
eredménnyel a mdsodik, Finnorszdg a harmadik és
Bulgaria a negyedik e téren.

Az egyes régidkban fels6foku képzettséggel
rendelkez6k aranyat tekintve nyolc tagallamban
haladja meg a 15%-ot a két széls6 regionalis érték
kozotti kilonbség. A legnagyobb kilonbséget az
Egyesiilt Kirdlysagban mérték (23,4%), ezt koveti
Franciaorszdg (21,3%), Belgium (19,4%), a Cseh
Koztarsasag (18,7%), Spanyolorszag (17,5%), Szlovakia
(17%) és Romania (15,4%). E valtozot tekintve
viszonylag  kisebb az  eltérés  irorszagban,
Olaszorszagban, Szlovéniaban, Portugalidban,
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Finnorszagban és Ausztridban (valamennyi orszagban
10% alatti)*®.

Az alacsony képzettséggel rendelkezék (legfeljebb
iskola el6tti nevelésben részesiil, az altalanos iskola
also vagy fels6 tagozatat befejezé személyek) szamat
tekintve  Franciaorszagban a legnagyobbak a
regiondlis kiilénbségek (27,2% a két széls6 érték
kozott), majd Gorogorszag, Spanyolorszag, Romania
és Németorszag kovetkezik. Ezzel szemben
Szlovéniaban, irorszagban, Szlovakiaban, Ausztridban

és Finnorszagban a legkisebb a kilonbség e téren®.

Egyéb f6 iizenetek

A nemzeti atlagok gyakran kedvezétlen helyi és
regionadlis adatokat takarnak.

Az oktatasban jelentkezé regionalis egyenl&tlenségek
akadalyozzak a kiegyensulyozott regionalis fejlédést
és a gazdasagi novekedést.

Az oktatasban jelentkezd regionalis kiilonbségek
fokozzdk az EU régidi kozotti egyenlétlenségeket.
Emellett hozzajarulnak a fejlettebb/gazdagabb
régidkba irdnyuld agyelszivashoz is.

Az unids régiok kozott jelentds kiilbnbségek vannak
az oktatasi egyenlGtlenségek jellege, mértéke és
hatasai kozott. Altalanos szakpolitikai megoldasok
helyett az egyes helyzetekre szabott megoldasra kell
torekedni.

Az alregionalis szintd, valamint az egyes iskolakra és
osztdlyokra vonatkozd adatok gydjtése jelenleg zajlik
a tagdllamokban, de hatékonyabb koordinacidra van
szlikség, illetve arra, hogy ennek érdekében az adatok
hozzaférhetSk legyenek a nyilvanossag szamara.

Az oktatasbeli egyenlGtlenségekre  vonatkozo,
foldrajzi bontasban szereplé adatok Gsszeallitasa
fontos eszkdz lehet a helyi felel6sségteremtés és a
decentralizdcié szamara, helyi szinten fontos
informdcidkat nyujt, tovabba segithet az iskoldknak, a
kozosségi szervezeteknek és a kormdnyzasnak
(minden szinten) abban, hogy bizonyitékokon alapuld
tervezést és szakpolitikakat alkalmazzanak.

Az oktatdsi lehet6ségek és a tanuldsi eredmények
terileti egyenl6tlenségei szélesebb értelemben vett
egyenl6tlenségeket tikroznek. Az oktataspolitikai
intézkedések Onmagukban nem elégségesek. Az
oktatasban mutatkozd regiondlis egyenl&tlenségek
enyhitésében nagy valdszinliséggel sikeresebbek
lennének a szegénységet és a hatranyos helyzet ezzel
Osszefligg6 tényez6it a probléma gyokerénél kezel6
szakpolitikdk, mint a kizdrélag oktatdspolitikai
fellépések.
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Sommario

In sintesi: Nonostante gli sforzi compiuti dagli Stati
membri delllUE per creare condizioni di maggiore
equita in materia d'istruzione e formazione,
persistono forti disparita educative su base geografica
nelle opportunita e nei risultati, non solo tra Stati ma
anche al loro interno.

Questa relazione traccia un quadro delle disuguaglianze
educative regionali all'interno dei singoli paesi
L'obiettivo & di contribuire alla definizione di misure
efficaci per correggere queste disparita. La relazione
include piu di 100 mappe che aiutano a visualizzare le
disuguaglianze e identifica le prime e le ultime dieci
regioni dell'UE in relazione a ciascuno degli indicatori
esaminati. | messaggi chiave sono i seguenti:

Le diseguaglianze educative fra le regioni dell’lUE

e Esistono notevoli disuguaglianze tra le regioni
dell'UE nelle opportunita e nei risultati nel campo
dell'istruzione. Le differenze intranazionali nei
risultati conseguiti sono spesso almeno uguali, se
non maggiori, rispetto  alle  differenze
internazionali.

e Le regioni con i tassi piu elevati di persone con
qualifiche formali di livello inferiore ("istruzione
prescolastica, istruzione primaria o secondaria
inferiore") sono per lo piu nell’'Europa meridionale
e in particolare in Spagna e Portogallo. Quelle in
cui le persone hanno qualifiche di livello piu
elevato si trovano invece soprattutto nel Regno
Unito e nell'Europa centrale e orientale'®.

e Le regioni con i tassi piu elevati di persone con un
titolo d'istruzione terziaria sono soprattutto nel
Regno Unito, in Belgio e nei Paesi Bassi, ma anche
nel nord della Spagna e a Cipro. Quelle con i tassi
piu bassi si trovano invece in Italia, in Portogallo e
nell'Europa centrale e orientale™®.

e Leregioni dell'UE con i tassi piu elevati di "alunni e
studenti a tutti i livelli di istruzione in percentuale
della popolazione totale" sono concentrate nelle
aree settentrionali e occidentali dell'lUE, in
particolare in Finlandia e Svezia ma anche in Belgio
e Irlanda. Le regioni con i tassi piu bassi si trovano
principalmente nell'est della Germania, nel nord
dell'ltalia, nell'Europa sudorientale, ma anche nel
nordovest della Spagna e in PortogaIIoW.
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Cfr. tabelle 3.17-3.18 e figura 3.9 (pagg. 83-84).
Cfr. figura 3.10; Tabelle 3.21 e 3.22 (pp.85-86).
Cfr. figura 3.1 e tabelle 3.2 e 3.3 (pag. 75).
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e Le regioni con i tassi piu elevati di "alunni delle
scuole primarie e secondarie inferiori in
percentuale della popolazione totale" sono nella
Repubblica di Irlanda, in Portogallo, nel sud della
Spagna, ma anche nei Paesi Bassi, in Danimarca e
nel sud della Svezia. | tassi piu bassi si osservano
invece nel nord dell'ltalia e nell'Europa
sudorientale™®,

e Le regioni con i tassi piu elevati di "alunni e
studenti dell'istruzione secondaria superiore e
post-secondaria non universitaria in percentuale
della popolazione di eta compresa tra i 15 e i 24
anni" sono in ltalia, Belgio, Svezia e Finlandia,
mentre le regioni con i tassi piu bassi sono in
Grecia, Spagna, Portogallo, Romania, Bulgaria e
Francia™.

e Le regioni con i tassi pil elevati di persone con
"istruzione secondaria superiore e istruzione post-
secondaria non universitaria" sono soprattutto
nell'Europa centrale e orientale, mentre le regioni
con i tassi piu bassi sono concentrate nell'Europa
meridionale'”’.

e Nell'UE vi sono notevoli disparita regionali nella
partecipazione degli adulti all'apprendimento
permanente. Regno Unito, Danimarca, Finlandia e
Svezia hanno il maggior numero di regioni con una
forte partecipazione, mentre le regioni con un
tasso di partecipazione molto basso si concentrano

1 . 171
nell'Europa sudorientale™ .

e "l'accessibilita geografica" all'istruzione terziaria
presenta notevoli differenze tra le regioni
dell'UE'". Le regioni con la migliore accessibilita
geografica sono soprattutto in Germania, nel
Regno Unito e nei Paesi Bassi, quelle con la
peggiore accessibilita geografica all'istruzione
terziaria'”® sono nell'Europa sudoccidentale, nel
nord della Svezia e della Finlandia, nei paesi baltici,
in Spagna, Danimarca e Francia.

Disparita regionali all'interno degli Stati membri
dell'UE

e Sesiconsiderano le disparita regionali all'interno di
ciascuno Stato membro dell'lUE, misurate dalla
differenza tra valori regionali massimo e minimo di
ciascun indicatore’’®, la maggiore disuguaglianza
regionale per quanto riguarda l'indicatore "alunni e
studenti a tutti i livelli di istruzione in percentuale
della popolazione totale" si registra in Romania,

188 Cfr figura 3.3 e tabelle 3.6 e 3.7 (p. 77)

Cfr. figura 3.4 e tabelle 3.8 e 3.9 (pag. 78).

Cfr. figura 3.10; Tabelle 3.19 e 3.20 (pagg. 84-85).

Cfr. figura 3.2 e tabelle 3.4 e 3.5 (pag. 76).

Cfr. figura 3.6; Tabella 3.12 (pagg. 80-81).

La percentuale del totale della popolazione di una regione che
vive a piu di 60 minuti dalla pil vicina universita.

7 Gli indicatori esaminati figurano nella tabella 3.1, pag. 74.
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seguita da vicino dalla Repubblica ceca, dal Belgio
e dalla Spagna. La Repubblica di Irlanda ha invece il
valore minimo (ma le regioni sono solo due).
Anche in Danimarca, Svezia, Ungheria e Polonia le
differenze tra il valore regionale massimo e
minimo per  questo indicatore'”  sono

relativamente piccole.

e Per lindicatore "partecipazione degli adulti
all'apprendimento permanente" la disparita
maggiore si nota nel Regno Unito, con una
differenza del 10,4% tra la regione con il valore piu
elevato (Inner London, 16,1%) e la regione con il
valore pil basso (Irlanda del Nord, 5,7%). Anche in
Slovacchia e Danimarca le disparita regionali per
questa variabile sono relativamente forti'’®.

e || divario maggiore tra le regioni per l'indicatore
"alunni e studenti dell'istruzione secondaria
superiore e post-secondaria non universitaria
(ISCED 3-4) in percentuale della popolazione di eta
compresa trai 15 e i 24 anni" si registra in Belgio.

e In alcuni Stati membri vi sono grandi differenze tra
le regioni per l'indicatore "studenti dell'istruzione
terziaria in percentuale della popolazione dai 20 ai
24 anni". Lo scarto piu elevato si registra in Belgio,
seguito da vicino da Repubblica ceca e Austria.
Questo indicatore mostra ampi scarti anche in
Grecia, Italia e Romania, tutte con un divario
superiore all'80% tra la regione con i valori piu alti
e quella con i valori piu bassi. Nella maggior parte
dei casi questa & una conseguenza della posizione
dominante della regione della capitale in termini di
offerta di istruzione terziaria*’”.

e La Spagna ha lo scarto maggiore tra le regioni con i
valori massimi e minimi per l'indicatore relativo al
numero di persone che vivono a pil di 60 minuti di
distanza dalla pil vicina universita; segue da vicino
la Grecia, poi la Bulgaria (terza) e la Finlandia
(quarta).

e In otto Stati membri dell'lUE si registra una
differenza superiore al 15% tra la regione con il
numero pil alto e quella con il numero piu basso
di diplomati dell'istruzione terziaria. Il Regno Unito
e il paese con lo scarto pil ampio (23,4%), seguito
da Francia (21,3%), Belgio (19,4%), Repubblica ceca
(18,7%), Spagna (17,5%), Slovacchia (17%) e
Romania (15,4%). Lo scarto per questa variabile &
relativamente minore in Irlanda, Italia, Slovenia,
Portogallo, Finlandia e Austria (dove & inferiore al
10%)""®.

Y75 Cfr. tabella 4.45, pag. 150.

Cfr. tabella 4.45, pag. 150.
Cfr. tabella 4.45, pag. 150.
Cfr. tabella 4.46, pag. 150.
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Per quanto riguarda il numero di persone con un
basso livello d'istruzione (con "al massimo titoli di
istruzione prescolastica, primaria e secondaria
inferiore"), la Francia & il paese con il divario
maggiore (27,2%) tra la regione con il valore pil
alto e quella con il valore piu basso; seguono
Grecia, Spagna, Romania e Germania. | paesi con i
divari minori sono invece Slovenia, Irlanda,

. . . . 179
Slovacchia, Austria e Finlandia™"".

Altri messaggi chiave

Le medie nazionali spesso nascondono spiacevoli
realta locali e regionali.

Le disparita regionali ostacolano lo sviluppo
regionale equilibrato e la crescita economica.

Le disparita regionali nel campo dell'istruzione
aggravano la disuguaglianza tra le regioni dell'UE e
alimentano la fuga dei cervelli verso le regioni piu
sviluppate e piu ricche.

Vi & una notevole variabilita nella natura, nella
portata e nelle conseguenze delle disuguaglianze
scolastiche tra le regioni dell'UE. Le politiche da
adottare devono tener conto di questa diversita di
situazioni.

| dati a livello subregionale e a livello delle singole
scuole e classi sono attualmente rilevati dagli Stati
membri, € tuttavia necessario un migliore
coordinamento e tali dati vanno resi di pubblico
dominio.

| dati sulle disuguaglianze educative disaggregati
dal punto di vista geografico possono essere uno
strumento importante per il rafforzamento dei
poteri locali e la decentralizzazione. Queste
informazioni sono significative a livello locale e
possono aiutare le scuole, le collettivita e tutti i
livelli di governo a impegnarsi nella pianificazione e
nelle politiche basate su dati di fatto.

Le disparita territoriali nelle opportunita e nei
risultati educativi riflettono disuguaglianze ancor
pil ampie. Le misure di politica educativa da sole
non bastano. Politiche che affrontino alla radice il
problema della poverta e le sue conseguenze
possono risultare piu efficaci degli interventi
settoriali per ridurre le disparita regionali.
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Cfr. tabella 4.46, pag. 150.
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Santrauka

Apibendrinant galima teigti: nors ES valstybés narés
yra jsipareigojusios skatinti lygias galimybes Svietimo
ir mokymo srityje, geografiniai tiek lyginant
valstybes nares, tiek kiekvienos valstybés regionus —
Svietimo galimybiy ir rezultaty skirtumai tebéra
didziuliai.

Sioje ataskaitoje analizuojami ES $aliy vidiniai
regioniniai Svietimo galimybiy ir rezultaty skirtumai.
Taip siekiama paremti politikus, rengiancius
veiksmingas Siy skirtumy maZinimo priemones.
Ataskaitoje pateikiama daugiau kaip 100 Zemélapiy,
kuriuose minéti skirtumai parodyti vizualiai. Be to,
pagal kiekvieng i$ rodikliy nustatyti desimt geriausiy ir
deSimt prasCiausiy regiony. Toliau aptariamos
svarbiausios ataskaitos mintys.

Nevienodos svietimo galimybés ES regionuose

e Svietimo galimybiy ir rezultaty skirtumai tarp ES
regiony yra gana ryskds. Skirtumai Salies viduje
paprastai yra ne maZesni (o neretai — ir didesni) nei
skirtumai tarp $aliy.

e Daugiausiai menkg oficialig kvalifikacija (ne
aukstesnj kaip prieSmokyklinj, pradinj ar pagrindinj
iSsilavinimg) turinciy asmeny yra Piety Europos
Saliy (visy pirma Portugalijos ir Ispanijos)
regionuose. Aukstesnés kvalifikacijos Zmoniy
daugiausia gyvena Jungtinéje Karalystéje, Vidurio ir
Ryty Europos regionuose 0

e Daugiausiai aukstajj issilavinimg jgijusiy asmeny
yra Jungtinéje Karalystéje, Belgijoje,
Nyderlanduose, taip pat Siauriniuose Ispanijos
regionuose ir Kipre. Italijos, Portugalijos bei Vidurio
ir Ryty Europos valstybése narése aukstajj
iSsilavinima jgyja maziausiai imoniqlgl.

e DidzZiausia mokiniy ir studenty visose Svietimo
pakopose procentiné dalis, vertinant pagal bendrg
gyventojy skai¢iy, yra Siaurinéje ir vakarinéje ES
dalyse. Tai visy pirma Suomija, Svedija, Belgija ir
Airija. Ryty Vokietijoje, Siaurés Italijoje, pietrycCiy
Europos Salyse ir Siaurés vakary Ispanijoje mokiniy
ir studenty procentiné dalis yra maziausia

e Didziausia mokiniy pradinio ir pagrindinio mokymo
pakopose procentiné dalis, vertinant pagal bendrg
gyventojy skaiciy, yra tam tikruose Airijos,
Portugalijos, Piety Ispanijos regionuose, taip pat
Nyderlanduose, Danijoje ir Svedijos pietuose.
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r.3.17-3.18 lenteles ir 3.9 paveikslg (p. 83—-84).
r. 3.11 paveiksla bei 3.21 ir 3.11 lenteles (p. 85-86).
82 7. 3.1 paveikslg bei 3.2 ir 3.3 lenteles (p. 75).
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MaZiausia procentiné dalis uzfiksuota Siauriniuose
.. . . v. . 183
Italijos ir pietryCiy Europos regionuose™ .

e Didziausia mokiniy ir studenty vidurinio ugdymo
arba  povidurinio  neuniversitetinio  ugdymo
programose procentiné dalis, vertinant pagal
bendrg 15-24 m. asmeny skaiciy, yra Italijos,
Belgijos, Svedijos ir Suomijos regionuose;
maziausia Graikijos, Ispanijos, Portugalijos,
Rumunijos, Bulgarijos ir Prancizijos regionuose184.

e Daugiausiai Zmoniy, jgijusiy ne didesnj kaip vidurinj
arba povidurinj neuniversitetinj iSsilavinimg, yra
Vidurio ir Ryty Europoje. Maziausiai tokiy Zmoniy
yra Piety Europos §a|yse185.

e ES yra dideliy regioniniy suaugusiyjy mokymosi
visg gyvenimg skirtumy. Daugiausiai Zmoniy
mokymosi visg gyvenimg programose dalyvauja
Jungtinéje Karalystéje, Danijoje, Suomijoje ir
Svedijoje, maZiausiai — pietryciy Europos éalyselgs.

e Ryskiy ES regiony skirtumy matyti ir aukstyjy
mokykly geografinio prieinamumo srityje187
Didziausio geografinio prieinamumo regiony
daugiausia yra Vokietijoje, Jungtinéje Karalystéje ir
Nyderlanduose. Prasciausio geografinio
prieinamumo regionq188 daugiausia yra pietryciy
Europoje, Svedijos ir Suomijos Siauréje, Baltijos
Salyse, Ispanijoje, Danijoje ir Prancizijoje.

Regioniniai skirtumai ES valstybése narése

e Regioniniai skirtumai ES valstybése narése
vertinami pagal didZiausias ir maziausias visy
nagrinéty rodikliy regionines vertes' . Didziausi
regioniniai mokiniy ir studenty visose Svietimo
pakopose procentinés dalies, vertinant pagal visy
gyventojy skaiCiy, skirtumai pagal §j rodiklj
nustatyti Rumunijoje. Nedaug geresné padétis ir
Cekijoje, Belgijoje ir Ispanijoje. MaZiausia skirtumy
nustatyta Airijoje (taciau reikia pabrézti, kad Si Salis
teturi du regionus). Palyginti menki maZziausios ir
didZiausios rodiklio vertés skirtumai nustatyti ir
Danijoje, Svedijoje, Vengrijoje bei Lenkijoje**°.

e  Pagal suaugusiyjy dalyvavimo mokymosi visg
gyvenimg programose rodiklj didZiausi regioniniai
skirtumai  nustatyti  Jungtinéje  Karalystéje:
daugiausiai suaugusiyjy (16,1 proc.) mokosi Vidinio
Londono regione, maziausiai (5,7 proc.) — Siaurés
Airijoje, taigi, vertés skirtumas yra net 10,4 proc.

Zr. 3.3 paveiksla bei 3.6 ir 3.7 lenteles (p. 77).

Zr. 3.4 paveiksla bei 3.8 ir 3.9 lenteles (p. 78).

Zr. 3.10 paveiksla bei 3.19 ir 3.20 lenteles (p. 84-85).

Zr. 3.2 paveikslg bei 3.4 ir 3.5 lenteles (p.76).

Zr. 3.6 paveikslg ir 3.12 lentele (p. 80-81).

Procentiné visy regiono gyventojy, kuriy kelioné iki artimiausios
aukstosios mokyklos trunka ne maziau kaip valanda, dalis.

1:2 Nagrinéti rodikliai pateikti 3.1 lenteléje, p. 74.

1903

Zr. 4.45 lentele, p. 150.
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Dideli regioniniai skirtumai pagal $§j rodiklj
pastebéti ir Slovakijoje bei Danijojem.

e Didziausi regioniniai Belgijos skirtumai nustatyti
pagal mokiniy ir studenty dalyvavimo vidurinio
ugdymo arba neuniversitetinio  povidurinio
ugdymo programose procentinés dalies, vertinant
pagal bendrg 15-24 m. asmeny skaiciy, rodikl].

e  Kai kuriose valstybése narése yra dideliy regioniniy
aukstyjy mokykly studenty procentinés dalies,
palyginti su visais 20-24 m. amZiaus gyventojais,
skirtumy. DidZiausias atotrikis nustatytas Belgijoje,
Cekijoje ir Austrijoje. Nemenki skirtumai pagal §j
rodiklj badingi ir Graikijai, Italijai, Rumunijai —
pirmaujancius ir atsiliekancius regionus skiria net
80 proc. atotrikis. Daugeliu atvejy tokig padétj
lemia tai, kad sostinés regione teikiama daugiausia
aukstojo mokslo galimybiqlgz.

e Vertinant Zmoniy, kuriems kelioné iki artimiausios
aukstosios mokyklos trunka daugiau kaip valands,
skaiciy, didziausias atotrikis nustatytas Ispanijos
regionuose. Toliau — Graikija, Suomija ir Bulgarija.

e Vertinant aukstgjj iSslavinimg jgijusiy asmeny
skaiciy, didesnis nei 15 proc. atotrikis tarp pirmojo
ir paskutinio regiono nustatytas astuoniose ES
valstybése narése. Didziausi skirtumai — Jungtinéje
Karalystéje (23,4 proc.), Prancizijoje (21,3 proc.),
Belgijoje (19,4 proc.),  Cekijoje (18,7 proc.),
Ispanijoje (17,5 proc.), Slovakijoje (17 proc.) ir
Rumunijoje (15,4 proc.). Palyginti nedidelis —
mazesnis kaip 10 proc. — Sio rodiklio atotrikis
nustatytas Airijoje, Italijoje, Slovénijoje,
Portugalijoje, Suomijoje ir Austrijojelgs.

e Vertinant pagal menka (ne didesnj kaip
prieSmokyklinj, pradinj ar pagrindinj) iSsilavinima
turinéiy Zmoniy skaiCiy, didziausias regiony
atotrikis nustatytas Prancizijoje (27,2 proc.),
Graikijoje, Ispanijoje, Rumunijoje ir Vokietijoje.
MazZiausias atotrikis Sioje srityje nustatytas
Slovénijoje, Airijoje, Slovakijoje, Austrijoje ir
Suomijoje194.

Kiti svarbis ataskaitos aspektai

e Nacionaliniai vidurkiai neretai slepia nepalankig
vietos ir regiony padét;.

e Svietimo srities regioniniai skirtumai trukdo
proporcingam regiony vystymuisi ir ekonomikos
augimui.

o Svietimo srities regioniniai skirtumai prisideda prie
ES regiony nelygybés. Be to, kyla proty nutekéjimo

91 7r. 4.45 lentele, p. 150.
192 7r. 4.45 lentele, p. 150.
13 7r. 4.46 lentele, p. 150.

194 3

Zr. 4.46 lentele, p. 150.
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i labiau iSsivysCiusius ir turtingesnius regionus
pavojus.

Svietimo skirtumy ES regionuose pobidis, mastas
ir poveikis smarkiai skiriasi. Todél politiniai
sprendimai turi bati ne bendri, o pritaikyti
konkretiems regionams.

Siuo  metu valstybése narése  renkami
subregioninio lygmens ir pavieniy mokykly bei
klasiy duomenys, taciau reikéty uztikrinti geresnj
koordinavima ir Siy duomeny vieSinima.

Geografiskai nekonsoliduoty duomeny apie
Svietimo skirtumus rinkimas gali bati svarbi galios
regionams  suteikimo ir  decentralizavimo
priemoné. Taip kaupiama konkrec¢iam regionui
aktuali informacija. Tokie duomenys gali padéti
mokykloms, bendruomenés organizacijoms ir visy
lygmeny valdzios institucijoms dalyvauti faktais
grindZiamoje planavimo ir politikos veikloje.

Regioniniai Svietimo galimybiy ir rezultaty
skirtumai atspindi didesnio masto nelygybe. Vien
Svietimo politikos priemoniy nepakaks. Siekiant
pakeisti regioninés nelygybés Svietimo srityje
tendencijas, politinés  priemonés,  kuriomis
siekiama jveikti skurda ir jo lemiamg nepalankia
padétj visuomenéje, gali biti kur kas sékmingesnés
nei vien intervencinés Svietimo politikos
priemonés.
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Kopsavilkums

Tsuma. Lai gan dalibvalstis censas veicinat vienlidzibu
izglitibas un apmacibas joma, joprojam pastav lielas
geografiskas atskiribas izglitibas iesp&ju un rezultatu zina
gan starp ES dalibvalstim, gan pasu valstu ieksiené.

Saja zinojuma ir sniegts ieskats par izglitibas iesp&ju un
rezultatu nevienlidzibu starp katras valsts redgioniem
Eiropas Savieniba. Zinojuma mérkis ir palidzét politikas
veidotajiem centienos izstradat iedarbigus pasakumus $o
atskirlbu mazinasanai. Taja iek|auts vairak neka 100 karsu,
kas uzskatami parada minétas atskiribas. Par pamatu
nemot katru raditaju, kas aplikots zinojuma, ir noteikti 10
labdakie un 10 sliktakie ES regioni. Turpmak izklastitas
zinojuma galvenas atzinas.

Izglitibas nevienlidziga situdcija ES regionos

Starp ES regioniem pastav ievérojamas atskiribas
izglttibas iesp&ju un rezultatu zina. Valstu ieksSiené
vérojamas atskiribas sasnieguma zina biezi vien ir
tikpat lielas vai pat lielakas neka atSkirtbas valstu
starpa.

Cilvéeki ar zemu formalo kvalifikaciju ("tikai
pirmsskolas, sakumskolas vai pamatskolas izglitiba")
vislielaka skaita mit Dienvideiropas regionos un it
Tpasi Portugalé un Spanija. Turpreti regioni, kuros
dzivo cilveki ar augstaku kvalifikaciju, galvenokart
atrodas Apvienotaja Karalisté, ka arT Centraleiropa un
Austrumeirop3'®.

Regioni ar vislielako raditaju augstako izglitibu
ieguvuso cilvéku skaita zina galvenokart atrodas
Apvienotaja Karalisté, Belgija un Niderlandg, ka art
Spanijas ziemelos un Kipra. Savukart regioni, kuros Sis
raditdjs ir viszemakais, ir ltalija, Portugalé un ES
centralaja un austrumu da)a™®.

ES regioni, kuros ir visvairak "skolénu un studentu
visu limenu izglitibas iestadés procentuali no visu
iedzivotaju skaita", atrodas ES ziemelos un rietumos,
jo Tpadi Somija un Zviedrija, ka arT Belgija un Trija.
Regioni ar viszemakajiem raditajiem atrodas
galvenokart Vacijas austrumos, Italijas ziemelos un
Eiropas dienvidaustrumos, ka arl  Spanijas
zieme|rietumos un Portugilé'”’.

Regioni, kuros ir visvairak "skolénu pamatizglitibas
iestadés procentuali no visu iedzivotaju skaita",
atrodas Irija, Portugalé, Spanijas dienvidos, ka ar
Niderlandé, Danija un Zviedrijas dienvidu dala.
Turpreti zemakie raditaji ir vérojami Italijas ziemelos

un Eiropas dienvidaustrumos'*.

195
196
197
198

Sk. 3.17. un 3.18. tabulu un 3.9. attélu (83., 84. Ipp.)
Sk. 3.11. attélu, 3.21. un 3.22. tabulu (85., 86. Ipp.).
Sk. 3.1. attélu un 3.2. un 3.3. tabulu (75. Ipp.)
Sk. 3.3. attélu un 3.6. un 3.7. tabulu (77. Ipp.)
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Regioni, kuros ir visvairak "skolénu un studentu
videjas izglitibas un pécvidusskolas neterciaras
izglitibas iestadés procentuali no 15-24 g.v. jauniesu
skaita", galvenokart atrodas Italija, Belgija, Zviedrija
un Somija, bet lielaka dala regionu ar attiecigi
viszemakajiem raditajiem atrodas Griekija, Spanija,
Portugalé, Rumanija, Bulgarija un Francija™®.

Regioni ar vislielako to cilvéku skaitu, kuriem ir "tikai
vidusskolas un pécvidusskolas neterciara izglitiba",
galvenokart atrodas Centraleiropa un Austrumeiropa,
bet regioni ar attiecigi viszemakajiem raditajiem
parsvara atrodas Dienvideiropa®®.

Lielas regionalas atskiribas Eiropas Savieniba
vérojamas pieauguso mdazizglitiba. Lielaka dala
regionu ar iedzivotaju procentuali nozimigu lidzdalibu
muZizglitiba atrodas Apvienotaja Karaliste, Danija,
Somija un Zviedrija, bet lielaka dala regionu ar |oti
zemiem raditdjiem mazZizghtiba atrodas Eiropas
dienvidaustrumos®.

ES regionos’® ir vérojamas bitiskas atikiribas
terciaras izglitibas "geografiskaja pieejamiba". Regioni
ar vislabako "geografisko pieejamibu" galvenokart ir
Vacija, Apvienotaja Karalisté un Niderlandé. Turpreti
lielaka dala regionu ar viszemakajiem raditajiem
terciaras izglitibas "geografiskas pieejamibas® zina
atrodas  Eiropas dienvidaustrumos,  Zviedrijas
ziemeJos un Somija, Baltijas valstis, Spanija, Danija un
Francija.

Regionalas atskiribas ES dalibvalstu iekSiené

AplUkojot regionalas atskiribas katras ES dalibvalsts
iekSiené un aprékinot starpibu starp maksimalajam
un minimalajam regionalajam vértibam par katru
vértéto raditaju’®, Rumanija ir valsts ar vislielakajam
regionalajam atSkirtbam attieciba uz raditaju "skoléni
un studenti visu lmenu izgltibas iestadés
proporcionali no kopéja iedzivotaju skaita", tai seko
Cehija, Belgija un Spanija. Turpretim vismazakas
at3kiribas ir Trija (tomér japiemin, ka Trija ir tikai divi
regioni). Arl Danija, Zviedrija, Ungarija un Polija ir

_ . vy e = v = y=r=:_205
relativi mazas atSkirlbas starp $a raditaja
maksimalajam  un  minimalajam  regionalajam
vertibam.

Aplikojot radrtaju "pieauguso lidzdaliba mazizghtiba",
Apvienotaja Karalisté vérojamas vislielakas regionalas
atskiribas, jo starpiba starp regionu ar augstako
raditaju (lekslondona, 16,1 %) un regionu ar zemako
raditaju (Ziemelirija, 5,7 %) ir 10,4 %. Slovakija un

199
200
201
202
203

Sk. 3.4. attélu un 3.8. un 3.9. tabulu (78. lpp.)

Sk. 3.10. attélu, 3.19. un 3.20. tabulu (84., 85. Ipp.).

Sk. 3.2. attélu un 3.4. un 3.5. tabulu (76. Ipp.).

Sk. 3.6. attélu, 3.12. tabulu (80., 81. Ipp).

Procentuals skaits no visiem regiona iedzivotajiem, kas dzivo

vairak neka 60 minasu attaluma no tuvakas augstskolas.
% yértétie raditaji ir uzskaititi 3.1. tabula 74. Ipp.

205

Sk. 4.45. tabulu 150. Ipp.
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Danija arl pastav saméra lielas regionalas atskiribas
. o= v .- . 206
attieciba uz So mainigo lielumu™™.

Belgija ir vislielaka starpiba starp saraksta augsgala un
apaksgala regioniem attieciba uz raditaju "skoléni un
studenti vidusskolas un pécvidusskolas neterciaras
izgltibas iestadés (ISCED 3-4) procentuali no 15—
24 g.v. jauniesiem)".

Dazas dalibvalstis pastav lielas regionalas atskiribas
attiectlba uz raditaju "studenti terciaras izglitibas
iestadés procentuali no 20-24 g.v. jaunieSu skaita".
Belgija &7 starpiba ir vislielaka, tai ciesi seko Cehija un
Austrija. Turklat attieciba uz So raditaju liela starpiba
ir Griekija, Italija un Rumanija, kur ta parsniedz 80 %,
salidzinot starp regioniem, kas Sajas valstis atrodas
saraksta pirmaja un pédéja vieta. Lielakoties to izraisa
galvaspilsétas regiona parsvars terciaras izglitibas
iespéju207 zina.

Spanija ir vislielaka starpiba starp saraksta augsgala
un apaksgala regioniem attieciba uz cilvékiem, kas
dzivo vairak neka 60 minGSu attaluma no tuvakas
augstskolas, tai ciesi seko Griekija, tad Somija tresaja
vieta un Bulgarija ceturtaja vieta.

Astonas ES dalibvalstis starpiba starp saraksta
augsgala un apaksgala regioniem attieciba uz
cilvekiem ar pabeigtu augstako izglitibu regiona
parsniedz 15 %. Apvienota Karaliste ir valsts ar
vislielako starpibu (23,4 %), tai seko Francija (21,3 %),
Belgija (19,4 %), Cehija (18,7 %), Spanija (17,5 %),
Slovakija (17 %) un Rumanija (15,4 %). Starpiba
attieciba uz $o mainigo lielumu ir relativi zemaka Trij3,
Italija, Slovénija, Portugalé, Somija un Austrija (visas
zem 10 %)*%.

Veértéjot cilveku skaitu ar zemu izglitibu (tikai
"pirmsskolas, sakumskolas un pamatskolas izglitiba"),
Francija ir vislielaka starpiba starp saraksta pirmaja un
pédéja pozicija ierindotajiem regioniem (27,2%
starpiba), tai seko Griekija, Spanija, Rumanija un
Vacija. Turpretl valstis ar viszemako starpibu ir

Slovénija, Trija, Slovakija, Austrija un Somija®®.

Citas svarigas atzinas

Vidéjie raditaji valsti Joti bieZi apslépj nepatikamo
vietéjo un regionalo situaciju.

Regionalas atSkirtbas izglitiba kavé Iidzsvarotu
regionalo attistibu un ekonomikas izaugsmi.
Regionalas atskirtbas izglittbas joma veicina

nevienlidzibu starp ES regioniem. Tas ir arl iemesls
"smadzenu aizplGsanai" uz attistitakiem/bagatakiem
regioniem.

206
207
208
209

Sk. 4.45. tabulu 150. Ipp.
Sk. 4.45. tabulu 150. Ipp.
Sk. 4.46. tabulu 150. Ipp.
Sk. 4.46. tabulu 150. Ipp.
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Nevienlidziba izglitibas joma starp ES regioniem
ievérojami atskiras péc rakstura, méroga un
ietekmes.  Politikas  risinajumiem  jabat  ipasi
pieldgotiem, nevis universaliem.

Paslaik dalibvalstis tiek vakti dati par apaksregionalo
imeni un par skolu un klasu limeni, bet ir
nepieciesama labaka koordinacija un So datu publiska
pieejamiba.

Geografiski neapkopotu datu vaksana par izglitibas
nevienlidzibu var bt svarigs instruments vietéjo
iestazu lidzdalibas veicinasanai un decentralizacijai.
Tas nodrosinatu vietéja limeni bdtisku informaciju,
varétu palidzét skolam, sabiedribas organizacijam un
visu limenu parvaldes iestadém iesaistities uz
konkrétiem datiem balstita planoSana un politikas
veidosana.

Izglitibas iesp&ju un rezultatu nevienmeériga izplatiba
liecina par dzilaku nevienlidzibu. Ar izglitibas politikas
pasakumiem vien situaciju nav iesp&jams atrisinat. Lai
ietekmétu izglitibas regionalas nevienlidzibas kopéjas
tendences, salidzinajuma ar klasiskiem izglitibas
politikas pasakumiem lielaka iedarbiba visticamak bus
politikas pasakumiem, kas ir vérsti uz nabadzibas un
saistito problému risinasanu pasa sakne.
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Sommarju ezekuttiv

Fi ftit kliem: Minkejja l-impenji mill-Istati Membri tal-UE
biex jippromwovu I-ekwita fl-edukazzjoni u t-tahrig, ghad
baga' differenzi geografici kbar fl-opportunitajiet u I-eziti
edukattivi, kemm bejn I-Istati Membri tal-UE kif ukoll fi
hdanhom.

Dan ir-rapport jaghti stampa tal-inugwaljanzi regjonali
intranazzjonali fl-opportunitajiet u l-eziti edukattivi fl-UE.
L-ghan tieghu huwa li jappogga lil dawk li jfasslu I-politika
fl-isforzi taghhom biex ifasslu mizuri effettivi biex jikkoregu
dawn id-diskrepanzi. Fih iktar minn 100 mappa li jghinu
biex jigu vizwalizzati l-inugwaljanzi. Huwa jidentifika I-
agwa u l-aghar 10 regjuni tal-UE ghal kull wiehed mill-
indikaturi li jifli. 1l-messaggdi ewlenin tieghu huma:

L-inugwaljanzi fl-edukazzjoni bejn ir-regjuni tal-UE

e Hemm inugwaljanzi konsiderevoli fl-opportunitajiet u
l-eziti edukattivi bejn ir-regjuni tal-UE. Id-differenzi
intranazzjonali fir-rati ta' suétess huma ta' spiss
talangas kbar dags, u hafna drabi akbar, mid-
differenzi internazzjonali.

e Ir-regjuni bl-oghla rata ta' nies bi ftit kwalifiki formali
("bl-akbar kisba edukattiva fil-livell ta' qgabel il-
primarja, tal-primarja jew tas-sekondarja inferjuri")
jinsabu l-aktar fin-nofsinhar tal-Ewropa u spec¢jalment
fil-Portugall u Spanja. B’kuntrast ma’ dan, ir-regjuni
fejn in-nies ghandhom kwalifiki oghla jinsabu I-aktar
fir-Renju Unit, kif ukoll fl-Ewropa Centrali u tal-

Lvant®*°,

e Ir-regjuni bl-oghla rata ta' individwi bi kwalifiki tal-
edukazzjoni terzjarja jinsabu l-aktar fir-Renju Unit, fil-
Belgju u fil-Pajjizi I-Baxxi, izda wkoll fit-tramuntana ta’
Spanja u f'Cipru. B’kuntrast ma’ dan, ir-regjuni bl-
ingas rati jinsabu fl-Italja, fil-Portugall, u fil-pajjizi tal-

UE ¢entrali u tal-lvant™*.

e Ir-regjuni tal-UE bl-oghla rata ta "tfal tal-iskola u
studenti f'kull livell tal-edukazzjoni bhala per¢entwal
tal-popolazzjoni totali" huma kkoncentrati fit-
tramuntana u fil-punent tal-UE, specjalment fil-
Finlandja, fl-Isvezja, izda wkoll fil-Belgju u I-Irlanda. Ir-
regjuni bl-ingas rati jinsabu l-aktar fil-lvant tal-
Germanja, fit-tramuntana tal-ltalja u fix-xlokk tal-
Ewropa, izda wkoll fil-majjistral ta' Spanja u I-

Portugall**2.

e Ir-regjuni bl-oghla rata ta "studenti fil-primarja u |-
edukazzjoni sekondarja inferjuri bhala peréentwal tal-
popolazzjoni totali" huma osservati f'regjuni tar-

210 Ara t-Tabelli 3.17-3.18 u I-Figuri 3.9 (pp. 83-84).
211 Ara |-Figura 3.11; It-Tabelli 3.21 u 3.22 (pp.85-86).
212 Ara |-Figura 3.1 u t-Tabelli 3.2 u 3.3 (p. 75).

Repubblika tal-Irlanda, il-Portugall, in-nofsinhar ta'
Spanja, izda wkoll fil-Pajjizi I-Baxxi, id-Danimarka u I-
Isvezja tan-nofsinhar. B’kuntrast ma’ dan, huma
osservati rati baxxi fit-tramuntana tal-Italja u fix-xlokk
tal-Ewropa®®.

e Ir-regjuni bl-oghla rata ta "tfal tal-iskola u studenti fl-
iskola sekondarja  superjuri  u fl-edukazzjoni
postsekondarja mhux terzjarja bhala percentwal tal-
popolazzjoni ta' eta bejn il-15 u |-24 sena" jinsabu I-
aktar fl-Italja, il-Belgju, I-Isvezja u I-Finlandja, filwaqt li
I-bicéa |-kbira tar-regjuni bl-aktar rati baxxi jinsabu fil-
Gre¢ja, Spanja, il-Portugall, ir-Rumanija, il-Bulgarija u
Franza®.

e Irregjuni bl-oghla rata ta' persuni b"l-aktar
edukazzjoni gholja taghhom fil-livell ta' sekondarja
superjuri  u edukazzjoni postsekondarja mhux
terzjarja" jinsabu l-aktar fl-Ewropa Centrali u tal-
Lvant, filwaqt li r-regjuni bl-ingas rati jinsabu |-aktar
fin-nofsinhar tal-Ewropa®.

e Hemm differenzi regjonali kbar f'termini tal-
partecipazzjoni adulta fit-taghlim tul il-hajja fl-UE. Ir-
Renju Unit, id-Danimarka, il-Finlandja u I-Isvezja
ghandhom l-oghla ghadd ta’ regjuni b’partecipazzjoni
gawwija fit-taghlim tul il-hajja, filwaqt li I-bi¢ca I-kbira
tar-regjuni b'rati baxxi hafna ta’ partecipazzjoni fit-

taghlim tul il-hajja huma fl-Ewropa tax-Xlokk®*®.

e Hemm  differenzi  sinifikanti  f'"l-ac¢essibbilta
geografika" ghall-edukazzjoni terzjarja madwar ir-
regjuni tal-UE*.  Ir-regjuni li ghandhom I-ahjar
"accessibbilta  geografika" jinsabu l-aktar fil-
Germanja, ir-Renju Unit u I-Pajjizi -Baxxi. B'kuntrast
ma' dan, hafna mir-regjuni bl-ingas punteggi dwar "I-
accessibbilta geografika" ghall-edukazzjoni terzjarja®'®
huma fl-Ewropa tax-Xlokk, it-Tramuntana tal-Isvezja u
I-Finlandja, I-Istati Baltici, Spanja, id-Danimarka u
Franza.

Id-disparitajiet regjonali fi hdan I-Istati Membri tal-UE

o Jekk inharsu lejn id-diskrepanzi regjonali fi hdan kull
Stat Membru tal-UE kif imkejla permezz tad-
differenza bejn il-valuri regjonali massimi u minimi
ghal kull indikatur ezaminat®®, ir-Rumanija ghandha I-
oghla divergenza regjonali rigward I-indikatur "tfal tal-
iskola u studenti f'kull livell tal-edukazzjoni bhala %
tal-popolazzjoni totali", segwita mill-grib mir-
Repubblika Ceka, il-Belgju u Spanja. Fit-tarf I-iehor, ir-
Repubblika tal-Irlanda ghandha l-ingas valur (izda
innota li din ghandha biss zewg regjuni). Id-

213 Ara |-Figura 3.3 u t-Tabelli 3.6 u 3.7 (p. 77).

214 Ara |-Figura 3.4 u t-Tabelli 3.8 u 3.9 (p. 78).

215 Ara |-Figura 3.10; It-Tabelli 3.19 u 3.20 (pp. 84-85).

216 Ara |-Figura 3.2 u t-Tabelli 3.4 u 3.5 (p.76).

217 Ara |-Figura 3.6; Tabella 3.12 (pp.80-81).

218 1I-% tal-popolazzjoni totali ta’regjun li tghix aktar minn 60 minuta
boghod mill-eqreb universita.

219 L-indikaturi ezaminati huma murija fit-Tabella 3.1, p. 74.
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Danimarka, I-Isvezja, |-Ungerija u I-Polonja wkoll
jidhru li ghandhom relattivament differenzi zghar
bejn il-valur regjonali massimu u dak minimu ghal dan

l-indikatur®®.

o Jekk inharsu lejn l-indikatur "il-partecipazzjoni tal-
adulti fit-taghlim tul il-hajja", ir-Renju Unit ghandu bil-
bosta |-akbar divergenza regjonali, bid-differenza bejn
ir-regjun bl-oghla valur (Inner London, 16.1%) u r-
regjun bl-angas valur (l-Irlanda ta' Fuq, 5.7%) fil-livell
ta’ 10.4%. Is-Slovakkja u d-Danimarka ghandhom
ukoll differenzi regjonali relattivament kbar fir-

rigward ta' dan il-varjabbli***.

e |I-Belgju ghandu l-oghla differenza bejn l-oghla
regjuni tieghu u dawk l-aktar baxxi f'termini ta' "tfal
tal-iskola u studenti fl-iskola sekondarja gholja u I-
edukazzjoni postsekondarja mhux terzjarja (ISCED 3-
4) bhala percentwal tal-popolazzjoni ta' eta bejn il-15
ul-24 sena".

e F'xi Stati Membri, hemm differenzi kbar bejn ir-
regjuni  ghall-indikatur  "studenti  fl-edukazzjoni
terzjarja bhala percentwal tal-popolazzjoni ta’ eta
bejn [-20 1-24 sena". II-Belgju ghandu I-iktar
diskrepanza estensiva, segwit mill-grib  mir-
Repubblika Ceka u I-Awstrija. Barra minn hekk, il-
Gre¢ja, I-ltalja u r-Rumanija kollha ghandhom
diskrepanzi kbar ghal dan l-indikatur b’differenza ta’
aktar minn 80% bejn l-oghla regjun taghhom u dak I-
aktar baxx. Fil-bi¢ca I-kbira ta' dawn il-kazijiet dan
huwa r-rizultat ta' dominanza mir-regjun tal-belt
kapitali f'termini ta' opportunitajiet ta' edukazzjoni
terzjarjam.

e Spanja ghandha l-akbar differenza bejn l-oghla regjuni
taghha u dawk l-aktar baxxi f'termini ta’ ghadd ta’
persuni li jghixu aktar minn 60 minuta 'l boghod mill-
eqreb Universita, segwita mill-grib mill-Gregja, il-
Finlandja u [-Bulgarija fit-tielet u r-raba’ post
rispettivament.

e  Tmien Stati Membri tal-UE ghandhom differenza ta'
aktar minn 15% bejn l-oghla regjuni taghhom u dawk
l-aktar baxxi f'termini ta' numri ta' gradwati fl-
edukazzjoni terzjarja f'kull regjun. Ir-Renju Unit huwa
I-pajjiz bl-akbar diskrepanza (23.4%), segwit minn
Franza (21.3%), il-Belgju (19.4%), ir-Repubblika Ceka
(18.7%), Spanja (17,5%), is-Slovakkja (17%) u r-
Rumanija (15.4%). Id-distakk ghal dan il-varjabbli
huwa relattivament izghar fl-Irlanda, I-ltalja, is-
Slovenja, il-Portugall, il-Finlandja u I-Awstrija (kollha
taht 1-10%)**.

e Jekk inharsu lejn I|-ghadd ta' nies li ghandhom
kwalifiki ta’ edukazzjoni baxxi ("l-aktar kwalifika
gholja tkun gabel il-primarja, primarja u sekondarja

220 Ara t-Tabella 4.45, p. 150.
221 Ara t-Tabella 4.45, p. 150.
222 Ara t-Tabella 4.45, p. 150.
223 Ara t-Tabella 4.46, p. 150.
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inferjuri"), Franza ghandha |-oghla disparita bejn I-
oghla regjuni taghha u dawk |-aktar baxxi (distakk ta'
27.2%), segwita mill-Grecja, Spanja, ir-Rumanija u I-
Germanja. B’kuntrast, il-pajjizi bl-ingas disparita
huma s-Slovenja, I-Irlanda, is-Slovakkja, I-Awstrija u I-

Finlandja®*’.

Messaggi ewlenin ohra

()

Il-medji nazzjonali hafna drabi jostru r-realtajiet lokali
u regjonali mhux mixtiega.

Id-disparitajiet regjonali fit-taghlim ifixklu I-izvilupp
regjonali u t-tkabbir ekonomiku bbilancjat.

Id-disparitajiet  regjonali  fl-edukazzjoni ikomplu
jikkumplikaw l-inugwaljanza bejn ir-regjuni tal-UE.
Iheggu wkoll lil dawk |-aktar edukati jemigraw lejn ir-
reguni l-aktar zviluppati jew ghanja.

Hemm varjazzjoni konsiderevoli fin-natura, I-iskala u
l-effetti tal-inugwaljanzi edukattivi fost ir-regjuni tal-
UE. Is-soluzzjonijiet politici ghandhom jigu mfassla
apposta aktar milli jkunu ta' natura generika.

Bhalissa ged tingabar dejta fuq il-livell subregjonali u
fil-livell ta’ skejjel u klassijiet individwali fi hdan I-Istati
Membri, izda hemm bzonn ta’ koordinazzjoni ahjar u
li din id-dejta ssir disponibbli fid-dominju pubbliku.

’

Il-kompilazzjoni ta dejta dizaggregata
geografikament dwar Il-inugwaljanza fl-edukazzjoni
tista’ tkun strument importanti ghad-
decentralizzazzjoni u l-emancipazzjoni lokali. Din
tiggenera informazzjoni ta’ relevanza lokali. Tista’
tghin lill-iskejjel, l-organizzazzjonijiet komunitarji u |-
livelli kollha tal-gvern biex jippartecipaw fi ppjanar u
politika msejsa fuq I-evidenza.

Id-disparitajiet geografi¢i tal-opportunitajiet u l-eziti
edukattivi jirriflettu inugwaljanzi usa'. Il-mizuri tal-
politika edukattiva wahedhom mhumiex bizzejjed. II-
politiki li jindirizzaw |-gheruq tal-fagar u tal-aspetti
zvantagganti relatati x'aktarx li jirnexxu aktar minn
interventi ta' politika purament edukattiva fil-mod kif
jinfluwenzaw ix-xejriet kumplessivi tal-inugwaljanza
edukattiva regjonali.

224 Ara t-Tabella 4.46, p. 150.
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Samenvatting

In het kort: ondanks de toezeggingen van de
EU-lidstaten dat zij de kansengelijkheid in onderwijs en
opleiding zouden bevorderen, blijven er zowel tussen
maar ook binnen de EU-lidstaten grote geografische
verschillen in onderwijskansen en -resultaten bestaan.

Dit verslag geeft een beeld van de regionale ongelijkheden
binnen de afzonderlijke EU-lidstaten wat de onderwijs-
kansen en -resultaten betreft. Beoogd wordt de
beleidsmakers te ondersteunen in hun inspanningen om
doeltreffende maatregelen te nemen die deze verschillen
moeten wegwerken. Het bevat meer dan 100 kaarten die
de ongelijkheden helpen visualiseren. Voor elk van de
indicatoren die erin aan bod komen, noemt het verslag de
10 EU-regio's die respectievelijk het best en het slechtst
scoren. Dit zijn de belangrijkste boodschappen:

Ongelijkheden op het gebied van onderwijs in de
verschillende regio's van de EU

e De onderwijskansen en -resultaten verschillen
aanzienlijk tussen de EU-regio's. De verschillen in
prestaties zijn tussen de regio's van eenzelfde lidstaat
vaak minstens zo groot als en soms zelfs groter dan
tussen verschillende lidstaten.

e Deregio's met de hoogste percentages personen met
lage formele kwalificaties ("hoogstens lager
middelbaar onderwijs") bevinden zich vooral in Zuid-
Europa en in het bijzonder in Portugal en Spanje. De
regio's waar de bevolking hoger gekwalificeerd is,
bevinden zich daarentegen vooral in het VK en in
Midden- en Oost-Europa®®.

e De regio's waar het grootste percentage van de
bevolking tertiair onderwijs heeft genoten, bevinden
zich vooral in het Verenigd Koninkrijk, Belgié en
Nederland, maar ook in Noord-Spanje en in Cyprus.
De regio's met de laagste percentages daarentegen
bevinden zich in Italig, Portugal, en in het midden en

het oosten van de EU**®.

e De EU-regio's met de hoogste percentages
"leerlingen en studenten in alle onderwijsniveaus als
percentage van de totale bevolking" zijn

geconcentreerd in het noorden en westen van de EU,
en in het bijzonder in Finland en Zweden, maar ook in
Belgié en lerland. De regio's met de laagste
percentages bevinden zich vooral in het oosten van
Duitsland, in het noorden van Italié en in het
zuidoosten van Europa, maar ook in het noordwesten

van Spanje en in Portugal®’.

2 Zie de tabellen 3.17 en 3.18 en figuur 3.9 (blz. 83-84).

228 Zie figuur 3.11 en de tabellen 3.21 en 3.22 (blz.85-86).
*?7 Zie figuur 3.1 en de tabellen 3.2 en 3.3 (blz. 75).
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e De regio's met de hoogste percentages "leerlingen in
het lager en lager middelbaar onderwijs als
percentage van de totale bevolking" bevinden zich in
lerland, Portugal, Zuid-Spanje, maar ook in
Nederland, Denemarken en Zuid-Zweden. De laagste
percentages daarentegen komen voor in Noord-Italié
en Zuidoost-Europa®®®.

e Deregio's met de hoogste percentages "leerlingen en
studenten in het hoger middelbaar en postsecundair
niet-tertiair onderwijs in procent van de bevolkings-
groep 15-24 jaar" bevinden zich vooral in Iltali€,
Belgi€, Zweden en Finland, terwijl de regio's met de
laagste percentages zich in Griekenland, Spanje,
Portugal, Roemenié, Bulgarije en  Frankrijk
bevinden®”’.

e Deregio's met de hoogste percentages personen met
"hoogstens hoger middelbaar en postsecundair niet-
tertiair onderwijs" bevinden zich hoofdzakelijk in
Midden- en Oost-Europa, terwijl de regio's met de
laagste percentages zich meestal in Zuid-Europa

. 230
bevinden®™.

e Er zijn in de EU grote regionale verschillen wat de
participatie van volwassenen in een leven lang leren
betreft. Het Verenigd Koninkrijk, Denemarken,
Finland en Zweden hebben het hoogste aantal regio's
met een hoge participatie in een leven lang leren,
terwijl de meeste regio's met een heel lage
participatie in een leven lang leren zich in Zuidoost-

- 231
Europa bevinden™".

e Naar gelang van de EU-regio zijn er aanzienlijke
verschillen in de "geografische toegankelijkheid" van
het tertiair onderwijs®*’. De regio's met de beste
"geografische  toegankelijkheid" bevinden zich
hoofdzakelijk in Duitsland, het Verenigd Koninkrijk en
Nederland. De meeste regio's met de laagste scores
voor "geografische toegankelijkheid" van het tertiair
onderwijs** bevinden zich daarentegen in Zuidoost-
Europa, het noorden van Zweden en van Finland, de
Baltische Staten, Spanje, Denemarken en Frankrijk.

Regionale verschillen binnen de EU-lidstaten

e Wat de regionale verschillen binnen elke EU-lidstaat
betreft, gemeten aan de hand van het verschil tussen
de hoogste en de laagste regionale waarden voor
elke indicator®*, vertoont Roemenié het grootste
regionale verschil voor de indicator "leerlingen en
studenten in alle onderwijsniveaus in procent van de
totale bevolking”. Het wordt op de voet gevolgd door

228 7je figuur 3.3 en de tabellen 3.6 en 3.7 (blz. 77).

Zie figuur 3.4 en de tabellen 3.8 en 3.9 (blz. 78).

Zie figuur 3.10 en de tabellen 3.19 en 3.20 (blz. 84-85).

Zie figuur 3.2 en de tabellen 3.4 en 3.5 (blz. 76).

?%2 Zie figuur 3.6 en tabel 3.12 (blz. 80-81).

3 Het percentage van de totale bevolking van een regio dat op
meer dan 60 minuten van de dichtstbijzijnde universiteit woont.
4 De verschillende indicatoren zijn opgenomen in tabel 3.1, blz. 74.
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Tsjechié, Belgié en Spanje. lerland heeft de laagste
waarde (het land telt slechts twee regio's). Ook
Denemarken, Zweden, Hongarije en Polen blijken
relatief kleine verschillen te kennen tussen de
regionale maximum- en minimumwaarde voor deze

indicator®®®.

e Voor de indicator "participatie van volwassenen in
een leven lang leren" vertoont het Verenigd
Koninkrijk veruit de grootste variatie: de discrepantie
tussen de regio met de hoogste waarde (het centrum
van Londen, 16,1 %) en de regio met de laagste
waarde (Noord-lerland, 5,7 %) bedraagt er 10,4 %.
Slowakije en Denemarken vertonen eveneens vrij

. . 236
grote regionale verschillen voor deze waarde™.

e Belgié vertoont het grootste verschil tussen zijn
regio's met respectievelijk de hoogste en de laagste
waarde voor "leerlingen en studenten in het hoger
middelbaar en postsecundair niet-tertiair onderwijs
(ISCED 3-4) als percentage van de bevolkingsgroep
15-24 jaar".

e In een aantal lidstaten zijn er grote verschillen tussen
de regio's voor de indicator "studenten in het tertiair
onderwijs als percentage van de bevolkingsgroep 15-
24 jaar". De kloof is het grootst in Belgi€, onmiddellijk
gevolgd door Tsjechié en Oostenrijk. Voorts vertonen
ook Griekenland, Italié en Roemenié tussen hun
regio's met respectievelijk de hoogste en de laagste
waarden voor deze indicator grote kloven van zelfs
meer dan 80 %. In de meeste gevallen is dit toe te
schrijven aan het overwicht van de hoofdstedelijke

regio wat de kansen op tertiair onderwijs betreft®*’.

e Spanje vertoont de grootste kloof tussen zijn regio's
met respectievelijk de hoogste en de laagste waarde
wat het aantal personen betreft dat op meer dan 60
minuten van de dichtstbijzijnde universiteit woont, en
wordt onmiddellijk gevolgd door Griekenland. Finland
komt op de derde en Bulgarije op de vierde plaats.

e Acht EU-lidstaten vertonen voor het aantal
afgestudeerden in het tertiair onderwijs een verschil
van meer dan 15% tussen hun regio's met
respectievelijk de hoogste en de laagste waarde. Het
Verenigd Koninkrijk is het land met de grootste kloof
(23,4 %), gevolgd door Frankrijk (21,3 %), Belgié
(19,4 %), Tsjechié (18,7 %), Spanje (17,5 %), Slowakije
(17 %) en Roemenié (15,4 %). Voor deze indicator is
de kloof relatief kleiner in lerland, Itali€, Slovenig,
Portugal, Finland en Oostenrijk (telkens minder dan
10 %)°%.

e Wat het aantal personen met lage onderwijs-
kwalificaties ("hoogstens lager middelbaar
onderwijs") betreft, zijn in Frankrijk de verschillen

3 Zie tabel 4.45, blz. 150.

Zie tabel 4.45, blz. 150.
Zie tabel 4.45, blz. 150.
Zie tabel 4.46, blz. 150.
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tussen de regio met de hoogste en de regio met de
laagste waarde het grootst (een kloof van 27,2 %).
Daarna komen Griekenland, Spanje, Roemenié en
Duitsland. De landen waar de verschillen het kleinst
zijn, zijn Slovenié, lerland, Slowakije, Oostenrijk en

. 239
Finland™™.

Andere belangrijke boodschappen

()

Nationale gemiddelden verbergen vaak
onaangename plaatselijke en regionale situaties.

Regionale verschillen in leren vormen een
belemmering voor een evenwichtige regionale
ontwikkeling en economische groei.

Regionale verschillen in onderwijs versterken de
ongelijkheid tussen EU-regio's. Zij werken ook de
braindrain naar de meer ontwikkelde/rijkere regio's
in de hand.

Er is heel wat variatie in de aard, de schaal en de
effecten van ongelijkheden op onderwijsgebied in de
verschillende EU-regio's. De beleidsoplossingen
mogen niet algemeen zijn, maar moeten op maat
gesneden zijn.

Binnen de lidstaten worden momenteel gegevens op
subregionaal niveau en op het niveau van individuele
scholen en klassen verzameld, maar er is behoefte
aan meer coordinatie. Ook moeten deze gegevens
publiek beschikbaar worden.

De compilatie van gegevens over ongelijkheden op
onderwijsgebied die per regio worden uitgesplitst,
kan voor een regio een belangrijk instrument zijn
voor decentralisatie en om voor zijn rechten op te
komen. Het genereert informatie die voor het lokale
niveau relevant is. Het reikt scholen, maat-
schappelijke organisaties en alle beleidsniveaus feiten
aan waarop zij hun planning en beleid kunnen
baseren.

Ruimtelijke ongelijkheden in onderwijskansen en —
resultaten weerspiegelen bredere ongelijkheden.
Beleidsmaatregelen op onderwijsgebied alleen
volstaan niet. Beleidsmaatregelen die armoede en
daarmee verband houdende aspecten van
achterstelling bij de wortel aanpakken, hebben meer
kans op succes dan maatregelen die enkel op
onderwijs gericht zijn — wanneer het erop aankomt
algemene patronen van regionale ongelijkheden op
onderwijsgebied te beinvloeden.

239

Zie tabel 4.46, blz. 150.
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Streszczenie

W skrécie: Pomimo zobowigzania sie panstw
cztonkowskich UE do promowania réwnosci szans w
zakresie ksztatcenia i szkolen, nadal utrzymuja sie wielkie
geograficzne réinice w mozliwosciach edukacyjnych i
osigganych rezultatach zaréwno miedzy poszczegdlnymi
panstwami, jak i wewnatrz paniistw cztonkowskich UE.

Niniejsze sprawozdanie opisuje regionalne nieréwnosci
wewngtrz panstw UE w dziedzinie mozliwosci
edukacyjnych i  osigganych  rezultatéw. Celem
sprawozdania jest wsparcie decydentéw w wysitkach na
rzecz opracowania skutecznych $rodkéw w celu
zlikwidowania tych rdznic. Zawiera ono ponad 100 map,
ktére pomagaja zobrazowaé nieréwnosci. Okresla ono
dziesie¢ przodujgcych regionéw UE dla kazdego z
badanych wskaznikéw i dziesie¢ regionéw o najgorszych
wynikach. Kluczowe kwestie jego przestania to:

Nierownosci w edukacji we wszystkich regionach UE

e  Miedzy regionami UE istniejg znaczne rdznice w
mozliwosciach edukacyjnych i osigganych
rezultatach. Roznice w osigganych  wynikach
wewnatrz poszczegdlnych panstw w poréwnaniu z
réznicami miedzy panstwami sg czesto co najmniej
réownie duze, a nawet wieksze.

e Regiony z najwyzszym odsetkiem osdb o niskich
kwalifikacjach (,co najwyzej wyksztatcenie nizsze niz
podstawowe, podstawowe lub $rednie | stopnia”)
znajduja sie gtéwnie w Europie Potudniowej,
szczeg6lnie w Portugalii i Hiszpanii. Regiony, gdzie
ludnos¢ posiada wysokie kwalifikacje znajdujg sie
natomiast gtéwnie w Zjednoczonym Krélestwie, jak
réwniez w Europie Srodkowej i Wschodniej**°.

e  Regiony z najwyzszym odsetkiem oséb posiadajgcych
wyzsze wyksztatcenie mozna znaleié¢ gtéwnie w
Zjednoczonym Krélestwie, Belgii i Holandii, ale
réwniez w poétnocnej Hiszpanii i na Cyprze. Regiony o
najnizszych wskaznikach znajdujg sie natomiast we
Witoszech, Portugalii oraz w centralnej i wschodniej
czesci UE™.

e Regiony UE o najwyzszym wskazniku ,uczniow i
studentdw na wszystkich poziomach ksztatcenia,
liczonym jako odsetek catej populacji” koncentruja sie
w poétnocnej i zachodniej czesci UE, zwtaszcza w
Finlandii, Szwecji, ale takze w Belgii i Irlandii. Regiony
0 najnizszych wskaznikach znajdujg sie gtéwnie na
wschodzie Niemiec, na pdétnocy Wiloch i w
potudniowo-wschodniej Europie, ale réwniez w

pétnocno-zachodniej Hiszpanii i Portugalii***.

% 7ob. tabele 3.17-3.18 i rysunek 3.9. (s. 83 — 84).

Zob. wykres 3.11; Tabele 3.21i 3.22 (s.85-86).
Zob. rys. 3.1 i tabele 3.2 3.3 (s. 75).
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e Regiony o najwyiszym wskazniku ,ucznidw szkot
podstawowych i srednich | stopnia, liczonym jako
odsetek catej populacji” znalezé mozna w Republice
Irlandii, w Portugalii, w potudniowej Hiszpanii, ale
réwniez w Niderlandach, w Danii i w potudniowej
Szwecji. Najnizsze wskazniki odnotowano natomiast
na pétnocy Wioch i w Europie Potudniowo-
Wschodniej*®.

e Regiony o0 najwyziszym wskazniku ,ucznidw i
studentéw szkdét srednich Il stopnia i policealnych,
liczonym jako odsetek populacji w wieku 15 — 24 lat”
znalez¢ mozna gtéwnie we Wtoszech, Belgii, Szwecji i
Finlandii, natomiast wiekszo$¢ regiondw o wskazniku
najnizszym znajduje sie w Grecji, Hiszpanii, Portugalii,
Rumunii, Butgarii i Francji®**.

e  Regiony o najwyzszym wskazniku osob z "ukoriczong,
co najwyzej szkoty srednig Il stopnia lub policealng"
znajdujg sie gléwnie w Europie Srodkowej i
Wschodniej, natomiast regiony o najnizszym
wskazniku  wystepujg  gtdwnie Europie

Potudniowej**.

w

e W UE istniejg duze dysproporcje regionalne w
dziedzinie uczestnictwa dorostych w uczeniu sie przez
cate zycie. Zjednoczone Krélestwo , Dania, Finlandia i
Szwecja maja najwiecej regiondw z wysokim
poziomem uczestnictwa w procesie uczenia sie przez
cate zycie, natomiast wiekszo$¢ regionéw, w ktérych
ten poziom jest bardzo niski, lezy w Europie

Potudniowo-Wschodniej**.

e  Pomiedzy regionami UE istniejg znaczne rdznice w

dostepnosci geograficznej do szkolnictwa
wyiszegow. Regiony o najlepszej dostepnosci
geograficznej znajdujg sie przede wszystkim w
Niemczech, Zjednoczonym Krélestwie i Holandii.

Natomiast wiekszos$¢ regiondw o najnizszej punktacji
pod wzgledem dostepnosci geograficznej do
szkolnictwa wyzszego®® lezy w Europie Potudniowo-
Wschodniej, pétnocnej Szwegcji i Finlandii, panstwach
battyckich, Hiszpanii, Danii i Francji.

regionalne

Dysproporcje panstw

czfonkowskich UE

wewngtrz

o Jesli wzig¢ pod uwage rdznice regionalne w kazdym
panstwie cztonkowskim UE mierzone jako réznica
miedzy najwieksza i najmniejsza wartoscia na
poziomie regionalnym dla kaidego badanego
wskaznika®*®, Rumunia ma najwieksze regionalne
zréznicowanie w odniesieniu do wskaznika ,,uczniow i
studentow na wszystkich szczeblach edukacji,
licconego jako odsetek tgcznej liczby ludnosci”.

** Zob.
** Zob.
5 Zob.

rys. 3.3 i tabele 3.6 3.7 (s. 77).

rys. 3.4 i tabele 3.8 3.9 (s. 78).

wykres 3.10; Tabele 3.19i 3.20 (s. 84-85).

Zob. rys. 3.2 i tabele 3.4 3.5 (s. 76).

**7 Zob. wykres 3.6; Tabela 3.12 (s. 80-81).

8 0dsetek catkowitej liczby ludnosci regionu mieszkajacej ponad
60 minut od najblizszego uniwersytetu.

%9 Badane wskazniki dostepne s3 w tabeli 3.1, s. 74.
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Nieznacznie mniejsze regionalne zrdznicowanie
wystepuje w Republice Czeskiej, Belgii i Hiszpanii. Na
drugim koncu plasuje sie Republika Irlandii z
najnizszym wskaznikiem (pamietaé jednak nalezy, ze
posiada ona tylko dwa regiony). Réwniez w Danii,
Szwecji, na Wegrzech i w Polsce rdznice miedzy
najwyzszg a najnizszg regionalng wartoscig tego
wskaznika®° wydaja sie by¢ stosunkowo niewielkie.

e Jesli chodzi o wskaznik ,uczestnictwo dorostych w
uczeniu sie przez cate zycie”, najwieksze regionalne
zréznicowanie wystepuje zdecydowanie w
Zjednoczonym Krélestwie, z rdinica wynoszacy
10,4 % miedzy regionem o najwyzszej wartosci - Inner
London (16,1 %), a regionem o najnizszej wartosci -
Irlandia Pétnocna, (5,7 %). Rowniez w Stowacji i w
Danii  istnieja  wzglednie duze dyspro-porcje
regionalne w odniesieniu do tej zmiennej*".

e W Belgii odnotowano najwieksza roéznice miedzy
najwyzszymi i najnizszymi regionalnymi wartosciami
wskaznika ,uczniowie i studenci szkoét s$rednich |l
stopnia i policealnych (ISCED 3-4) jako procent ogétu
populacji w wieku 15 — 24 lat”.

e W niektdrych panstwach cztonkowskich istnieja duze
réznice miedzy regionami dla wskaznika ,studenci
wyzszych uczelni jako procent ludnosci w wieku 20-24
lat”. Najwieksza taka rdznica wystepuje w Belgii, a
nieznacznie mniejsze rdéznice odnotowano w
Republice Czeskiej i w Austrii. Réwniez w Grecji, we
Wioszech i w Rumunii odnotowano znaczne réznice
dla tego wskaznika, dochodzace nawet do ponad
80 % miedzy regionami o najwyzszych i najnizszych
wartosciach. W wiekszosci tych przypadkow jest to
wynik dominacji regionu stofecznego w dziedzinie
szkolnictwa wyzszego®”.

e Najwieksza réznice miedzy regionami o najwyzszych i
najnizszych wartosciach co do liczby oséb zyjacych w
miejscach oddalonych o ponad 60 minut drogi od
najblizszego uniwersytetu odnotowano w Hiszpanii,
nieznacznie mniejsze rdznice pod tym wzgledem
odnotowano kolejno w Grecji, Finlandii i Butgarii.

e  Osiem panistw cztonkowskich UE wykazuje rdznice
wynoszacg ponad 15%, miedzy przodujacymi i
znajdujacymi sie najnizej w klasyfikacji regionami w
zakresie liczby absolwentow szkdt wyzszych w danym
regionie. Panstwem o najwiekszej dysproporcji
(23,4 %) jest Zjednoczone Krélestwo, a kolejne
miejsca zajmuja: Francja (21,3 %), Belgia (19,4 %),
Republika Czeska (18,7 %), Hiszpania (17,5 %),
Stowacja (17 %) i Rumunia (15,4 %). Roznica miedzy
wartosciami tej zmiennej jest stosunkowo mniejsza w
Irlandii, we Wtoszech, w Stowenii, Portugalii, Finlandii
i Austrii (we wszystkich ponizej 10 %)>>.

»%70b. tabela 4.45, s. 150.

Zob. tabela 4.45, s. 150.
Zob. tabela 4.45, s. 150.
Zob. tabela 4.46, s. 150.
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Biorgc pod uwage liczbe o0séb o niskim poziomie
wyksztatcenia ("co najwyzej nizsze niz podstawowe,
podstawowe i srednie Il stopnia"), najwieksze
rozbieznosci miedzy przodujacymi i znajdujacymi sie
najnizej w klasyfikacji regionami odnotowano we
Francji (27,2 %), a za nig plasujg sie Grecja, Hiszpania,
Rumunia i Niemcy. Natomiast panstwa o
najmniejszych rdéznicach to Stowenia, Irlandia,

Stowacja, Austria i Finlandia®*.

Inne wazne przestania

Za s$rednimi krajowymi czesto kryjg sie negatywne
realia lokalne i regionalne.

Regionalne dysproporcje w ksztatceniu utrudniaja
zrbwnowazony  rozwoj regionalny i  wzrost
gospodarczy.

Regionalne dysproporcje w edukacji potegujg
nieréwnosci miedzy regionami UE. Stymulujg one
réwniez drenaz moézgéw w kierunku bardziej
rozwinietych/bogatszych regionéw.

We wszystkich regionach UE istnieje znaczne
zréznicowanie pod wzgledem charakteru, skali i
skutkéw nieréwnosci edukacyjnych. Rozwigzania
polityczne muszg raczej by¢ dostosowywane do
konkretnych przypadkdw, a nie standardowe.

W panstwach cztonkowskich gromadzone s obecnie
dane na szczeblu podregionu oraz na poziomie
poszczegdlnych szkét i klas, konieczna jest jednak
lepsza koordynacja oraz dostepnos¢ tych danych na
forum publicznym.

Opracowywanie zdezagregowanych pod wzgledem
geograficznym danych na temat nieréwnosci
edukacyjnych moze by¢é wainym narzedziem
zwiekszania kompetencji na szczeblu lokalnym i
decentralizacji. Generuje ono informacje o waznym
znaczeniu lokalnym. Moze ono pomodc szkotom,
organizacjom spotecznym i wiadzy na wszystkich
szczeblach w planowaniu i prowadzeniu polityki na
podstawie faktow.

Rdznice geograficzne dotyczgce szans edukacyjnych i
osigganych wynikéw odzwierciedlajg szerszy zakres
nieréwnosci. Stosowanie w dziedzinie edukacji
samych srodkéw politycznych nie jest wystarczajace.
Polityka podejmujgca u zrédet walke z ubdstwem
oraz powigzanymi z nim aspektami nieréwnosci
spotecznej moze byé bardziej skuteczna w celu
poprawy ogdlnego stanu regionalnych nieréwnosci w
edukacji, niz czysto polityczne dziatania w tej
dziedzinie.
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Zob. tabela 4.46, s. 150.
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Sintese

Resumo: Apesar dos compromissos assumidos pelos
Estados-Membros da UE para promover a equidade nos
sistemas de educagdo e formacgdo, continuam a verificar-
se grandes disparidades geograficas nas oportunidades e
nos resultados educativos entre os Estados-Membros da
UE e no interior de cada um deles.

O presente relatério traca uma panoramica das
desigualdades regionais existentes nos paises da UE, em
termos de oportunidades e resultados educativos. E seu
objetivo apoiar os esforcos dos responsaveis politicos para
corrigir eficazmente estas diferencas. Contém mais de 100
mapas que permitem visualizar as desigualdades e
identifica as 10 regides mais avangadas e as 10 menos
avangadas relativamente a cada um dos indicadores
examinados. As principais conclusdes sao:

Desigualdades na educagdo entre as regiées da Unido
Europeia

e Existem grandes desigualdades entre as
oportunidades e os resultados educativos das regides
da UE. As diferengas nos resultados a nivel nacional
sdo frequentemente tdo grandes ou maiores que as
diferencas internacionais.

e As regides com as percentagens mais elevadas de
pessoas com reduzidas qualificacbes formais (pelo
menos, educagdo pré-escolar, basica e secunddria)
sdo sobretudo as do sul da Europa e, em especial, em
Portugal e Espanha. Em contrapartida, as regides
onde as pessoas sdao mais qualificadas sdo sobretudo
as do Reino Unido, bem como da Europa Central e

Oriental™®.

e As regibes com as percentagens mais elevadas de
pessoas com habilitagdes superiores situam-se
sobretudo no Reino Unido, na Bélgica e nos Paises
Baixos, mas também no norte de Espanha e em
Chipre. Em contrapartida, as regides com as taxas
mais baixas registam-se em Itdlia, Portugal, e UE

. 2.
central e oriental®®.

e As regies da UE com as taxas mais elevadas de
«alunos e estudantes em todos os niveis do sistema
educativo em percentagem da populagdo total»
estdo concentradas no norte e oeste da UE,
especialmente Finlandia, Suécia, e mesmo Bélgica e
Irlanda. As regides com as taxas mais baixas
encontram-se principalmente no leste da Alemanha,
no norte de Italia e sudeste da Europa, mas também
no noroeste de Espanha e Portugal®™’.

3 \er quadros 3.17-3.18 e grafico 3.9 (pp. 83-84).

% Ver grafico 3.11. Quadros 3.21 e 3.22 (pp.85-86).
7 \er grafico 3.1 e quadros 3.2 e 3.3 (p. 75).
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e As regides com as percentagens mais elevadas de
«alunos no ensino primario e secundario inferior em
percentagem da populagdo total» situam-se na
Republica da Irlanda, em Portugal e no sul de
Espanha, mas também nos Paises Baixos, na
Dinamarca e no sul da Suécia. Em contrapartida, as
taxas mais baixas observam-se no norte de ltdlia e
sudeste da Europa®®.

e As regides com as percentagens mais elevadas de
«alunos e estudantes no ensino secundario e pos-
secunddrio ndo superior em percentagem da
populagdo com idade entre os 15-24 anos»
encontram-se principalmente em |Italia, Bélgica,
Suécia e Finlandia, ao passo que a maioria das regides
com as taxas mais baixas se encontram na Grécia,
Espanha, Portugal, Roménia, Bulgaria e Franca™’.

e As regides com as percentagens mais elevadas de
pessoas com «no maximo, o ensino secundario e pds-
secunddrio ndo superior» situam-se sobretudo na
Europa central e oriental, enquanto as regides com as
taxas mais baixas se registam sobretudo no sul da
Europazso.

e Na UE, existem grandes diferengas regionais em
termos de participacdo dos adultos na aprendizagem
ao longo da vida. O Reino Unido, a Dinamarca, a
Finldandia e a Suécia tém o maior numero de regides
com forte participagdo na aprendizagem ao longo da
vida, enquanto a maioria das regides com taxas de
participagdo muito  baixas neste tipo de

. . 261
aprendizagem se situam no sudeste da Europa®™".

e H3 diferencas significativas de «acessibilidade
geografica» ao ensino superior entre as regides da
UE*™. As regides com a melhor «acessibilidade
geografica» sdo, na sua maioria, da Alemanha, do
Reino Unido e dos Paises Baixos. Em contrapartida, a
maioria das regides com os resultados mais baixos de
«acessibilidade geografica» ao ensino superior®®
situam-se no sudeste da Europa, no norte da Suécia e
Finlandia, nos Estados balticos, em Espanha, na
Dinamarca e em Franga.

Disparidades regionais no interior dos Estados-Membros
da UE

e Se tivermos em conta as disparidades regionais
existentes dentro de cada Estado-Membro da UE,
medidas pela diferenga entre os valores regionais
méaximos e minimos de cada indicador analisado®*, a

8 yer grafico 3.3 e quadros 3.6 e 3.7 (p. 77).

9 ver grafico 3.4 e quadros 3.8 e 3.9 (p. 78).

Ver grafico 3.10. quadros 3.19 e 3.20 (pp. 84-85).

Ver grafico 3.2 e quadros 3.4 e 3.5 (p.76).

Ver grafico 3.6 e quadro 3.12 (pp.80-81).

Percentagem da populagdo total de uma regido que vive a mais
de 60 minutos da universidade mais proxima.

%% 0s indicadores analisados encontram-se referidos no quadro 3.1,
p. 74.
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Roménia tem a maior disparidade regional no que
respeita ao indicador «alunos e estudantes de todos
os niveis de ensino em % da populagdo total»,
seguida de perto pela Republica Checa, a Bélgica e a
Espanha. No outro extremo, a Republica da Irlanda
apresenta os mais baixos nimeros (mas note-se que
tem apenas duas regides). A Dinamarca, a Suécia, a
Hungria e a Poldnia também apresentam diferencgas
relativamente pequenas entre o valor regional
maximo e minimo deste indicador™®.

Tendo em conta o indicador «participagdo dos
adultos na aprendizagem ao longo da vida», o Reino
Unido tem, de longe, a maior disparidade regional,
apresentando em Inner London (16,1 %) o valor mais
elevado e na Irlanda do Norte (5,7 %) o mais baixo. A
Eslovdquia e a Dinamarca também apresentam
grandes disparidades regionais no que respeita a esta

variavel*®.

A Bélgica tem a maior diferenca entre as regides mais
avangadas e mais atrasadas, em termos de «alunos e
estudantes no ensino secundario e pds-secundario
ndo superior (CITE 3-4) em percentagem da
populagdo com idade entre os 15-24 anos».

Alguns Estados-Membros tém grandes diferengas
entre regides, no que toca ao indicador «estudantes
no ensino superior em percentagem da populagao
entre 20-24 anos». A Bélgica regista a maior
diferenca, seguida de perto pela Republica Checa e a
Austria. Além disso, a Grécia, a Itdlia e a Roménia
registam disparidades consideraveis no que toca a
este indicador, com uma diferenca superior a 80 %
entre as regides do topo e da base da tabela. Na
maior parte dos casos, tal é o resultado da
dominancia da regido da capital em termos de
oportunidades de ensino superior®’.

A Espanha apresenta a maior diferenca entre as
regides mais e menos avangadas em termos do
nimero de pessoas que vivem a mais de 60 minutos
de distancia da universidade mais préxima, seguida
de perto pela Grécia, a Finlandia, em terceiro lugar, e
a Bulgdria, em quarto.

Oito Estados-Membros da UE registam uma diferenga
superior a 15 pontos percentuais entre as regides
mais e menos avangadas, em termos de numero de
diplomados do ensino superior. O Reino Unido é o
pais com a maior diferenga (23,4 %), seguido de
Franga (21,3 %), Bélgica (19,4 %), Republica Checa
(18,7 %), Espanha (17,5%), Eslovaquia (17 %) e
Roménia (15,4 %). A diferenga apresentada por esta
variavel é relativamente mais pequena na Irlanda,

Italia, Eslovénia, Portugal, Finlandia e Austria (todos
abaixo de 10 %)%,

e Em termos do numero de pessoas com poucas
habilitagbes (no maximo, educagdo pré-escolar,
basica e secundaria), Franga apresenta a maior
diferenca (27,2 %) entre as suas regiGes, seguida pela
Grécia, Espanha, Roménia e Alemanha. Em
contrapartida, os paises com a diferenca mais
pequena s3o a Eslovénia, Irlanda, Eslovaquia, Austria

< 1A ._269
e Finlandia™".

Outras conclusdes importantes

e As médias nacionais escondem muitas vezes
realidades locais e regionais dificeis.

e As disparidades regionais em termos de educagdo
impedem o desenvolvimento regional equilibrado e o
crescimento econémico.

e Asdisparidades regionais em termos de educagdo sdo
uma componente das desigualdades entre as regides
da UE. Por outro lado, alimentam a fuga de cérebros
para as regides mais desenvolvidas/ricas.

e  Existe uma variagdo consideravel na natureza, na
escala e nos efeitos das desigualdades, em termos de
educagdo, consoante as regides da Unido Europeia.
As solugdes politicas devem ser especificamente
adaptadas e ndo genéricas.

e  Os dados ao nivel sub-regional, bem como ao nivel
das escolas e salas de aulas individuais estao
atualmente a ser recolhidos nos Estados-Membros,
mas carecem de mais coordenacdo e divulgagdo.

e A compilagao de dados discriminados
geograficamente sobre as desigualdades educativas
pode ser um instrumento importante para a
responsabilizacdo local e a descentralizagdo. Gera
informagdes pertinentes ao nivel local. Pode ajudar as
escolas, as organizagdes comunitarias e os governos,
a todos os niveis, a fazer planeamento e politica com
bases concretas.

e As disparidades entre locais, em termos de
oportunidades e resultados educativos, refletem
desigualdades bem mais vastas. As medidas relativas
a politica de ensino ndo sao suficientes sé por si. As
politicas que combatem a pobreza e os seus efeitos
na fonte sdo suscetiveis de ter mais impacto nas
desigualdades educativas regionais do que as meras
intervencgdes de politica educativa.
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Ver quadro 4.45, p. 150.
Ver quadro 4.45, p. 150.
Ver quadro 4.45, p. 150.
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Ver quadro 4.6, p. 150.
Ver quadro 4.6, p. 150.
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Rezumat

Pe scurt: In pofida angajamentelor asumate de statele
membre ale UE in vederea promovarii echitdtii in
domeniul educatiei si formarii profesionale, continud sa
existe disparitati geografice mari in ceea ce priveste
oportunitatile si rezultatele educationale, de la un stat
membru la altul, dar si pe teritoriul aceluiasi stat membru.

Prezentul raport ofera o imagine a inegalitatilor regionale
intra-nationale la nivelul oportunitatilor si rezultatelor
educationale din UE. Scopul sau este de a sprijini factorii
de decizie in eforturile lor de a concepe masuri eficiente
pentru a remedia aceste disparitati. Raportul contine
peste 100 de hdrti care permit vizualizarea inegalitatilor. El
identifica un top al primelor 10 si al ultimelor 10 regiuni ale
UE cu privire la fiecare dintre indicatorii examinati.
Mesajele esentiale sunt urmatoarele:

Inegalitdti in materie de educatie intre regiunile din UE

e  Existd inegalitdti considerabile intre regiunile din UE
in ceea ce priveste oportunitdtile si rezultatele
educationale. Diferentele intra-nationale in materie
de performante sunt in mod frecvent cel putin la fel
de mari, si adesea mult mai mari, in comparatie cu
diferentele inter-nationale.

e  Regiunile care inregistreaza proportia cea mai ridicata
de persoane cu un nivel scazut de calificare formala
(,,cel mult invatdmant prescolar, primar sau secundar
inferior”) se situeaza, in cea mai mare parte, in
Europa de Sud si, in special, in Portugalia si Spania. Tn
schimb, regiunile in care oamenii dispun de un nivel
superior de calificare se situeazd, in cea mai mare
parte, Tn Regatul Unit, precum si in Europa Centrala si
de Est”.

e  Regiunile care inregistreaza proportia cea mai ridicata
de persoane cu calificari in Tnvatamantul tertiar se
situeaza, in cea mai mare parte, In Regatul Unit,
Belgia si Tarile de Jos, dar si in nordul Spaniei si in
Cipru. Tn schimb, regiunile cu proportia cea mai
scazuta se situeaza in Italia, Portugalia si in centrul si
estul Uniunii Europenem.

e  Regiunile UE cu proportia cea mai ridicata de ,elevi si
studenti inscrisi la toate nivelurile de invatamant, ca
procentaj din populatia totald” sunt concentrate in
nordul si vestul UE, in special in Finlanda, Suedia, dar
si in Belgia si Irlanda. Regiunile care inregistreaza
proportia cea mai scdzuta se situeaza, in special, in
partea de est a Germaniei, Tn nordul Italiei si Tn
Europa de Sud-Est, dar si Tn nord-vestul Spaniei si in
Portugalia®’>.

e  Regiunile care inregistreaza proportia cea mai ridicata
de ,elevi inscrisi in Tnvatamantul primar si secundar

7% A se vedea tabelele 3.17-3.18 si figura 3.9 (pp. 83-84).

A se vedea figura 3.11, tabelele 3.21 si 3.22 (pp.85-86).
A se vedea figura 3.1 si tabelele 3.2 si 3.3 (p. 75).
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inferior, ca procentaj din populatia totald” se situeaza
in zone din Irlanda, Portugalia, sudul Spaniei, dar si in
Tarile de Jos, Danemarca si in sudul Suediei. n
schimb, proportia cea mai scazuta se observad in
nordul Italiei si in Europa de Sud-Est*”>.

e Regiunile cu proportia cea mai ridicata de ,elevi si
studenti inscrisi In Tnvatamantul secundar superior si
in Tnvatamantul postsecundar neuniversitar, ca
procentaj din populatia cu varsta cuprinsa intre 15 si
24 de ani” se situeaza, in cea mai mare parte, in ltalia,
Belgia, Suedia si Finlanda, in timp ce majoritatea
regiunilor cu proportia cea mai scazutd se afla in
Grecia, Spania, Portugalia, Romania, Bulgaria si
Fran';am.

e Regiunile cu proportia cea mai ridicata de persoane
cu studii de ,,cel mult invatamant secundar superior si
fnvatamant postsecundar neuniversitar” se afla, in
cea mai mare parte, in Europa Centrala si de Est, in
timp ce regiunile cu proportia cea mai scazuta se
situeaz3, in cea mai mare parte, in Europa de Sud®”>.

e  Existd disparitati regionale mari in UE in ceea ce
priveste participarea adultilor la invatarea pe tot
parcursul vietii. Regatul Unit, Danemarca, Finlanda si
Suedia au cel mai mare numdr de regiuni cu o
participare puternica la procesul de invatare pe tot
parcursul vietii, Tn timp ce majoritatea regiunilor care
inregistreaza un nivel de participare foarte redus la
procesul de invatare pe tot parcursul vietii se afla in
Europa de Sud- Est”’®.

e  Exista diferente semnificative intre regiunile din UE in
ceea ce priveste ,accesibilitatea geograficd” la
invatdmantul tertiar’”’. Regiunile cu cea mai bun
"accesibilitate geografica” se afla, in principal, in
Germania, Regatul Unit si Tarile de Jos. In schimb,
majoritatea regiunilor cu cele mai slabe rezultate
obtinute la capitolul ,accesibilitate geografica” la
invitdmantul tertiar’® se situeazs in Europa de Sud-
Est, partea de nord din Suedia si Finlanda, statele
baltice, Spania, Danemarca si Franta.

Disparitdtile regionale de pe teritoriul fiecdrui stat
membru al UE

e Luand in considerare disparitatile regionale de pe
teritoriul fiecarui stat membru al UE, masurate prin
calcularea diferentei dintre valorile regionale maxime
si valorile minime pentru fiecare indicator analizat®”’,
Romania cunoaste cele mai mari disparitati regionale
in ceea ce priveste indicatorul ,elevi si studenti
inscrisi la toate nivelurile de Ttnvatamant, ca % din
totalul populatiei”, urmata indeaproape de Republica

3 A se vedea figura 3.3 si tabelele 3.6 si 3.7 (p. 77).

A se vedea figura 3.4 si tabelele 3.8 si 3.9 (p. 78).

A se vedea figura 3.10, tabelele 3.19 si 3.20 (pp. 84-85).

A se vedea figura 3.2 si tabelele 3.4 si 3.5 (p. 76).

A se vedea figura 3.6, tabelul 3.12 (pp.80-81).

78 9% de persoane din populatia total3 a unei regiuni care locuiesc la
peste 60 de minute de cea mai apropiata universitate.

7% |ndicatorii analizati sunt prezentati in tabelul 3.1, p. 74.
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Cehd, Belgia si Spania. La capatul opus, Irlanda
inregistreaza valoarea cea mai mica (insa trebuie
remarcat faptul ca aceasta are numai doua regiuni).
Danemarca, Suedia, Ungaria si Polonia par, de
asemenea, sa inregistreze diferente relativ mici intre
valoarea regionald maxima si valoarea minima pentru
acest indicator®®.

e 1n ceea ce priveste indicatorul ,participarea adultilor
la Tnvdtarea pe tot parcursul vietii”, Regatul Unit
inregistreaza, de departe, cele mai mari disparitati
regionale, diferenta intre regiunea cu valoarea cea
mai ridicatd (zona Inner London, 16,1%) si regiunea
cu valoarea cea mai redusa (Irlanda de Nord, 5,7%)
fiind de 10,4%. Slovacia si Danemarca inregistreaza,
de asemenea, disparitati regionale relativ mari in
ceea ce priveste aceast3 variabil3®".

e Belgia cunoaste cea mai mare diferentd intre
regiunile fruntase si regiunile cu cele mai slabe
rezultate in ceea ce priveste ,elevii si studentii inscrisi
in Tnvdtamantul secundar superior si Tnvatamantul
postsecundar neuniversitar (ISCED 3-4), ca procentaj
din populatia cu varsta cuprinsa intre 15 si 24 de ani”.

e in unele state membre, existd diferente mari intre
regiuni in ceea ce priveste indicatorul ,studenti din
fnvatamantul tertiar, ca procentaj din populatia cu
varsta cuprinsa intre 20 si 24 ani”. Belgia inregistreaza
diferenta cea mai accentuatd, urmata indeaproape de
Republica Ceha si Austria. In plus, Grecia, ltalia si
Romania cunosc discrepante mari in ceea ce priveste
acest indicator, inregistrand o diferenta de peste 80%
intre regiunea fruntasa si regiunea cu cele mai slabe
rezultate. in majoritatea cazurilor, aceasta se
ntampld din cauza dominantei regiunii capitalei n
ceea ce priveste oportunitdtile in materie de
invatdmant tertiar’®’.

e  Spania nregistreaza cea mai mare diferenta intre
regiunile fruntase si regiunile cu cele mai slabe
rezultate in ceea ce priveste numarul de persoane
care locuiesc la peste 60 de minute distanta de cea
mai apropiata universitate, urmatd indeaproape de
Grecia, de Finlanda pe locul al treilea si de Bulgaria pe
locul al patrulea.

e  Opt state membre ale UE inregistreaza o diferentd de
peste 15% intre regiunile fruntase si regiunile cu cele
mai slabe rezultate in ceea ce priveste numarul de
absolventi de finvatamant tertiar dintr-o regiune.
Regatul Unit este tara care finregistreaza cea mai
mare diferenta (23,4%), urmata de Franta (21,3%),
Belgia (19,4%), Republica Ceha (18,7%), Spania
(17,5%), Slovacia (17%) si Romania (15,4%). Diferenta
pentru aceasta variabild este relativ mai mica in
Irlanda, Italia, Slovenia, Portugalia, Finlanda si Austria
(toate sub 10%)*.

20 A se vedea tabelul 4.45, p. 150.

A se vedea tabelul 4.45, p. 150.
A se vedea tabelul 4.45, p. 150.
A se vedea tabelul 4.46, p. 150.
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n ceea ce priveste numérul de persoane cu un nivel
scazut de educatie (,cel mult invatamant prescolar,
primar sau secundar inferior”), Franta inregistreaza
gradul cel mai inalt de disparitate intre regiunile sale
fruntase si regiunile sale cu cele mai slabe rezultate (o
diferenta de 27,2%), urmata de Grecia, Spania,
Roméania si Germania. In schimb, tarile care
inregistreaza gradul cel mai redus de disparitate sunt
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Slovenia, Irlanda, Slovacia, Austria si Finlanda™".

Alte mesaje esentiale

Mediile nationale adesea ascund realitati neplacute la
nivel local si regional.

Disparitatile regionale Tn ceea ce priveste invatarea
constituie un obstacol in calea dezvoltdrii regionale si
a cresterii economice.

Disparitatile regionale in domeniul educatiei
inrdutdtesc inegalitatile fintre regiunile UE. Ele
contribuie, de asemenea, la ,exportul de inteligenta”
n regiunile mai dezvoltate/mai bogate.

Exista o variatie considerabilda in ceea ce priveste
natura, amploarea si efectele inegalitatilor
educationale intre regiunile din UE. Solutiile politice
trebuie sa fie mai degraba adaptate nevoilor locale
decat generice.

n cadrul statelor membre sunt colectate, in prezent,
date la nivel subregional si la nivelul scolilor
individuale si al claselor, Tnsd este nevoie de o mai
buna coordonare si este necesar ca aceste date sa fie
facute publice.

Compilarea datelor defalcate din punct de vedere
geografic privind inegalitdtile educationale poate
constitui un instrument important pentru o mai mare
responsabilizare la  nivel local si  pentru
descentralizare. Aceasta genereazda informatii
relevante la nivel local. Astfel li se poate permite
scolilor, organizatiilor comunitare si autoritatilor de la
toate nivelurile sa se implice Tntr-un proces de
planificare si formulare de politici pe baza unor
elemente concrete.

Disparitatile spatiale n ceea ce priveste oportunitatile
si rezultatele educationale reflecta inegalitati mai
mari. Doar masurile in materie de politica
educationalda nu sunt suficiente. Este probabil ca
politicile care combat sdrdcia si aspectele legate de
defavorizare la raddcina acestora sunt mai eficiente
decat interventiile care tin numai de politica in
domeniul educatiei in ceea ce priveste influentarea
structurii globale a inegalitatii educationale la nivel
regional.
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A se vedea tabelul 4.46, p. 150.
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Zhrnutie

Kratke zhrnutie: Napriek zavizkom ¢lenskych $tatov EU
presadzovat spravodlivost vo vzdelavani a v odbornej
priprave, eSte stdle pretrvdvaju velké geografické
rozdiely v prilezitostiach na vzdeldvanie a jeho
vysledkoch medzi ¢lenskymi $tatmi EU, ale aj v ramci
nich.

Tato sprdva vykresluje vnutrostatne rozdiely v jednotlivych
regiénoch EU, ¢o sa tyka prileZitosti na vzdeldvanie a ich
vysledkov. Jej cielom je podporit tvorcov politik v ich
snahach o vytvorenie ucinnych opatreni na ndpravu tychto
rozdielov. Obsahuje viac nez 100 map, ktoré pomahaju
uvedomit si tieto nezrovnalosti. Vymedzuje 10 najvyssie
regiénov pre kazdy ukazovatel, ktory skima. Jej kltuc¢ové
odkazy su:

Nerovnosti vo vzdeldvani v regiénoch EU

e Medzi regiénmi EU existuji znaéné nerovnosti v
prileZitostiach na vzdeldvanie a jeho vysledkoch.
Vnutrostatne rozdiely v dosahovani vysledkov vo
vzdeldvani su c¢asto minimdlne rovnako velké, a
mnoho krat eSte vacSie, ako su rozdiely medzi
jednotlivymi krajinami.

e  Regidny, ktoré maju najvyssi pomer ludi s nizkym
vzdelanim (predovsetkym so zdkladnym vzdelanim a
nizSim stredoskolskym vzdelanim), sa nachdadzaju
vacsinou v juznej Eurdpe, a to predovsetkym v
Portugalsku a Spanielsku. Naopak regiény, v ktorych
maju lfudia vysSie vzdelanie, sa nachadzaju vacsinou
vo Velkej Britanii, ako aj v strednej a vychodnej
Europe®.

e Regidny s najvy$S$Sim pomerom jednotlivcov, ktori
maju tercidrne vzdelanie, mozno najst predovsetkym
vo Velkej Britanii, Belgicku a Holandsku, ale aj v
severnom Spanielsku a na Cypre. Naopak regiény s
Portugalsku a v Statoch strednej a vychodnej casti
EUZ%.

e Regiény EU s najvy$sim pomerom Ziakov a $tudentov
na vsetkych drovniach vzdeldvania ako percento z
celkovej populacie sa sustreduju na severe a zapade
EU, predovietkym vo Finsku, Svédsku, ale aj v
najst najma na vychode Nemecka, severe Talianska a
v juhovychodnej Eurdpe, ale aj na severozapade

Spanielska a Portugalska’.

%% pozri tabulky 3.17-3.18 a obrazok 3.9 (s. 83-84).

Pozri obrazok 3.11; tabulky 3.21 a 3.22 (str. 85-86).
Pozri obrazok 3.1 a tabulky 3.2 a 3.3 (s. 75).
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e  Regidny s najvyssim pomerom Ziakov v procese
zékladného a nizsieho sekundarneho vzdeldvania ako
percento z celkovej populacie mozno pozorovat v
frsku, Portugalsku, juinom Spanielsku, ale aj v
Holandsku, Dansku a juznom Svédsku. Naopak
najnizsi pomer pozorujeme na severe Talianska a v

juhovychodnej Eurépe®®,

vy

e  Regidny s najvys$sim pomerom Ziakov a Studentov vo
vyssom sekundarnom vzdelavani a postsekundarnom
vzdelavani (mimo terciarneho) ako percento z
populacie vo veku 15 — 24 rokov su najma v Taliansku,
Belgicku, Svédsku a Finsku, kym vacsina regidnov s
najnizéim pomerom je v Grécku, Spanielsku,
Portugalsku, Rumunsku, Bulharsku a Vo

., 289
Francuzsku™".

e Regidny s najvyssim pomerom fudi nanajvys s vyssim

sekunddrnym  vzdelanim a  postsekundarnym
vzdelanim (mimo tercidrneho) su vacSinou v
strednej a vychodnej Eurdpe, kym regiony s

najniz§im pomerom mozno najst predovsetkym v
juznej Eurépe™®.

e  Existuju velké rozdiely medzi jednotlivymi regiénmi
EU, ¢o sa tyka ucasti dospelej populicie na
celoZivotnom vzdelavani. Vo Velkej Britanii, Dansku,
Finsku a Svédsku je najvacsi pocet regidnov, kde je
silnd Uéast na celoZzivotnom vzdeldvani, kym vo
vacsine regidnov v juhovychodnej Eurdpe je velmi
nizky pomer Géasti na celozivotnom vzdelavani®®'.

e V regidbnoch EU existuji vyznamné rozdiely v
geografickej pristupnosti k terciarnemu
vzdeldvaniu®®.  Regiény s najlepSou geografickou
pristupnostou st vacsinou v Nemecku, Velkej Britanii
a Holandsku. iZ8il
»poétom bodov za geografickl pristupnost” k
terciarnemu  vzdelavaniu®® je v juhovychodnej
Eurépe, severnom Svédsku a vo Finsku, v baltskych
statoch, Spanielsku, Dansku a vo Franclzsku.

Regiondlne rozdiely v ramci ¢lenskych stdtov EU

e Hladiac na regiondlne rozdiely v ramci kaZdého
Clenského $tatu EU, ktoré si merané ako rozdiel
medzi maximalnymi a minimalnymi regionalnymi
hodnotami pre kazdy skdmany ukazovatel®, ma
najvacsie rozdiely medzi regiénmi, ¢o sa tyka
ukazovatela ,Ziaci a Studenti na vSetkych Urovniach
vzdeldvania ako percento z celkovej populacie”
Rumunsko, a hned po fiom nasleduje Ceska

republika, Belgicko a Spanielsko. Na druhej strane ma

%8 pozri obrazok 3.3 a tabulky 3.6 a 3.7 (s. 77).

Pozri obrazok 3.4 a tabulky 3.8 a 3.9 (s. 78).

Pozri obrazok 3.10; Tabulky 3.19 a 3.20 (s. 84 — 85).

Pozri obrazok 3.2 a tabulky 3.4 a 3.5 (s. 76).

Pozri obrazok 3.6; Tabulka 3.12 (s. 80 — 81).

% o celkovej populacie regionu, ktorej bydlisko je vzdialené viac
nez 60 minut od najblizsej univerzity.

%% skiimané ukazovatele st v tabulke 3.1, s. 74.
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najnizéie hodnoty irsko (treba viak pripomenut, Fe
ma len dva regidny). Zda sa, 7e v Dansku, Svédsku,
Madarsku a Polsku su tiez pomerne malé rozdiely
medzi maximalnymi a minimalnymi hodnotami v
jednotlivych  regidnoch, ¢o sa tyka tohto

295
ukazovatela™.

Hladiac na ukazovatel ,uéast dospelej populécie na
celoZivotnom vzdeldvani” su zdaleka najvacsie
rozdiely medzi regionmi vo Velkej Britanii, kde je
rozdiel medzi regidnom s najvysSou hodnotou
(Vnutorny Londyn 16,1%) a regiénom s najnizSou
hodnotou (Severné irsko 5,7 %) na trovni 10,4 %.
Slovensko a Dansko maju tiez pomerne velké rozdiely
v jednotlivych regidnoch, ¢o sa tyka tohto

296
ukazovatela™.

V Belgicku su najvacsie rozdiely medzi regionmi s
najvyssimi a najnizsimi hodnotami, €o sa tyka Ziakov a
Studentov vo vyssom sekundarnom vzdelavani a
postsekundarnom vzdeldvani (mimo tercidrneho)
(ISCED 3-4) ako percento populacie vo veku 15—24
rokov.

V niektorych clenskych Statoch su velké rozdiely
medzi jednotlivymi regionmi, ¢o sa tyka ukazovatela
LStudenti v terciarnom vzdeldvani ako percento
populacie vo veku 20 — 24 rokov”. Najvacsie rozdiely
st v Belgicku, po ktorom tesne nasleduje Ceska
republika a Rakusko. Okrem toho v Grécku, Taliansku
a Rumunsku su velké rozdiely, ¢o sa tyka tohto
ukazovatela, kde je medzi regidénmi s najvysSimi a

iZ3il Vo vadsine
tychto pripadov je to ndsledkom prevahy regiénu
hlavného mesta, ¢o sa tyka prileZitosti na tercidrne

2 . 297
vzdeldvanie™".

V Spanielsku st najvacsie rozdiely medzi regidonmi s
[udi, ktorych bydlisko je vzdialené viac nez 60 minut
od najblizSej univerzity, a hned po fnom nasleduje
Grécko, tretie je Finsko a na Stvrtom mieste je
Bulharsko.

V 6smich ¢lenskych $tatoch EU je rozdiel viac nei
15 % medzi ich regidnmi s najvy$simi a najnizsimi
hodnotami, ¢o sa tyka poctu absolventov tercidrneho
vzdeldvania v regidne. Spojené kralovstvo je krajina s
najvacsim rozdielom (23,4 %), po ktorej nasleduje
Franclzsko (21,3%), Belgicko (19,4%), Ceska
republika (18,7 %), Spanielsko (17,5 %), Slovensko
(17 %) a Rumunsko (15,4 %). Rozdiely tykajuce sa
tohto ukazovatela si pomerne malé v irsku,
Taliansku, Slovinsku, Portugalsku, Finsku a Rakusku (u
véetkych menej ne? 10 %)*%.
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296
297
298

Pozri tabulku €. 4.45, s. 150.
Pozri tabulku ¢. 4.45, s. 150.
Pozri tabulku ¢. 4.45, s. 150.
Pozri tabulku ¢. 4.46, s. 150.
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Hladiac na pocet fudi, ktori majui nizke vzdelanie
(najviac zdkladné a nizsie stredné vzdelanie), ma
Franclzsko najvacsie rozdiely medzi svojimi regionmi
s najvyssimi a najnizsSimi hodnotami (rozdiel 27,2 %),
po ktorom nasleduje Grécko, Spanielsko, Rumunsko a
Nemecko. Naopak krajiny s najmensimi rozdielmi su

. . , ; 299
Slovinsko, Irsko, Slovensko, Rakusko a Finsko™™.

Dalsie klticové odkazy

()

Vnutrostatne priemery casto zakryvaju neprijemnu
realitu, ktora je pritomnd na miestnej a regionalnej
urovni.

Regionalne rozdiely vo vzdelavani brania vyvazenému
regionalnemu rozvoju a hospodarskemu rastu.

Regionalne rozdiely vo vzdeldvani eSte zhorsuju
nerovnost medzi regiénmi EU. Tie? podporuju unik
mozgov do rozvinutejsich alebo bohatsich regionov.

Existuje znac¢na roznorodost Co sa tyka povahy,
rozsahu a vplyvu nerovnosti vo vzdelavani v
regiénoch EU. Reformné rie$enia musia byt presne
zamerané a nie plosné. .

V sulasnosti sa v Clenskych Statoch zbieraju
informdcie na subregiondlnej Urovni a na urovni
jednotlivych $kél a tried, potrebna je vSak lepsia
koordinacia a spristupnenie tychto informadcii
verejnosti.

Zozbieranie Udajov o nerovnostiach vo vzdeldvani,
ktoré su geograficky ¢lenené, méze byt dbélezitym
nastrojom posilnenia prdvomoci na miestnej Urovni a
decentralizacie. Poskytuje relevantné udaje pre
miestnu Groven. Mdze to poméct skolam, miestnym
organizdciam a vlade uplatfiovat také planovanie a
politiku na vietkych urovniach, ktoré bude zaloZené
na faktoch.

Uzemné rozdiely v prileZitostiach na vzdelavanie a
jeho vysledkoch odrazaju SirSie nerovnosti. Opatrenia
len v oblasti politiky vzdeldvania nie su postacujuce.
Je pravdepodobné, Ze politiky, ktoré sa zaoberaju
chudobou a s tym spojenymi oblastami
znevyhodnenia uZz pri ich vyskyte, budd pri
ovplyviiovani celkovych modelov nerovnosti vo
vzdeldvani na regionalnej Urovni Uspesnejsie neZ len
zasahy vylu¢ne upravujuce politiky vzdeldvania.
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Pozri tabulku ¢. 4.46, s. 150.
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Povzetek

Na kratko: Kljub zavezi drzav ¢lanic EU k spodbujanju
praviénosti v izobrazevanju in usposabljanju se
moznosti in rezultati izobrazevanja med drzavami
¢lanicami in znotraj njihovih nacionalnih meja z
geografskega vidika Se vedno precej razlikujejo.

To poroCilo prikazuje regionalne neenakosti v
moznostih in  rezultatih izobraZevanja  znotraj
nacionalnih meja drzav ¢lanic EU. Namen porocila je
podpreti oblikovalce politik pri njihovih prizadevanjih za
oblikovanje ucinkovitih ukrepov za odpravo teh razlik.
Vsebuje ve¢ kot 100 zemljevidov za boljso predstavo o
neenakostih. Za vsak kazalnik opredeljuje 10 najbolj in
10 najmanj uspesnih regij EU. V nadaljevanju so
navedena glavne ugotovitve porocila.

Razlike v izobraZevanju v regijah EU

e  Med regijami EU so precejsnje razlike v moznostih
za izobrazevanje. Razlike v izobrazevalnih dosezkih
znotraj nacionalnih meja so veckrat prav tako
velike, pogosto pa celo vedje od razlik med
posameznimi drzavami.

e Regije z najvecjim delezem ljudi z nizkimi
formalnimi  kvalifikacijami (,najve¢ predSolska
vzgoja ali osnovnosolsko izobrazevanje"), so

vecinoma v juzni Evropi, zlasti pa na Portugalskem
in v Spaniji. V nasprotju z njimi so regije, v katerih
imajo prebivalci viSje kvalifikacije, vecinoma v
Zdruzenem Kraljestvu ter v srednji in vzhodni

Evropiaoo.

terciarno izobrazbo so velinoma v Zdruzenem
Kraljestvu, Belgiji in na Nizozemskem, pa tudi v
je v regijah v Italiji, na Portugalskem ter v srednji in
vzhodni Evropi3°1.

Studentov na vseh ravneh izobrazevanja kot
odstotek celotne populacije” so skoncentrirane na
severu in zahodu EU, zlasti na Finskem, Svedskem,
populacije so ve€inoma v vzhodni Nemciji, severni
Italiji in  jugovzhodni Evropi, pa tudi v

severozahodni Spaniji in na Portugalskemaoz.

e Regije z najvisjim delezem ,ucencev v
osnovnoSolskem izobraZevanju kot odstotek
celotnega  prebivalstva“ so na Irskem,

3% Glej preglednici 3.17 in 3.18 ter sliko 3.9 (str. 83-84).

Glej sliko 3.11 in preglednici 3.21 in 3.22 (str. 85-86).
Glej sliko 3.1 in preglednici 3.2 in 3.3 (str. 75).
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Portugalskem, v juini Spaniji, pa tudi na
Nizozemskem, Danskem in jugu Svedske. V

in jugovzhodni Evropi303

srednjesolskem in visjem strokovnem
izobrazevanju kot odstotek prebivalcev, starih od
15 do 24 let” so vecinoma v ltaliji, Belgiji, na
Svedskem in Finskem; vecina regij, v katerih je ta
delez najnizji, pa je v Gréiji, Spaniji, na
Portugalskem, v Romuniji, Bolgariji in Franciji304

e Regije z najvisjim delezem ljudi z ,najvec
srednjesolsko in viSjo strokovno izobrazbo" so
veCinoma v srednji in vzhodni Evropi, regije z
najnizjim delezem pa vec¢inoma v juzni Evropiaos.

e V EU obstajajo velike regionalne razlike glede
sodelovanja odraslih v vseZivljenjskem ucenju. V
Zdruzenem Kraljestvu, na Danskem, Finskem in
Svedskem je najvecje Stevilo regij z visoko
udelezbo v vseZivljenjskem ucenju, vecina regij z
zelo nizkim delezem sodelovanja v vsezivljenjskem

ucenju pa je v jugovzhodni Evropi306

e Razlike v ,geografski dostopnosti“ visokoSolskega
izobrazevanja so med regijami EU zelo velike®”.
Tiste z najboljSo ,geografsko dostopnostjo” so
veCinoma v Nemdciji, Zdruzenem Kraljestvu in na
Nizozemskem, vecina regij z najslabso ,,geografsko
dostopnostjo” visoko%olskega izobrazevanja®® pa
je v jugovzhodni Evropi, na severu Svedske in
Finske, v baltskih drzavah, Spaniji, na Danskem in v

Franciji.
Regionalne razlike znotraj drZav ¢lanic EU

e Regionalne razlike znotraj drzav ¢lanic EU, izrazene
kot razlika med najvisjimi in najnizjimi regionalnimi
vrednostmi za vsak obravnavan kazaInik3°9, o)
glede na kazalnik ,delez ucencev, dijakov in
Studentov na vseh ravneh izobrazevanja kot
odstotek  celotnega prebivalstva” najvedje v
Romuniji, tesno pa ji sledijo Ceska, Belgija in
Spanija. Na drugi strani je ta razlika najmanj$a na
Irskem (ki pa ima samo dve regiji). Raziskave

majhne tudi na Danskem, Svedskem, Madzarskem
in Poljskem.

3% Glej sliko 3.3 in preglednici 3.6 in 3.7 (str. 77).

Glej sliko 3.4 in preglednici 3.8 in 3.9 (str. 78).

Glej sliko 3.10 in preglednici 3.19 in 3.20 (str. 84-85).

Glej sliko 3.2 in preglednici 3.4 in 3.5 (str. 76).

%7 Glej sliko 3.6 in tabelo 3.12 (str. 80-81).

3% Odstotek vseh prebivalcev regije, ki Zivi vet kot 60 minut od
najbliZje univerze.

%% Obravnavani kazalniki so prikazani v preglednici 3.1, str. 74.
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Glede na kazalnik ,vkljuenost odraslih v
vsezivljenjskem ucenju” so zdale¢ najvecje
regionalne razlike v Zdruzenem Kraljestvu, kjer je
razlika med iSji

London, 16,1%) in regijo z najnizjo delezem
(Severna Irska, 5,7 %) 10,4 %. Tudi na Slovaskem in
Danskem so regionalne razlike glede na ta kazalnik
razmeroma velike®*’.

Najvisja razlika med najbolj in najmanj uspesSno
regijo glede na kazalnik ,dijaki in Studenti v
srednjesolskem in visSjem strokovnem
izobrazevanju (ISCED  3-4) kot odstotek
prebivalstva, starega od 15 do 24 let” je v Belgiji.

V nekaterih drzavah c¢lanicah so med regijami
velike razlike glede na kazalnik ,Studenti v
visokoSolskem  izobrazevanju kot odstotek
prebivalstva, starega od 20 do 24 let”. Najvecje so
v Belgiji, tesno pa ji sledita Ceska in Avstrija. Poleg
tega so po tem kazalniku velike razlike tudi v Griji,
Italiji in Romuniji, saj se njihove najboljSe in
najslabse regije razlikujejo za ve¢ kot 80%. V
vecini teh primerov je to posledica prevladujocega
polozaja regije glavnega mesta glede moznosti za
visokoSolsko izobraievanje311

Najvedji razkorak med najbolj in najmanj uspesnimi
regijami po Stevilu ljudi, ki Zivijo ve¢ kot 60 minut
od najblizje univerze, je v Spaniji, sledijo pa ji
Gr¢ija, Finska in Bolgarija.

V osmih drzavah clanicah EU je razlika med najbolj
in najmanj uspesnimi regijami glede na stevilo ljudi
v regiji z zakljuceno terciarno izobrazbo vecja od
15 %. Najvedji razkorak je v Zdruzenem Kraljestvu
(23,4 %), sledijo pa mu Francija (21,3 %), Belgija
(19,4 %), Cedka (18,7 %), Spanija (17,5 %), Slovaska
(17 %) in Romunija (15,4 %). Za to spremenljivko
je razkorak razmeroma majhen na Irskem, v Italiji,
Sloveniji, na Portugalskem, Finskem in v Avstriji
(povsod manj kot 10 %)***.

Upostevajo¢  Stevilo ljudi z nizko izobrazbo
(,najveC¢ predsolska vzgoja ali osnovnosSolsko
izobrazba“) je najvecja razlika med najboljSo in
najslabso regijo v Franciji (27,2 %), sledijo pa ji
Gréija, Spanija, Romunija in Nem¢ija. Ta razlika je
najmanjsa v Sloveniji, na Irskem, Slovaskem, v
Avstriji in na Finskem®"

310
311

Glej preglednico 4.45, str. 150.
Glej preglednico 4.45, str. 150.

*2 Glej preglednico 4.46, str. 150.

313

Glej preglednico 4.46, str. 150.
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Druge klju¢ne ugotovitve

Nacionalna povprecja pogosto zakrivajo
nespodbudne lokalne in regionalne razmere.

Regionalne razlike v ucenju ovirajo uravnotezen
regionalni razvoj in gospodarsko rast.

Regionalne razlike v izobrazevanju povecujejo
neenakosti med regijami EU. Pospesujejo tudi beg
moZganov v bolj razvite/bogatejse regije.

Narava, obseg in posledice neenakosti v
izobrazevanju se med regijami EU precej
razlikujejo. Politicne resitve morajo biti prilagojene,
ne pa splosne.

Podatke na podregionalni ravni ter na ravni
posameznih Sol in razredov zdaj zbirajo v drzavah
Clanicah, vendar je treba zagotoviti boljse
usklajevanje zbiranja teh podatkov in njihovo
dostopnost javnosti.

Priprava geografsko razélenjenih podatkov o
neenakosti v izobrazevanju je lahko pomembno
orodje za krepitev lokalnega wvpliva in
decentralizacijo. Taki podatki so pomembni za
posamezne skupnosti. Solam, organizacijam
posameznih skupnosti in javnim upravam na vseh
ravneh oblasti lahko pomagajo sodelovati pri

nacrtovanju in oblikovanju politik na podlagi
dejstev.
Geografske razlike v mozZnostih in rezultatih

izobrazevanja kaZejo na neenakosti v SirSem
smislu. Samo ukrepi na podrocju politike
izobrazevanja ne zadostujejo. Politike, ki revscino
in z njo povezane vidike prikrajsanosti obravnavajo
pri njihovih koreninah, imajo pri vplivanju na
splosne  vzorce regionalnih  neenakosti v
izobrazevanju vecjo moznost za uspeh kot zgolj
ukrepi na podrocju politike izobrazevanja.
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Sammanfattning

Kort sagt: Trots EU-landernas uttalade vilja att verka for
lika chanser inom utbildningen finns det fortfarande
stora geografiska skillnader i fraga om mdjligheter och
resultat bade mellan och inom landerna.

Rapporten riktar uppmaérksamheten mot regionala
skillnader inom ldnderna i fraga om mojligheter och
resultat i utbildningen i EU. Syftet &r att hjdlpa

beslutsfattarna att utforma effektiva atgarder mot
skillnaderna. Rapporten innehaller mer d@n 100 kartor for
att illustrera klyftorna, och presenterar de tio bdsta och
sd@msta EU-regionerna for de indikatorer som granskas.
Rapportens huvudbudskap &r foljande:

Ojémlik utbildning mellan EU:s regioner

e  Det rader avsevard ojamlikhet i fraga om mojligheter
och resultat inom utbildningen mellan regionerna i
EU. Skillnaderna inom landerna i resultat ar ofta minst
lika stora och ibland storre an skillnaderna mellan
landerna.

e Regionerna med hogst andel personer med laga
formella kvalifikationer (hogst grundskola) ligger
framst i sodra Europa, sarskilt Portugal och Spanien.
De regioner dar flest manniskor har uppnatt hogre
kvalifikationer finns framst i Férenade kungariket och
Central- och Osteuropa®.

e  Regionerna med flest personer med hogskoleexamen
finns framst i Forenade kungariket, Belgien och

Nederlanderna, men &ven i norra Spanien och
Cypern. Italien, Portugal och Central- och
Osteuropa®™ har daremot regionerna med lagst

andel hogskoleutbildade.

e De EU-regioner med storst andel studerande inom
alla nivaer av utbildningen som andel av den totala
befolkningen finns framst i norra och vastra EU,
sarskilt  Finland, Sverige, Belgien och Irland.
Regionerna med lagst andel finns framst i OGstra
Tyskland, norra Italien och syddstra EU, men dven i
nordvéstra Spanien och i Portugal®'.

e Regionerna med flest elever i grundskolan som andel
av den totala befolkningen finns i Irland, Portugal,
sodra Spanien, Nederlanderna, Danmark och sodra
Sverige. De lagsta andelarna férekommer i norra

Iltalien och i syddstra Europa®"’.

314 S tabellerna 3.17-3.18 och figur 3.9 (s. 83-84).

315 se figur 3.11 och tabellerna 3.21 och 3.22 (s. 85-86).
316 5o figur 3.1 och tabellerna 3.2 och 3.3 (s. 75).

317 se figur 3.3 och tabellerna 3.6 och 3.7 (s. 77).
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e Regionerna med hogst andel studerande pa
gymnasium och postgymnasial utbildning under
hogskoleniva som andel av befolkningen i aldrarna
15-24 finns framst i Italien, Belgien, Sverige och
Finland, medan regionerna med lagst andel finns
framst i Grekland, Spanien, Portugal, Rumanien,
Bulgarien och Frankrike®,

e Regionerna med storst andel personer med upp till
gymnasial eller postgymnasial utbildning under
hogskoleniva finns framst i Central- och Osteuropa,
medan regionerna med lagst andel framst ligger i
sodra Europa®®.

e Det finns stora regionala skillnader i vuxnas
deltagande i livslangt ldarande i EU. Foérenade
kungariket, Danmark, Finland och Sverige har det
storsta antalet regioner med omfattande deltagande i
vuxenutbildning, medan de regioner med mycket lagt
deltagande framst ligger i syddstra Europa®>°.

e Det rader stora skillnader i den geografiska
tillgangligheten till hogre utbildning mellan EU:s
regioner’”’. Regionerna med bést geografisk
tillganglighet ligger framst i Tyskland, Foérenade
kungariket och Nederldanderna. De regioner som
ligger samst till i fraga om geografisk tillganglighet till
hégre utbildning®® ligger i syddstra Europa, norra
Sverige och Finland, Baltikum, Spanien, Danmark och
Frankrike.

Regionala skillnader inom EU-Iéinderna

o Nar det galler regionala skillnader inom EU-landerna,
uttryckt som differensen mellan stérsta och minsta
regionala virden for varje indikator**®, har Rumanien
den storsta regionala klyftan for indikatorn
"studerande pa alla utbildningsnivaer som andel av
den totala befolkningen", tatt foljt av Tjeckien,
Belgien och Spanien. | skalans andra dnde har Irland
det lagsta vardet (men man bor ha i atanke att Irland
bara har tva regioner). Danmark, Sverige, Ungern och
Polen forefaller ocksa ha sma skillnader mellan de
storsta och minsta regionala vardena pa denna

indikator®**.

e  For indikatorn "vuxnas deltagande i livslangt larande"
har Forenade kungariket de Overldgset storsta
regionala skillnaderna: regionen med det hogsta
vardet (centrala London, 16,1%) och det lagsta
(Nordirland, 5,7 %) skilier  sig at med
10,4 procentenheter. Slovakien och Danmark har

*'8 se figur 3.4 och tabellerna 3.8 och 3.9 (s. 78).

Se figur 3.10 och tabellerna 3.19 och 3.20 (s. 84-85).
Se figur 3.2 och tabellerna 3.4 och 3.5 (s. 76).

Se figur 3.6 och tabell 3.12 (s. 80-81).

Andel av regionens totala befolkning som bor mer an
60 minuters resvag fran narmsta hogskola.

33 |ndikatorerna visas i tabell 3.1,s.74.

Se tabell 4.45, s. 150.
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ocksd stora skillnader foér denna
325

indikator .

regionala

Belgien uppvisar den storsta skillnaden mellan basta
och samsta regioner for indikatorn "studerande pa
gymnasium och postgymnasial utbildning utom
hogskola" (ISCED 3-4) som andel av befolkningen i
aldrarna 15-24.

| nagra medlemsstater rader stora skillnader mellan
regionerna for indikatorn "hogskolestuderande som
andel av befolkningen i aldrarna 20-24". Belgien har
det stérsta gapet, tatt foljt av Tjeckien och Osterrike.
Dessutom uppvisar Grekland, Italien och Rumanien
alla stora klyftor for denna indikator med en
spridning pa oOver 80 procentenheter mellan den
basta och den samsta regionen. Mestadels beror det
pa att huvudstadsregionen dominerar utbudet av
326

hogre utbildning™”.

Spanien har det storsta gapet mellan basta och
samsta region i andel av befolkningen som bor med
mer @n 60 minuters resvag fran narmsta hogskola,
foljt av Grekland, med Finland pa tredje plats och
Bulgarien pa fjarde plats.

Atta EU-lander har en skillnad pa 6ver
15 procentenheter mellan basta och samsta region
vad galler antalet hogskoleutexaminerade i regionen.
Forenade kungariket har det storsta gapet (23,4 %),
foljt av Frankrike (21,3 %), Belgien (19,4 %), Tjeckien
(18,7 %), Spanien (17,5%), Slovakien (17 %) och
Rumanien (15,4 %). Skillnaden i denna indikator ar
lagre i Irland, Italien, Slovenien, Portugal, Finland och
Osterrike (samtliga lagre dn 10 %)*”".

Nar det géller lagutbildade (dvs. personer med hogst
forskola eller grundskola) har Frankrike den storsta
skillnaden mellan basta och samsta region (pa
27,2 %), foljt av Grekland, Spanien, Rumanien och
Tyskland. Landerna med minst skillnader ar daremot

. . = . . 328
Slovenien, Irland, Slovakien, Osterrike och Finland™".

Andra viktiga budskap

Nationella medelvdarden doljer ofta ogynnsamma
lokala och regionala forhallanden.

Regionala skillnader i larande hindrar en balanserad
regional utveckling och ekonomisk tillvaxt.

Regionala skillnader inom utbildningen férvérrar
ojamlikheterna mellan EU:s regioner. De underblaser
ocksa kompetensflykt till mer utvecklade, rikare
regioner.

325
326
327

328

Se tabell 4.45, s. 150.
Se tabell 4.45, s. 150.
Se tabell 4.46, s. 150.
Se tabell 4.46, s. 150.
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Ojamlikheterna i utbildningen varierar avsevart till sin
natur, omfattning och inverkan mellan EU:s regioner.
De politiska losningarna maste darfor vara
skréddarsydda, inte standardiserade.

Det forekommer att uppgifter samlas in pa
underregional niva och for enskilda skolor och klasser
i medlemsstaterna, men det behovs battre
samordning och uppgifterna bor offentliggoras.

Sammanstallningar av geografiskt isolerade uppgifter
om ojamlikheter i utbildningen kan vara viktiga
verktyg for lokalt sjalvstyre och decentralisering. De
ger lokalt relevant information och kan hjdlpa skolor,
lokala organisationer och myndigheter pa alla nivaer
att bedriva planering och politik grundad pa fakta.

Geografiska ojamlikheter i fraga om mdgjligheter och

resultat i utbildningen &r tecken pa storre
ojamlikheter. Det racker inte med bara
utbildningspolitiska atgarder. Grundlaggande

atgarder mot orsakerna till fattigdom och
utanforskap har storre mojligheter att kunna paverka
de stora monstren inom regionala
utbildningsskillnader dn rent utbildningspolitiska
insatser.
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Chapter One. Introduction

Opportunities for and benefits from learning are far from equally distributed across EU regions.
Where you live in Europe can strongly influence your educational opportunities and prospects in
life. Access to quality learning opportunities, success at school, chances of higher education and
further learning or second chance provision all remain socially and spatially divided. Major
geographic disparities persist across but also within EU Member States and regions. The evidence
of continuing and even growing inequalities of educational access and success across EU regions,
and their consequences, continues to mount. This report contributes to showing the scale and
significance of these disparities.

Intra-national differences matter

EU Member States are far from homogeneous. Aggregate national statistics obscure considerable
spatial variations in terms of educational opportunities and outcomes. Often these differences
are most marked in remote rural areas or in urban or suburban locations where educational dis-
advantage reflects, and compounds, the effects of wider socio-economic disadvantage.

Therefore there is a need to construct geographically disaggregated data that reveal the spatial
distribution of educational inequality within a country. Such data sets allow the visualization of
inequality across space, encourage visual comparison and make it easier to look for spatial trends
or patterns.

Compiling disaggregated information on educational inequality generates locally-relevant
information. It can provide a resource to help schools, community organisations and government
at all levels to engage in evidence-based planning, policy development and implementation.
Inequality maps can also support local stakeholders in local decision making and in negotiation
with government agencies. They are an important tool for local empowerment and decentre-
lization. This report is an effort to produce such maps. These maps are shown in chapters 3 and 4.

The evidence set out in this report shows that levels of educational inequality in the EU do vary
greatly between sub-national regions as well as between whole Member States. This is hugely
important for a number of reasons, but most immediately because these intra-national
differences of achievement are frequently at least as large, and often larger, than inter-national
differences. And the most immediate consequence of this for policy is that if the scale at which
the most important differences are found should constitute the main target for intervention to
overcome inequalities then it should be the regional and not the national level -certainly not the
national alone- that should be targeted. Continuing to ignore the nature and extent of intra-
national disparities will merely perpetuate and extend the inequalities they enshrine.

This report seeks to reveal the nature and extent of intra-national regional differences in
educational opportunity and achievement in the EU and to support policy makers in their efforts
to design effective and targeted measures to redress them.

This is by no means an easy or straightforward undertaking, for a number of reasons. The great
majority of analyses of educational inequality are nationally based and aimed at addressing and
redressing inequalities and their consequences at national level. National averages are usually
used to compare the performance of national education systems. In fact, such inter-national
comparisons lie at the heart of the EU’s own accounting of its aggregate educational performance,
with the emphasis on the best and worst -national- performers on a range of measures of
educational achievement.
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Beyond methodological nationalism

It is sub-national rather than trans-national differences that concern us in this report. It is not just
between countries that we see significant differences in educational achievement and associated
forms of disadvantage, but also between regions within countries, across almost the whole of the
EU. This is not merely an education policy problem.

The sources, nature, extent and consequences of regional disadvantage in Europe have become
increasingly evident over the past three decades. Despite very large regional policy expenditures,
regional disparities have shown little sign of narrowing. Income differences between states have
fallen, but those between regions within states have risen, and European regions have become
increasingly polarized in their unemployment rates. This has led to an increased focus on the part
of researchers and policy makers on identifying crucial differentiating regional characteristics and
on producing indicators to provide information about the spatial distribution of inequality within a
country.

However, while the spatial element of social inequality has been increasingly recognized in
geographic and economic analyses, there has been less attention paid to the social structures,
processes and experiences that generate and shape educational disparities at a regional level, and
of the consequences of these disparities. "Regional" introduces a key and neglected dimension to
the study of educational inequality in the EU. Comparison at the level of the region both gets
closer to the most badly affected places, and enables a clearer view of the wider effects of socio-
economic policy and possibilities for education policy.

It thus overcomes some of the problems of methodological nationalism -the identification of
"societies" with nation-states- on the one hand, and the tendency to perceive "local" problems in
parochial and exclusive ways, on the other. Methodological nationalism privileges the national
level as not only the most important level -which for many purposes it is- but also as effectively
the only level of analysis, and of the production of statistics, for instance -which, as will be shown
in this report, is a major cause of the neglect of regionally based differences in educational
opportunities and outcomes. However, while we need both national and local/neighbourhood
studies, we cannot assume that they "join up" in the middle in ways that make investigating an
intermediate "regional" level unnecessary. Nor, crucially in policy terms, can we assume that a
simple rescaling of policy responses will be sufficient to mitigate regional differences.

The need for better data

Our intentions can be achieved only as far as the available data make it possible. The main
sources of data are available only at the level of NUTS2. This represents a major limitation on the
kinds of analysis we are able to provide, since: (a) it is at NUTS3 level that we would expect to find
the most important evidence for a clear understanding of the structures and processes at work in
causing and maintaining spatially based inequalities; and (b) the categorisations of regions are
based on statistical or administrative concepts. There is a need for data collection and sharing at
NUTS3 and at the level of individual schools and classrooms. A lot of these data is being collected
at national level across the EU, but there is a need for better coordination and for this data to
become available in the public domain through Eurostat.
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Our approach

The approach we adopt in this report is based on two main components. The first is a review of
the theoretical and empirical work available. The second is an empirical investigation into the sub-
national patterns of regional difference. This draws on extensive data sets that enable us to -
literally- map the scale and patterns of regional inequalities and the nature and scale of
educational disparities at sub-national level across the EU, using advanced mapping techniques
that allow the visualization of inequality across space.

Following this Introduction, in Chapter 2, we set out to elaborate the nature of the relationship
between regions and educational inequality. In a sense, this is also intended to provide an
"interpretive companion" to the geographical and mapping evidence that is presented in the
following chapters. Drawing on relevant sociological literature and on literature from the
economics of education, and recognizing that the causes of inequalities manifested at regional
level are structural rather than spatialm, we will discuss the causes and consequences of these
disparities, what they mean, the forms they take, the groups they affect.

Chapter 3 provides a mapping of educational inequalities across EU regions in 21 of the 27 EU
Member States which have two or more NUTS2 regions. Cyprus, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania,
Luxembourg and Malta are EU NUTS2 regions themselves and as a result are not discussed in this
report due to lack of suitable data.

Using GIS mapping techniques that allow the visualization of inequality across space, Chapter 4
provides a mapping of the nature and scale of educational disparities within each EU Member
State which has two or more NUTS2 regions. It paints a picture - to the degree that this is possible
on the basis of publicly available data- of patterns of educational opportunities and outcomes and
their geographic and regional variations across EU regions.

Finally, Chapter 5 illustrates the possibilities created by analyses of regional inequalities in
education that are able to draw on NUTS3 level data available for the city of Sheffield, UK, and a
series of studies drawing on NUTS 3 level data for the whole of Greece.

The final pages of the report (Annex) provide the population cartogram versions (population-
density visualisations) of the conventional maps used in Chapter 3 to help readers visualise more
accurately the distribution of education inequalities across EU regions.

329 - . : ) ) . - .
The majority of studies regarding regions and more locally neighbourhoods show that inequalities in education are both

an indicator of existing deeper social inequalities and the cause of further inequality with socioeconomic segregation being
the root of the problem rather than their spatial contexts and outcomes.
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Chapter Two.Regional inequalities in education:
causes, consequences and policy
challenges

2.1. Introduction

Educational outcomes within countries are spatially patterned, with young people in richer
neighbourhoods, cities, counties and regions tending to participate in education for longer and
achieve higher qualifications than those in poorer areas. This concerns governments of varying
political complexions on grounds both of individual treatment (with concerns around justice,
fairness, equality of opportunity and social mobility) and economic progress, on the basis that in
knowledge economies poorly educated populations hold back inward investment and economic
growth.

In some countries governments address spatial inequalities through redistributive funding systems
that target more resources towards schools and other educational institutions in disadvantaged
areas as a matter of regular mainstream allocation. Some have also developed targeted
programmes aimed at particular areas and providing locally developed and tailored interventions,
for example Zones d’Education Prioritaires (ZEPs) in France, Territérios Educativos de Intervengdo
Prioritdria in Portugal, Education Action Zones and City Challenges in England. Attention has
tended to be given to neighbourhood-level inequalities, although arguably there is a case for
simultaneous interventions at a number of different sub-national spatial scales, including city-
regions and regions. Governments in some countries (such as Sweden and the Czech Republic)
have targeted minority groups who tend to be clustered in particular areas, thus addressing one of
the causes of spatial inequalities without taking an explicitly spatial approach.

The variety of approaches suggests that making effective interventions at the appropriate sub-
national level requires not only evidence of where the problems lie, but an understanding of
their causes and consequences and the spatial scales at which these operate. In this chapter we
briefly review what is known about spatial inequalities in education, focusing mainly on the
regional level, and reflect on the implications for education policy, before moving on to describe
current patterns in the EU in Chapter 3.

2.2. Causes of Regional Educational Inequalities

Why do some regions have highly educated populations and others not? Why is progress greater
in some regions than others? Why is there sometimes more similarity between regions in different
countries than regions within the same country, even when education systems are ostensibly the
same country-wide? To what extent can education policy impact on these regional disparities, or
how much are they caused by wider economic conditions, demographic chara-cteristics and
population movements?

The Wider Causes of Regional Inequalities

Spatial disparities in educational attainment can largely be seen as the geographical
manifestations of deeper divisions in income, wealth, power and recognition that historically and
contemporaneously govern which groups have access to educational provision and the economic,
social and cultural capitals to exploit it. Data from the Programme for International Student
Assessment (OECD, 2008) shows that learners from poor backgrounds attain less well in all OECD
countries. The problem is more acute in more unequal societies (Wilkinson & Pickett, 2009).
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Social and economic inequalities translate into educational disparities through a complex set of
mechanisms, interacting over the life course. These include:

e Material inequalities, manifesting in differential access to some of the perquisites of
learning such as food, sleep, clothing, adequate housing and stability, emotional security,
books, computers, space and quiet, and transport, as well as requirements to earn and
contribute to family income.

e Educational expectations, desires, and dispositions: the status and meaning of education
and whether it is seen as being for "people like us".

e Social and cultural capital; social networks, "system knowledge" and the ability to "speak
the right language" to negotiate access to education and relationships with other
students, teachers and tutors, and to translate educational qualifications into jobs and

. 330
earnings .

e The privileging, by educational institutions, of some forms of knowledge, and some ways

of knowing and behaving, over others®.

e The ways that institutions reinforce social divisions as they group students into classes,
subjects and streams®*, or fail to compensate for material inequalities, so that equal
access to education does not provide the equalising effect on outcomes that might be
expected.

In these ways, educational disparities between social and ethnic groups arise from a combination
of their economic and social position and the design and functioning of the education systems
available to them. These differ from country to country and are historically conditioned, as well as
being mediated by the different roles that states have played in smoothing inequalities through
legislation, fiscal policies and transfers. Ethnicity and migration status as well as material
circumstances are important. Ethnic minorities in most EU countries tend to be disadvantaged by
their lack of inherited wealth, status and connections, as well as (in some countries) by histories of
colonial oppression and racial discrimination, although this does differ from one country to
another. Countries clearly differ in the extent of privatisation and selection within their education
systems, and in their attempts to deliver equality of provision in all areas. So inter-national
differences will be highly influential on educational disparities, but for the same reasons we can
also expect differences between regions arising from what may be described as compositional
factors i.e. who lives there and their historic and current relationships with education.

Area Effects

This interpretation -that regional differences are simply a manifestation of wider structural
differences- rests somewhat on the idea of the region (or space in general) as a blank canvas or
container of people, having no effect of its own. In recent years, this has been challenged to some
extent by a "spatial turn" in educational theory and research, with more interest from
geographers in the field of education (Gulson and Symes, 2007).

This development is important in two main ways. Firstly it has drawn attention to the spatial
patterning of educational resources and its effect (e.g. Taylor, 2001). Countries vary in the extent
to which their education systems are centrally, regionally and locally controlled, giving rise to
different degrees of local variation in investment in education and different decisions about the
kinds of schools and colleges provided. For example, in England, although curriculum is centrally
controlled, local authorities decide on the provision of school places. Some have made historic
decisions to provide education for 16-18 year-olds in local schools, while others provide this in

330 Bourdieu 1984; Bernstein 1975.
s Young, 1971.
3 Willis 1977; Ball 1981.
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large further education or sixth form colleges: a decision which affects the accessibility of
continuing education and participation rates.

Another important factor is the extent of selection and social and ethnic segregation between
schools. Work on this issue in the UK and elsewhere has suggested that the extent of segregation
varies between regions and also within regions, with more segregation in urban areas. Johnston
et al. (2006a) also suggest that segregation in schools is greater than that in neighbourhoods,
which opens up the question of whether this issue is best tackled through mixed community
policies which aim to achieve less residential segregation, by housing voucher programmes which
help individuals change neighbour-hood or by school admission policies. In the UK, recent findings
from a school admissions lottery programme (Allen et al. 2010) have found that it had little effect
on social segregation, since admissions also remained linked to residential "catchment areas".
From the US, Deluca and Dayton (2009) compared young people who changed school and
neighbour-hoods through housing policy and school voucher programmes. They suggested that
housing programmes had assisted poor families to move to less segregated neighbourhoods
which in some cases were also linked to early educational benefits. On the other hand, they
suggested that school voucher programmes have given the opportunity to disadvantaged young
people to "attend higher-performing private schools in less segregated environments with more
middle-class peers" (DeLuca & Dayton, 2009:457). The overall point is that sub-national patterns
of provision and policy intervention matter. Regional disparities in educational outcomes are not
solely manifestations of wider structural inequalities.

The second important insight for education provided by the spatial approach is that places are not
merely containers of people — backdrops to human activity. Their characteristics are shaped in
part by the people who live in them, and their meaning is socially constructed, produced by the
social relations, activities and imaginaries of people within and outside them (Lefebvre, 1991). At
different times, and in relation to other places, cities, regions and neighbourhoods can take on
meanings as places of decline, conflict, danger, community, excitement, culture, growth, or
innovation (Taylor et al., 1996). These meanings and understandings of place can themselves
shape identities, aspirations and values around education. For example, what it means to be poor
or a migrant in terms of education and what constitutes valid and useful knowledge might well be
different from one region to another and from one place to another within a region. This is well
illustrated in qualitative studies, which tend for methodological reasons to focus on particular
neighbourhoods and schools rather than at the regional level.

For example, Dillabough et al. (2007) describe how an inner urban neighbourhood in a major
North American city, adjacent to areas being gentrified by the influx of international capital,
provides a sense of marginality for young people, exacerbated by their segregation within
"demonised" schools abandoned by more advantaged families. Rather than utilising education as
a tool to grasp the opportunity of social mobility created by these global and local political and
economic forces, some of the young people resist "good girl" expectations around education in
order to craft an identity and place for themselves in this changing arena. Thomson (2002), in an
Australian study, points to the ways in which through neighbourhood issues, narratives and
resources influence the work of schools as well as (and partly because of) the identities and
attitudes of students. Teachers and principals are also involved in working out the meaning of
formal education and qualifications in economically marginalised former industrial working class
neighbourhoods, while tackling the material and emotional consequences of poverty and long
term unemployment. Local, regional, national and global changes come together in the schools,
as Thomson puts it as "spatially distributed material and cultural resources and as possibilities for
action" (Thomson, 2002). Thrupp (1999) has demonstrated how local contexts have implications
for school management and organisation of schools and for approaches to curriculum and
pedagogy, as well as for peer relations.
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In practical terms this means that while we can expect to derive a great deal of the explanation for
spatial disparities in education simply by reading off the spatial patterning of wider structural
inequalities, two other things are also likely to be important. One is how particular spatial
characteristics manifest in particular places -distinct geographies and topographies, local histories,
identities and social relations, forms of industrial or agrarian organisation and ownership, as well
as politics, cultural resources, facilities and services. The other is the ways in which these
combinations of national, region and local circumstances combine to shape material inequalities,
forms of capital, educational habitus, and issues of recognition and status, as well as having direct
influences on opportunities to learn.

Understanding the balance between local factors and wider structural influences is not
straightforward. There is an extensive literature which has attempted, using quantitative
methodologies, to investigate these relationships, and the existence and size of "area effects" on
education®*. A review by Lupton and Kintrea (2011) suggests that overall, and despite some
contradictory findings, the conclusion of this body of work is that there are demonstrable area
effects: the characteristics of places do matter for child development in the early years, school
attainment and school drop-out rates. These effects tend to be smaller than the effects of
individual characteristics and abilities, parental characteristics and family influences, but they are
not insignificant (Galster et al. 2007). In policy terms this would tend to suggest that location-
specific interventions designed either to improve neighbourhoods by changing population mix or
improving local conditions and services are valuable and can make some difference, although in
themselves they are unlikely to be wholly transformative.

The quantitative literature to date leaves some important issues unresolved. One is that most
work to date has concentrated on identifying evidence of effects rather than testing which
mechanisms are at work, and many studies use single or very limited indicators of neighbour-hood
characteristics (such as overall poverty or unemployment rates). Galster (2010) identifies fifteen
different kinds of causal mechanisms by which neighbourhoods might have an effect. He groups
these into four categories: social interactive, environmental, geographic and institutional, and
points to the need to test these explicitly. The analysis suggested that neighbourhood
characteristics had a very strong and significant impact upon educational outcomes. Andersson
and Subramanian (2006) explored the impact of neighbourhood characteristics on the educational
outcome of adolescents in Sweden. Their analysis suggested that neighbourhood characteristics
related to socio-economic resources and demographic stability had a strong association with
individual educational outcomes. They also found a strong association between neighbour-hood
socio-cultural capital variables and educational outcomes.

A specific and important example of the difficulty in identifying what it is about neighbourhoods
that matter is the failure of many studies to separate school effects from other neighbourhood
factors. This makes it difficult to distinguish whether all the neighbourhood effects observed are
in fact school effects, or the extent to which investments in school quality can offset the effects of
environmental or economic characteristics. Sykes and Musterd (2010) examined both school and
neighbourhood effects upon academic achievement in secondary school, using Dutch longitudinal
data. Their analysis suggested a strong and statistically significant relationship between school
characteristics and achievement, but the respective association with neighbourhood chara-
cteristics was not significant. The relatively greater importance of school than neighbourhood
factors is also suggested by the results of the Moving to Opportunity programme in the US
(Sanbonmatsu et al. 2006).

333 For reviews of the literature, see, e.g. Blasius et al, 2007; Ellen and Turner, 2003; Jencks and Mayer, 1990; Leventhal and Brooks-
Gunn, 2000; Sampson, 2001; Sampson et al, 2002.
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A final issue, and perhaps the most important one in this context, is that of spatial scale. The
complexity of spatial meanings and relationships implies that different issues operate at different
spatial scales from the regional (connectivity, economic function, political history and governance)
to the street or block (housing and environ-mental management, peer effects). However, studies
have tended to be driven by the availability of data, and the terms “area effects” and
"neighbourhood effects" are used loosely to describe place effects at a wide range of scales.
Lupton and Kneale (2011) have pointed to the need to take a more theoretically informed
approach to selecting the right scale for specific mechanisms (for example, labour market effects
on teenage outcomes should not in theory be measured at the neighbourhood level, although
peer effects might be), although their paper also demonstrates how difficult it is to do this in
practice.

At this stage much existing research points to the importance of spatial effects on education,
although the scale at which these effects operate is not entirely clear. In the context of this
report, this should caution us against the assumption that because differences exist at the regional
level, their causes must also be found at this level. Many of the studies referred to above, and
some of our own illustrations later in this report, show acute intra-region differences. Regional
aggregate figures may well conceal important differences within regions, caused by local
mechanisms and demanding local action. However, just as an exclusive focus on the national can
obscure large differences in experience within countries, an exclusive focus on the sub-regional,
local or neighbourhood levels can tend to obscure the importance of regional economic factors in
favour of the local dynamics of housing markets, resource provision or cultural relations. A
regional focus opens up the possibility of understanding sub-national causes of educational
disparities, while not losing sight of major economic driving forces. It provides a particular window
for observation, understanding and action.

2.3 Consequences of regional educational inequalities

The region is also an important spatial scale for understanding the consequences of educational
disparities. For the reasons described above, regional inequalities in education will tend to
reinforce inequalities between regions in incomes, wealth and social status, contributing to
persistent inter-regional disparities which are resilient to purely economic interventions. Indeed
regional educational disparities may exacerbate such inequalities over time as well-educated
people leave less advantaged regions while less well educated people stay.

A number of studies in Europe (e.g. Rodriguez-Pose and Tselios (2009), Lopez-Bazo and Motelldn
(2009) and Duranton and Monastiriotis (2001 & 2002) demonstrate the relationship between
educational inequality and income inequality at the regional level. Rodriguez-Pose and Tselios
(2009) use the European Community Household Panel dataset for 102 European Union regions
over the period 1995-2000 and show how changes in human capital distribution affect income
inequality. Their analysis suggests that high levels of inequality in educational attainment have a
strong and statistically significant association with higher income inequality. Lépez-Bazo and
Motellon (2009) present an analysis of the effect of human capital on regional wage inequality in
Spanish regions. Their results show that Spanish regions differ in the endowment of human
capital as well as the return that individuals obtain from it and there are strong regional
differences. They also conclude that regional differences in human capital endowment have a
significant impact on regional wage gaps. Duranton and Monastiriotis (2001) analyse a database
that includes information on earnings and education across regions in the United Kingdom over 15
years (1982-1997) and point out that there had been a worsening of UK regional inequalities and a
rise in the North-South divide in the country. Their analysis also suggests that regions in the south
of the country (e.g. London) gained in terms of income over the period because their workforce
became more educated. In addition, they point out that during their study period income returns
to education increased nationwide and this further favoured regions such as London and the
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south-east that had higher rates of people with educational qualifications. Duranton and
Monastiriotis (2002) built further on this analysis by exploring the degree to which similar
individuals (including in terms of educational qualifications) have the same wage across regions
and how differences evolved over a 20-year period. A similar study of regions outside Europe that
is worth mentioning is the work of Azzoni and Servo (2002) on education and wage inequality in
Brazilian regions. They discovered that the most important of the control variables for explaining
wage inequalities in Brazil is education, while variables such as region, experience and race follow.

The relationship between education levels and the capacities of different regions to produce
strong economic performance and growth has two important dimensions, with different
implications for how we conceptualise and measure "educational disadvantage" and for policy
interventions.

The first is the relationship between current levels of human capital and current levels of
economic performance as well as the potential for future economic growth. A number of studies
demonstrate that higher human capital is associated with higher performance and that the
presence of skilled and educated workers can attract firms and enhance productivity. For example
Lépez-Bazo and Moreno Serrano (2008) looked at the relationship between human capital and
regional growth in Spain. Their analysis suggested that human capital has an indirect effect of
making private capital investment more attractive. Regions with high rates of workers with higher
level skills offered higher returns to be extracted from investment in physical capital. Another
study of regional economic performance and human capital in Spain that is worth noting is the
work of Serrano and Cabrer (2004). They suggested that local sector human capital and
specialisation patterns, public R&D efforts (local and from other regions) and international techno-
logical imports reduced growth differentials in Spanish regions. This kind of analysis can also be
further disaggregated geographically (when suitable data are available) and a good example of
this is the work of Eriksson (2004) who presents a more localised study of Swedish data, showing
how proximity to workers with high levels of skills and education has a very strong positive
influence on plants.

This implies that increasing inequalities in human capital between regions are likely to be
associated with increasing economic inequalities. Thus in countries where regional economic
disparities are widening, investment in education and training in weaker regions may play a part
in achieving more even growth. Lackenbauer (2004a and 2004b) for example, points to the
uneven spatial impact of intense economic reforms and integration with Western Europe, in
Eastern European countries and that in particular, only a small number of metropolitan areas and
regions bordering the EU have benefited from the transition process. For this reason Lackenbauer
(2004a and 2004b) calls for additional funding in support of some promising EU programmes and
for regional policies such as R&D investment, investment in education and ICT infra-structure, in
order to reduce the cost of and increase the diffusion of innovation.

The case for regional investment in education is well made in numerous European studies.
Ciccone et al. (2004) explore individual and social returns to schooling in macro-regions of Italy
(North West, North East, Centre and South). Their analysis, which includes estimates such as the
effects of schooling on net wages by region, suggests that individual returns to schooling compare
favourably to the return to financial assets, especially in the South of the country and that the
social returns to schooling exceeds that to infrastructures in the South. Mendolicchio (2006) also
looks at individual returns of education in Italy at the macro-region level as well as for the 20
smaller regions of Italy. According to a simulation that Mendolicchio (2006:19) calls "the basic
scenario”, the positive effects of education seem to be more important than the negative effects
of taxes and unemployment benefits.
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The case for investment in education and human capital is put forward in a report by de la Fuente
and Ciccone (2002) who reconfirmed that human resources investment can be profitable, that it
promotes economic and productivity growth, as well as technological change and diffusion,
increasing social cohesion. De la Fuente (2003) also looked at the effect of structural fund
spending on Spanish regions, as well as (2009) social cohesion in Spanish regions. The results are
encouraging for the period 1994-2000 with the creation of new jobs and the decrease of the initial
gap in income per capita between regions that received funding and the rest of the country. The
same applies to more recent results (de la Fuente, 2009) that highlight the positive impact of
cohesion support policies. In addition, de la Fuente Moreno (2009) explores whether investment
in human capital could reduce regional disparities in Spain by quantifying the importance of
education as a source of regional income disparities and estimating the social return to
investment. He concluded that education is an important source of regional income disparities
and also that changes in investment patterns may reduce internal inequalities and speed up the
growth of the country as a whole.

Rodriguez-Pose and Fratesi (2004) included education in a discussion of the impact of structural
funds on EU regional growth. They discovered that among criticisms of European development
policies, investment in education and human capital - compared to infrastructure business
support and agriculture - is the only area with significant medium-term and positive returns and
they called for more innovative and region-specific development strategies. Wostner and Slander
(2009) also discussed education in the context of European Cohesion Policy. In a review of the
literature on the role of public expenditure in relation to economic growth, they arrived at similar
results as Rodriguez-Pose and Fratesi (2004). Although the overall impact of fiscal policies on
long-term economic growth was generally weak, there was a robust effect of investment in
education and infrastructure. Especially with regard to education, ninety percent of the studies
reviewed point to the statistically significant positive impact of such investments for the period
1983-1988. The same applies to the period from 1971 to 2006 with studies on "structural" or
"development" spending concluding that public spending on education has a particularly
significant positive effect.

Thus, the overwhelming majority of studies suggest that investment in education, training and
infrastructure is invaluable and has a positive impact on regions and individuals. However, there
are a number of caveats. Firstly, other studies caution against a simple model of "increasing
stocks of human capital lead to stronger economic performance" suggesting that other factors
matter too, including accessibility and demographic factors, and the need to match supply and
demand. Rodriguez-Pose and Vilalta-Bufi (2005) have investigated the links between human
capital and regional economic performance in the EU. Their analysis suggests that the economic
performance of European regions is generally associated with differences in human capital. But
they also suggest that, in contrast to other studies in this field, factors such as matching
educational supply and local labour market needs as well as job satisfaction and migration may
actually have a stronger relationship with economic performance, rather than traditional
measures of "educational stock". Returns to education may differ in different regions. De la
Fuente and Vives (1995) discuss the role of infrastructure and education as instruments of
regional policy, presenting evidence from Spain. They argue that theoretically, public investment
in education reduces regional disparities; however, in practice it depends on the overall volume of
the investment and the extent to which its regional allocation varies with regional need. De la
Croix and Vandenberghe (2004) present a very interesting study of the spatial distribution of
human capital in Belgian regions and its impact on economic growth. Their analysis includes a
number of educational attainment measures that enables them to explore issues of regional
convergence in Belgium. They also present estimates of the effects of schooling on wages and
employment and report strong regional variation of the effect of education on employment, with
stronger effects in regions where the average employment rate is low.
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Secondly, investment in human capital does not necessarily have a direct relationship either with
human capital stocks or economic performance. Dreger et al. (2009) looked at EU regional data
on human capital and regional economic performance. Their analysis suggests that although
"schooling and human resources in science and technology explain some part of the regional
human capital stock, they cannot explain the bulk of the experience". One factor is migration -
investment in "home-grown" talent may be less important for growth than in-migration of highly
skilled workers educated and trained elsewhere, while a variety of factors may lead to out-
migration of highly educated people. One line of argument is that while high levels of education in
the home population may support employment and wage levels in the general population, within
knowledge economies it is the locational decisions of key highly skilled individuals which creates
clusters of innovation, activity and inward investment and fuels growth. For example Maier et al.
(2007) explored the impact of the spatial distribution of "star scientists" upon regional
development. In particular they argued that knowledge and highly skilled individuals play a key
role in the development and growth of cities. Their analysis empirically tested this hypothesis and
showed that the mobility patterns of so called "star scientists" had a highly uneven nature in
favour of a limited set of countries and regions that were capable to act as magnets for scientific
talent benefit. Florida (2002) has influentially argued that the capacities of cities to attract “the
creative class” is critical to their economic development and that what attracts such people is
investment in culture and support for diversity — the creation of "Bohemian" spaces where
creative people can be themselves and indulge their leisure interests. This is not unrelated to
education. University towns are often associated with such cultural spaces, as well as being able
to attract intelligent young people at the start of their careers. Understanding migration patterns
and motivations is therefore a critical element in understanding relationships between education,
human capital and regional economic performance. One study which attempts this is the work of
Champion and Coombes (2007) which looked at human capital movement affecting 27 British city
regions using British 2001 Census data. The analysis includes the performance of all city regions in
terms of in and out-migration of human capital and confirms the findings of previous studies
about the dominant role of the city region of London in the British migration system.

Thirdly, where educational levels are implicated as an important factor in regional economic
performance, the literature suggests that it is levels of tertiary education that are most strongly
linked with stronger performance. In other words, human capital counts most at higher levels. For
example, Ramos et al. (2009) explored the distribution of human capital in relation to productivity
and regional inequalities in Spain. In particular, they investigated the influence of different levels
of schooling on regional productivity and growth and also analysed whether there were any
differences in the effects of this human capital on neighbouring regions reflecting its composition.
Their analysis suggests that the composition of human capital improves regional productivity and
growth and that tertiary studies especially have a significant positive effect on regional
productivity. Similarly they found that secondary studies also have a significant positive impact on
regional growth, but that was not the case for primary studies which had no effect on the
variables they considered. Tondl and Vuksic (2003) looked at regions in central and eastern
Europe and highlighted the role of foreign direct investment, human resources and geography.
They suggested that the high level of secondary education in eastern European regions played no
role with regard to growth but that higher education, in contrast, served to facilitate technology
transfer. This would suggest that while overall levels of rates of primary and secondary education
may be important building blocks (and important for social reasons) rates of progression of
students into tertiary education are critical for economic performance, as well the ability to attract
students into tertiary education from elsewhere, and retain them following their studies.
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Figure 2.1 sets out a simplified model of relationships between current human capital and current
economic performance. Seen from this perspective, "educational disadvantage" at a regional
level could be conceptualised as a lack of people in the adult population qualified at tertiary level,
a lack of highly-educated in-migrants and a lack of the institutions that attract them (or prevent
out-migration). Policy interventions would focus on adult populations in order to generate impacts
on performance in the short and medium term.

Figure 2.1: Current Human Capital and Economic Performance/Growth (simplified model)
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However, we may also want to consider a second dimension of the relationship between
education and economic performance which is concerned with how current levels of educational
disadvantage impact on future levels of human capital (and economic performance) — in other
words to focus not on the adult population but on educational levels in the youth population that
provide the capacity for economic development in the future (see Figure 2.2).

Figure 2.2: Current Educational Attainment and Future Human Capital (simplified model)
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The logical arguments and evidence about the mechanisms involved are the same as rehearsed
above (investment in education systems, migration rates of return to education and so on), and
therefore not repeated, but the emphasis here is on education for longer term development, with
a focus on generating a stock of well qualified adults in the future. Seen from this perspective,
"educational disadvantage" at a regional level would be characterised by indicators of low
educational attainment at lower levels in the system (primary and secondary) and also by lower
levels of educational opportunity. The two dimensions are of course logically linked over time.
Poor economic performance is likely to lead to diminishing quality of life and out-migration, and
thus to worsening socio-economic conditions and lower educational attainment in future
populations. However, there are questions of policy priority: how to balance investment in tertiary
education and attracting in-migrants in order to fuel growth in the short term, and the need to
build foundations for future growth by concentrating on lower educational levels and the youth
population. In both cases the evidence suggests that regional educational inequalities are likely to
have direct consequences for regional economies, providing economic imperatives for regional,
national and European policy interventions as well as those arising from concerns for social justice,
equality and social cohesion.
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2.4. Relationships to education policy

What role, then, does education policy have to play in combating regional educational disparities
and what form might it take? Six themes emerge from our review here:

1.

First, much of what drives regional educational disparities is beyond the immediate scope of
education policy and will be driven by economic, fiscal and wider welfare state policies.
Educational policy may have a limited role in tackling causes. However, this does not negate
its importance in tackling symptoms of wider inequalities and in mediating their worst effects
on educational outcomes. Moreover, education policies can be seen as a longer term
investment in creating the economic conditions that will lead to lower educational disparities
in the future. This is well explored in the case of China. Zhang and Fan (2004) investigate
types of public investment and regional inequality in rural China and conclude that the most
beneficial for reducing regional inequalities are investments in rural education and
agricultural R&D in the least-developed western region. In addition, Heckman (2005)
discusses human capital investment in China and calls for a more balanced investment
strategy across regions and types of capital as urban areas are favoured over rural areas and
physical capital investment is preferred over investment in schooling. At the same time the
children of migrants are at a disadvantage. Moreover, as Liefner (2009) points out, China’s
economy is an example of how disparities between rural and urban regions, and between city
regions, reflect differences in the ability to absorb knowledge and to generate technology;
therefore, he argues that creating an economic environment suitable for learning is essential,
and investment in education and in science and technology infrastructure is paramount. In a
European context, Martin (1999) also recommends investment in education as a means of
increasing the capacity of poor regions to absorb new technologies and to increase spatial
diffusion of innovation.

Second and linked to this, action is likely to be necessary at different spatial scales. There is
scope for EU, national, regional and local policy interventions but a need for clarity about
what can reasonably be tackled at different levels. The "failure" of neighbourhood-level
interventions, for example, to eradicate educational inequalities is hardly surprising when
many of the mechanisms driving these inequalities are operating at wider spatial scales. But
this does not mean that neighbourhood-level interventions have no role to play. In a review
of the contribution of educational policies to reducing social inequality, Ross (2009) analysed
284 national, regional and local projects in fourteen European countries and came to the
conclusion that investment strategies should cover multilateral approaches to the whole
population as a range of approaches are more successful in addressing inequalities.

Third, a regional perspective on educational disparities highlights a number of potential
motivations for intervention at the regional scale, ranging from boosting individual countries’
(and the EU’s) economic performance by lifting lagging regions, to reducing injustices of birth,
increasing geographical and social mobility and building cohesion. These will shape the nature
of interventions in significant ways, for example whether to prioritise investment in current or
future workforces.

Fourth, educational disadvantages evolve and accumulate across the life-course as success at
one stage governs access to another. This means not only that policy interventions are
necessary at all levels but also that transitions are important. For example, if we accept that
high levels of tertiary education are important for economic development, there will be a
need to focus not only on tertiary but on its underpinnings at primary and secondary level and
also on regional disparities in rates of transition from secondary to tertiary and the
mechanisms underlying these.

70



EDUCATION INEQUALITY ACROSS EU REGIONS

5. Fifth, migration is a key factor in policy priorities and evaluation. Clearly, neither policies to
tackle socio-economic disadvantage nor policies of educational investment will lead to greater
future human capital in the event of high out-migration from a region. For instance, a recent
study by Labrianidis (2011), entitled "Investing in Leaving", investigates and highlights the
extent as well as the causes (and impacts) of brain drain outflows from Greece. In addition,
Martin (1998) provides an interesting discussion of the role of regional policies in Europe,
including educational policies. He highlights the migration of human capital, which means that
increasing education infrastructure in poorer regions indirectly benefits the richest regions in
a country. In the same vein, Suedekum (2005) provides an overview of what he calls the
"pitfalls of regional education policy", namely the brain drain of recipient areas of education
subsidies due to the increase of geographic mobility that is associated with personal skill level.
On the other hand, as de la Fuente Moreno (2009) argues, this may only cause some concern
if the focus is on regions as such. He advocates that the focus should be on the people and on
regional investment that will benefit the country as a whole, and in that case the degree of
mobility of the populations of low-income regions should not affect educational investment.
On the other hand, if higher level qualifications are what counts in economic growth (and
some studies point to the importance of very small numbers of very highly qualified and
specialised individuals) then attracting highly-qualified in-migrants may be as important as

investment in lower strata of education. The presence of universities will be a key issue®>".

6. Sixth, educational provision cannot be assumed to be a neutral force. Modes of provision,
access and regulation can all produce educational inequalities as well as reducing them, as a
vast body of work in educational sociology demonstrates.

Perhaps most fundamentally, the material in this chapter suggests that policy should be based on
a close understanding of causes and consequences of particular observed regional disparities,
identifying:

e Compositional factors leading to particular regional manifestations of wider structural forces.

e Spatial factors at the regional level that shape particular regional experiences (such as political
economy, history, location).

e The relative size and importance of regional disparities compared to inter-national and intra-
regional differences.

e The extent and nature of regional differences in education systems.

The data presented in Chapters 3 and 4 provide a platform for such further detailed analysis.

It is also interesting to note that there have been good case studies of the local regional impacts of Universities which could

be the basis for further work (e.g. see Armstrong, 1993; Armstrong et al., 1997; Labrianidis, 1995).
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Chapter Three. Mapping educational inequality
across EU regions

This chapter provides a (literal) "mapping" of educational inequalities across the EU, painting a picture - to
the degree that this is possible on the basis of publicly available data for EU regions - of patterns of
educational opportunities and outcomes and their geographic and regional variations.

As noted in the introductory chapter, there is a general paucity of research into the geographic dimension of
educational inequalities across the EU, with most studies focusing on differences between countries rather
than regions. This paucity may be attributed to some extent to social science (and in particular educational)
researchers’ unfamiliarity with geographic data and methods as well as the general lack of good quality
geographic data on education-related variables at the regional and local level. On the other hand, most
human geographers with expertise in Geographical Information Systems and relevant data and methods do
not have adequate knowledge of education theory and policy. There is therefore a need for
complementarity of expertise between researchers working in fields such as human geography, education
economics, and sociology of education, given the interdisciplinary nature of this subject. Achieving such a
complementarity is a challenge that we have attempted to take up in this report, and that we seek to realise
in this chapter.

Ideally, in order to address the geographical dimension of the issues discussed in Chapter 2 in the EU, we
would need to have at our disposal data on all aspects of the models set out in Figures 2.1 and 2.2.

Thus in relation to current differences in human capital, we would want measures of skills and qualifications
in the adult population, particularly at tertiary level, and perhaps indicators of migration patterns of highly-
educated adults or (as a proxy) the institutions that attract them.

In relation to future differences in human capital we would want to look at measures of educational
attainment in the current youth population, and rates of progression to higher education. Since this report
focuses on education policy rather than investments in policies to tackle socio-economic disadvantage, we
would also want to look at measures of educational opportunity, access and participation.

It should be noted that there is considerable variation in the educational data availability, quality and geo-
graphical aggregation (or disaggregation) across EU member states. For instance, as seen in Chapter 2 (and
as will be illustrated in Chapter 5), there is (NUTS3) data on educational attainment as well as outcomes at
very local levels in Britain (Thomas et al., 2009) and at small regional (prefecture) level in Greece
(KANEP/GSEE, 2010). It should also be noted that there are on-going efforts by Eurostat to bring such
regional data together in one database (e.g. see European Commission, 2009 and 2010), but not all such
data is readily available for researchers interested in performing analysis at the EU level.

In the context of this study, we conducted a review of all education-related variables in the EU which were
available through Eurostat’s web-site at the time of conducting the research for this report and we extracted
a selection of datasets that were available at the geographic level of NUTS 1 and NUTS2 and we then further
analysed them and put them together in a geographical data-base that can be used for mapping and
analysis. We explored all datasets readily available to researchers by Eurostat, trying to identify variables
that are available at NUTS2 level or smaller. Table 3.1 (next page) lists the education-related variables
(indicators) that we included in our database. These can be distinguished between:

a. educational target groups and opportunity indicators; and

b. outcome and performance indicators.
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In addition to the variables provided by Eurostat, we included a University Accessibility variable**® as well as
two additional variables that were created by Annoni and Kozovska (2010) who used them for the
construction of an EU Regional Competitiveness Index.

These data collectively provide a rough but not misleading picture of existing educational levels and
inequality within the region. They indicate the proportions of the regional population with a particular level
of education, which enables cross-regional and cross-national comparison. This provides a snapshot of the
current regional profile of educational inequality.

For each of the variables shown in Table 3.1, we have created thematic maps and tables showing its
regional distribution for each EU Member State that has more than one NUTS2 region (i.e. all
states except for Estonia, Cyprus, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxemburg and Malta). In addition,
we have identified the “top 10” and “bottom 10” EU regions for each variable.

Table 3.1. Education-related regional indicators used in this study.

"Target group" and "opportunity" indicators — Current educational levels of the population of the area or region

IND1: Pupils and students in all levels of education (ISCED 0-6) as % of total population in a region

IND 2: Lifelong learning - participation of adults aged 25-64 in education and training (as % of total population in a
region)

IND 3:  Pupils in primary and lower secondary education (ISCED 1-2) as % of total population in a region

IND 4:  Pupils and students in upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education (ISCED 3-4) as % of the
population aged 15-24 years old in a region

IND5: Students in tertiary education (ISCED 5-6) as % of the population aged 20-24 years in a region

IND 6: Population living at more than 60 minutes from the nearest university (% of total population in a region)

"Outcome" and "performance" indicators -Potential climate for educational development within the region

IND 7:  All persons aged 25-64 with lower secondary education attainment as % of total population in a region

IND 8:  All persons aged 25-64 with upper secondary education attainment as % of total population in a region

IND9: Persons with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education as % of all population over 15
years old in a region

IND 10: Persons with at most upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education as % of all population over
15 years old in a region

IND 11: With tertiary education as % of all population over 15 years old in a region

IND 12: RCI Education pillars rank (H. Education/Training and Lifelong Learning pillar sub-rank; RCl Competitiveness
Index Report, Annoni & Kozovska, 2010)

This chapter presents and discusses the spatial distribution of these variables across EU regions>>°.

335

Created by Nordregio/EuroGeographics/GISCO/EEA ETC-TE (kindly provided by Annoni and Kozovska).

38 It is possible that the maps presented in this chapter may be masking geographical patterns of inequalities within EU Member States

and to cover this possibility further mapping was performed for each member state, in the form of a series of maps of the regional
distribution of all variables presented above, for each member state that has more than one NUTS2 region. This also enables the further
classification of member-state regions into quantiles on the basis of the distribution of each variable in the member state. This body of data
appears in Chapter 4.
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Figure 3.1 shows the spatial distribution of pupils and students in all levels of education (ISCED 0-6) as a
proportion of total population in each NUTS2 region. It shows that most of the regions with the highest
rates are concentrated in north and west Europe, especially Finland, Sweden but also Belgium and Ireland.
The regions with the lowest rates are found mostly in the east of Germany, north of Italy and south-east
Europe, but also north-west Spain and Portugal.

Figure 3.1: Pupils and students in all levels of education (ISCED 0-6) as % of total population in a region
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Table 3.2 and Table 3.3 show the "top 10" and "bottom 10" regions respectively. The region with the
highest rate of pupils and students in all levels of education is the greater Brussels area (Région de Bruxelles-
Capitale) in Belgium (35.93%), which typifies the "attractiveness" of capital cities generally. At the other
end, Severozapaden in Bulgaria is the EU region with the lowest proportion of pupils and students.

Table 3.2. Top 10 regions - Pupils and students in all levels of Table 3.3. Bottom 10 regions - Pupils and students in all levels
education (ISCED 0-6) as % of total region population of education (ISCED 0-6) as % of total region population

Région de Bruxelles-Capitale / NUTS CODE 35.93 Severozapaden NUTS CODE 14.4
Brussels Hoofdstedelijk Gewest BE10 _ BG31

Bucuresti — llifov R0O32 33.3 Stfedni Cechy Cz02 14.7
Bratislavsky kraj SKO1 29.2 Valle d'Aosta/Vallée d'Aoste ITC2 14.7
Praha Cz01 28.7 Principado de Asturias ES12 15.4
Prov. Luxembourg BE34 28.51 Peloponnisos GR25 15.41
Pohjois-Suomi FILA 28.4 Liguria ITC3 15.8
Prov. Brabant Wallon BE31 27.73 Piemonte ITC1 16.1
Prov. Namur BE35 27.55 Burgenland AT11 16.2
Prov. Oost-Vlaanderen BE23 26.94 Yugoiztochen BG34 16.2
Ostra Mellansverige SE12 26.8 lonia Nisia GR22 16.23
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Figure 3.2 depicts the geographical distribution of the participation of adults aged 25-64 in education and
training (as a percentage of total population in a region). The EU member states with the highest number of
regions in the top quantile include the United Kingdom, Denmark, Finland and Sweden. In contrast, most of
the regions in the bottom quantile of the distribution are in south-east Europe.

Figure 3.2. Lifelong learning - participation of adults aged 25-64 in education and training as % of total population in a region

Legend Life-long learning - participation of adults aged 25-64 in education and training
%
CJo-24
B 24-37
5749
Bl 49-9:1
Bl g:-191

Data source: Eurostat
Table:Ifst_r_lfsd2plll©
EuroGeographics for the
administrative boundaries

Table 3.4 and Table 3.5 show the "top 10" and "bottom 10" regions respectively. As can be seen, the region
of Hovedstaden in Denmark has the highest rates of lifelong learning adults. In contrast, Severozapaden in
Bulgaria is the EU region with the lowest rates of lifelong learning adults.

Table 3.4. Top 10 regions - Lifelong learning - participation of Table 3.5. Bottom 10 Regions - Lifelong learning - participation
adults aged 25-64 in education and training (% of the of adults aged 25-64 in education and training (% of
total population in a region) the total population in a region)

Hovedstaden NUTS CODE 19.2 Severozapaden NUTS CODE 0.27
DKO1 BG31
Inner London UK11 16.1 Notio Egeo GR42 0.39
Midtjylland DK04 15.8 Sterea Ellada GR24 0.45
Highlands and Islands UKM6 15.2 Yugoiztochen BG34 0.45
Syddanmark DK03 15.0 Severoiztochen BG33 0.47
Sjeelland DK02 14.9 Yuzhen tsentralen BG42 0.50
Nordjylland DKO5 14.2 Severen tsentralen BG32 0.52
Etela-Suomi FI18 13.8 lonia Nisia GR22 0.52
Aland FI20 13.6 Vorio Egeo GR41 0.60
Vastsverige SE23 12.8 Sud — Muntenia RO31 0.70

Figure 3.3 (next page) shows the spatial distribution of pupils in primary and lower secondary education as a
proportion of the total population in a region. The highest rates are observed in regions of the Republic of
Ireland, Portugal, southern Spain, but also the Netherlands and Denmark. In contrast the lowest rates are

observed in the north of Italy, in Romania and in Bulgaria337.

337
It should be noted however that there is a large number of missing values for this variable (most notably the whole of the United Kingdom,
Germany, Cyprus, the Baltic states, but also large urban regions such Attiki, Madrid, and Paris) which considerably limits its value.

76



EDUCATION INEQUALITY ACROSS EU REGIONS

Figure 3.3: Pupils in primary and lower secondary education (ISCED 1-2) as a % of the total population in a region

Legend [Regional distribution of pupils in primary and lower secondary education (ISCED 1-2) as % of total population
%
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Data source: Eurostat
Table: tgs00095©
EuroGeographics for the
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Tables 3.6 and 3.7 show the "top" and "bottom" 10 regions respectively. As can be seen, the Spanish region
of Ciudad Auténoma de Melilla has the highest percentage of students in primary and lower secondary
education. In contrast, Bucuresti-lifov in Romania is the EU region with the lowest percentage of pupils in
primary and secondary education.

Table 3.6: Top 10 regions - Pupils in primary and lower secondary Table 3.7: Bottom 10 regions - Pupils in primary and lower
education (ISCED 1-2) as % of total population in a region secondary education (ISCED 1-2) as % of total population in a region
Syddanmark NUTS CODE 12.7 Bucuresti — lifov NUTS CODE 6.2
DKO03 RO32
Gelderland NL22 12.8 Yugozapaden BG41 6.3
Overijssel NL21 13 Liguria ITC3 6.3
Norte PT11 13 Severen tsentralen BG32 6.5
Prov. Luxembourg BE34 13.3 Friuli-Venezia Giulia ITD4 6.6
Southern and Eastern IE02 14.7 Toscana ITE1 6.7
Flevoland NL23 14.9 Umbria ITE2 6.8
Ciudad Auténoma de Ceuta ES63 15.1 Emilia-Romagna ITD5 6.9
Border, Midland and Western IEO1 15.8 Severozapaden BG31 7.1
Ciudad Auténoma de Melilla ES64 16 Valle d'Aosta ITC2 7.1
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Figure 3.4 shows the geographical distribution of pupils and students in upper secondary and post-
secondary non-tertiary education (ISCED 3-4) as a proportion of the population aged 15-24 years old in each
region (NUTS2 except for Germany and the United Kingdom where it is NUTS1; note that there are missing
data for Scotland, Northern Ireland and Cyprus). As can be seen, the regions with the highest values are
mostly in Italy, Belgium, Sweden and Finland, whereas most of the regions with the lowest values are found
in Greece, Spain, Portugal, Romania, Bulgaria and France. This is another strong indicator of regional
education climate.

Figure 3.4: Regional distribution of pupils and students in upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education (ISCED 3-4) as % of
the population aged 15-24 years old in a region
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Data source: Eurostat
Table: lgso0093E
EuroGeographices for the
administrative boundaries

Table 3.8 and Table 3.9 show the "top 10" and "bottom 10" regions respectively. As can be seen, the region
of Prov. West-Vlaanderen in Belgium has the highest percentage of students in upper secondary and post-
secondary non-tertiary education while, llles Baleares in Spain have the lowest percentage.

Table 3.8: Top 10 regions - Pupils and students in upper secondary Table3.9: Bottom 10 regions - Pupils and students in upper

and post-secondary non-tertiary education (ISCED 3-4) as secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education
% of the population aged 15-24 years old in a region (ISCED 3-4) as % of the population aged 15-24 years old

Liguria NUTS CODE 61.6 llles Baleares NUTS CODE 17.1

ITC3 ES53

Prov. Hainaut BE32 62.5 Comunidad Valenciana ES52 19.6

Prov. Namur BE35 64.6 Malta MTOO 20.09

Prov. Luxembourg BE34 66 Region de Murcia ES62 20.4

Prov. Vlaams-Brabant BE24 723 Cataluiia ES51 20.6

Prov. Antwerpen BE21 74.7 Comunidad de Madrid ES30 20.61

Région de Bruxelles-Capitale / BE10 78.41 Andalucia ES61 20.8

Brussels Hoofdstedelijk Gewest Castilla-La Mancha ES42 21.2

Prov. 905t—VIaanderen BE23 83.9 Aragon £s24 227

Prov. Limburg BE22 85.2 Lietuva 700 2311

Prov. West-Vlaanderen BE25 88.1

78



EDUCATION INEQUALITY ACROSS EU REGIONS

Figure 3.5 depicts the spatial distribution of students in tertiary education (ISCED 5-6) as a proportion of the
population aged 20-24 years in each region (again NUTS2 except for Germany and the United Kingdom
where it is NUTS 1, and there are missing data for Scotland, Northern Ireland and Cyprus). This map
indicates a very high concentration of the age group in Scandinavia, which may possibly have been
predicted, but also in Eastern Europe and Northern Greece, which is not so expected. And we see again the
capital city phenomenon in Madrid and Paris.

Figure 3.5: Students in tertiary education (ISCED 5-6) as % of the total population aged 20-24 in a region

Legend Regional distribution of students in tertiary education (ISCED 5-6) as % of the population aged 20-24 years
%

[ <284
[ 20.4-46.6
Bl 46.655.1
Bl 55.164.83
B -64.83

! nodata

Data source: Eurostat
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Table 3.10 and Table 3.11 show the "top" and "bottom" 10 regions respectively. As can be seen, the region
of Brussels Hoofdstedelijk Gewest in Belgium has the highest percentage of tertiary education students as a
percentage of the 20-24 population. In contrast, Severozapaden in Bulgaria is the EU region with the lowest
rate of students in tertiary education in the same age-group.

Table 3.10: Top 10 regions - Students in tertiary education (ISCED 5-6) Table 3.11: Bottom 10 regions - Students in tertiary education (ISCED 5-

as % of the population aged 20-24 years in a region 6) as % of the population aged 20-24 years in a region

Ditiki Makedonia NUTS CODE 100 Severozapaden NUTS CODE 4.3

GR13 _ BG31

Ipiros GR21 100 Stfedni Cechy Cz02 5.6

Ditiki Ellada GR23 100 Vorarlberg AT34 7.3

Lazio ITE4 100 Luxembourg (Grand-Duché) LUOO 9.63

Mazowieckie PL12 100 Provincia Autonoma ITD1 10.7

Bucuresti — lifov RO32 100 Burgenland AT11 10.8

Zahodna Slovenija S102 100 Niederdsterreich AT12 13

Bratislavsky kraj SKO1 100 Notio Egeo GR42 16.1

Praha Cz01 100 Valle d'Aosta ITC2 18.5

Hovedstaden DKO1 100 Sud — Muntenia RO31 19.7

Kentriki Makedonia GR12 100

Prov. Brabant Wallon BE31 100

Wien AT13 100*

Kozép-Magyarorszag HU10 105.83

Région de Bruxelles-Capitale / BE10 120.67

Brussels Hoofdstedelijk Gewest

* Note that there are 13 regions ranked joint third
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Figure 3.6 shows the spatial distribution of the "geographical accessibility" to higher education index. In
particular, it depicts the spatial distribution of regional populations living at more than 60 minutes travel
distance (by car or train) from the nearest university as a proportion of the total population in the region. It
is noteworthy that there are a total of 97 regions where virtually all population is within 60 minutes from the
nearest University. Most of these regions are in Germany, the United Kingdom and the Netherlands. In
contrast, the most of the regions with the lowest "accessibility" scores (14.25% or more of total population
living in localities more than 60 minutes from the nearest university) are in south-east Europe, northern
Sweden and Finland, the Baltic states, Spain, Denmark and France.

It is interesting to observe (and reflect upon) the spatial patterns of this "physical geographical accessibility"
index to universities together with the geographical distribution of other measures capturing the
participation of populations across EU regions in higher education. In particular, it is interesting to note that
although the populations of central and western EU are on average located very near universities compared
to southern Europe and Nordic countries, there are comparably higher participation rates of tertiary
education students in several regions in Greece, Spain, Italy, the Scandinavian and Baltic countries. And it is
also interesting to consider how this map maps on to the previous one, especially perhaps in Scandinavia.

Figure 3.6: Population living at more than 60 minutes from the nearest university (as % of the total population in a region)

Legend Population living at more than 60 minutes from the nearest university, % of total population
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Data source: Eurostat
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Table 3.12 shows the "top 10" regions for this variable. The region of Ditiki Makedonia in Greece has the
highest percentage of population living at more than 60 minutes away from the nearest university.

Table 3.12: "Top 10" regions - population living at more than 60 minutes from the nearest university (% of total population in a region)

Peloponnisos NUTS CODE 85.9
GR25

Sterea Ellada GR24 87.8
Aland FI20 88.5
lonia Nisia GR22 88.5
Notio Egeo GR42 90

Ciudad Auténoma de Melilla ES64 94.2
Malta MTO00 96

Severozapaden BG31 97.4
Ciudad Auténoma de Ceuta ES63 99.7
Ditiki Makedonia GR13 100

The next group of indicators provide a broad picture of the existing level of educational activity and
inequality within the region. They indicate the proportions of the regional population involved at particular
levels of education, which enables cross-regional and cross-national comparison. This provides a snapshot
of the current regional profile of educational inequality.

Figure 3.7 shows the geographical distribution of all persons aged 25-64 with lower secondary education
attainment as a percentage of total population in each region. The areas with the highest values are almost
entirely located in the south of Europe (Portugal, Italy, Greece), but also Estonia, Northern Ireland and the
Irish region "Border, Midland and Western".

Figure 3.7: All persons aged 25-64 with lower secondary education attainment (% of the total population in a region)
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Legend ’AH persons aged 25-64 with lower secondary education attainment - as % of total population at regional level

Data source: Eurostat
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Table 3.13 and Table 3.14 show the "top" and "bottom" 10 regions respectively:

Table 3.13. Top 10 regions - All persons aged 25-64 with lower Table 3.14. Bottom 10 regions - All persons aged 25-64 with lower
secondary education attainment (% of the total population secondary education attainment(% of the total population
in a region) in a region)

Centro NUTS CODE 77.9 Leipzig NUTS CODE 5
PT16 DED3
Alentejo PT18 77.8 Dresden DED2 5
Norte PT11 773 Sttedni Cechy Cz02 5
Algarve PT15 70.2 Thuringen DEGO 4.8
Ciudad Auténoma de Melilla ES64 63.5 Stfedni Morava Ccz07 4.8
Extremadura ES43 62.9 Bratislavsky kraj SK01 43
Lisboa PT17 59.8 Jihovychod CZ06 4.3
Castilla-La Mancha ES42 59 Cyprus CY00 4.2
Sardegna ITG2 58.5 Trier DEB2 4.1
lonia Nisia GR22 57.8 Praha Cz01 3.2

Figure 3.8 depicts the spatial distribution of all persons aged 25-64 with upper secondary education
attainment as a proportion of the total population in each region. Most of the regions with the highest
values are in central and Eastern Europe, whereas the regions with the lowest values are mostly located in
Spain, Portugal, Greece, Ireland and Scotland (also see Chapter 4).

Figure 3.8: All persons aged 25-64 with upper secondary education attainment (% of the total population in a region)

Legend ’AH persons aged 25-64 with upper secondary education attainment - as % of total population at regional level
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Table 3.15 and Table 3.16 show the "top" and "bottom" 10 regions respectively:

Table 3.15: Top 10 regions - all persons aged 25-64 with upper Table 3.16: Bottom 10 regions - all persons aged 25-64 with upper
secondary education attainment (% of the total population secondary education attainment (% of the total population
in a region) in a region)

Stfedni Morava NUTS CODE 77.1 Castillay Ledn NUTS CODE 20.3

Cz07 ES41

Sttedni Cechy Cz02 75.8 Pais Vasco ES21 20.2

Jihozépad Cz03 75.5 Ciudad Auténoma de Ceuta ES63 19.6

Vychodné Slovensko SK04 75.3 Andalucia ES61 18.6

Severovychod CZ05 75.2 Castilla-La Mancha ES42 18.3

Zapadné Slovensko SK02 75 Galicia ES11 17.1

Jihovychod CZ06 74.5 Alentejo PT18 16.3

Severozapad CzZ04 73.3 Extremadura ES43 15.6

Moravskoslezsko Cz08 71.8 Centro PT16 13.4

Stredné Slovensko SKO03 70.7 Norte PT11 11.4

Figure 3.9 shows the spatial distribution of population with relatively low level of formal educational
qualifications in Europe. In particular, it depicts the geographical distribution of people with at most pre-
primary, primary or lower secondary education (levels 0-2, ISCED 1997) as a proportion of all people over 15
years old. The regions with the highest rates are mostly in southern Europe and especially in Portugal,
Spain, Malta, Italy and Greece. In contrast, the regions with the lowest rates (where people have higher
qualifications) are mostly found in central and Eastern Europe as well as in the United Kingdom. Indeed, this
map in some ways inverts the pattern of the previous one.

Figure 3.9: Persons with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education attainment (% of the total population in a region)

Legend Persons aged 15+ with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education - levels 0-2 (ISCED 1997) as % of all
% ersons aged 15+
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Table 3.17 and Table 3.18 show the "top" and "bottom" 10 regions respectively:

Table 3.17: Top 10 regions -persons with at most pre-primary,
primary and lower secondary education (levels 0-2,
ISCED 1997) as % of all population over 15 years old in a

Table 3.18: Bottom 10 regions -persons with at most pre-primary,
primary and lower secondary education (levels 0-2,
ISCED 1997) as % of all population over 15 years old in a

region region
Alentejo NUTS CODE 78.36 Mecklenburg-Vorpommern NUTS CODE 16.29
PT18 DE80
Centro PT16 78.16 Brandenburg - Nordost DE41 16.23
Norte PT11 77.65 Sachsen-Anhalt DEEO 15.97
Malta MTO00 74.16 Bratislavsky kraj SKO1 14.11
Algarve PT15 71.72 Brandenburg — Stidwest DE42 14.04
Extremadura ES43 67.42 Leipzig DED3 13.44
Ciudad Auténoma de Melilla ES64 64.95 Thuringen DEGO 13.12
Castilla-La Mancha ES42 64.76 Dresden DED2 13.00
Lisboa PT17 64.48 Chemnitz DED1 11.85
lonia Nissia GR22 64.12 Praha Cz01 10.69

Figure 3.10 shows the geographical distribution of people with at most upper and post-secondary non-
tertiary education (levels 3-4, ISCED 1997) as a proportion of all persons aged 15 years old and over. The
regions with the highest values are mostly in central and eastern Europe, whereas the regions with the
lowest rates are mostly located in southern Europe. Some of these patterns seem to be consistent with the
findings of Lackenbauer (2004a & 2004b) which were discussed in Chapter 2, suggesting that an overall
picture is that of widening disparities between and within countries as the spatial impact of intense

economic reforms and integration with Western Europe is uneven.

Figure 3.10:
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Table 3.19 and Table 3.20 show the "top" and "bottom" 10 regions respectively:

Table 3.19: Top 10 regions - persons with at most upper secondary Table 3.20: Bottom 10 regions - persons with at most upper secondary
and post-secondary non-tertiary education (levels 3-4, and post-secondary non-tertiary education (levels 3-4,
ISCED 1997) as % of all persons aged 15+ in a region ISCED 1997) as % of all persons aged 15+ in a region
Stredni Cechy NUTS CODE 72.50 Andalucia NUTS CODE 17.34
Cz02 ES61
Severovychod CZ05 72.06 Algarve PT15 17.29
Jihozépad Cz03 71.11 Castilla-La Mancha ES42 16.35
Stfedni Morava Ccz07 71.04 Galicia ES11 15.82
Jihovychod CZ06 69.43 Malta MTO0O0 14.52
Severozapad CzZ04 69.16 Extremadura ES43 14.43
Moravskoslezsko Cz08 68.60 Ciudad Auténoma de Melilla ES64 13.39
Zapadné Slovensko SK02 68.35 Centro PT16 13.32
Vychodné Slovensk SK04 67.26 Alentejo PT18 13.24
Stredné Slovensko SK03 65.44 Norte PT11 12.62

Figure 3.11 shows the geographical distribution of individuals with tertiary education qualifications (levels 5-
6, ISCED 1997) as a proportion of all persons aged 15 and over. Most of the regions in the top quantile are
found in the UK, Belgium and the Netherlands, but also in northern Spain and Cyprus. The region with the
highest rate is Inner London, closely followed by Prov. Brabant Wallon.

On the other side of the distribution, the regions with the lowest rates of tertiary education graduates are in
Italy, Portugal, and in central and eastern Europe. This shows a very clearly discriminating spatial
distribution of life chances, perhaps the most decisive one we have had so far. It points to the clear gap
between regions and countries that are more and less likely to provide a supportive educational milieu.

These data represent a valuable resource for anyone interested in the relationship between regions and
educational achievement and potential.

Figure 3.11: Persons with tertiary education (levels 5-6, ISCED 1997) as % of all persons aged 15+ in a region

Legend Persons aged 15+ with tertiary education - levels 5-6 (ISCED 1997) as % of all persons aged 15+
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Table 3.21 and Table 3.22 show the "top" and "bottom" 10 regions respectively:

Table 3.21: Top 10 regions — persons with tertiary education (levels Table 3.22: Bottom 10 regions - persons with tertiary education (levels

5-6, ISCED 1997) as % of all persons aged 15+ in a region 5-6, ISCED 1997) as % of all persons aged 15+ in a region
Inner London NUTS CODE 41.82 Basilicata NUTS CODE 8.63
UK11 ITFS
Prov. Brabant Wallon BE31 38.12 Centro PT16 8.52
Stockholm SE11 34.50 Provincia Autonoma Bolzano/Bozen ITD1 8.45
Pais Vasco ES21 34.30 Puglia ITF4 8.44
Prov. Vlaams-Brabant BE24 34.13 Alentejo PT18 8.41
Utrecht NL31 34.07 Valle d'Aosta ITC2 8.27
Région de Bruxelles-Capitale / Brussels BE10 33.87 Nord-Est RO21 8.18
Hoofdstedelijk Gewest Sud-Est RO22 7.51
fle de France FR10 32.98 Sud — Muntenia RO31 7.11
Noord-Holland NL32 32.79 Severozapad Cz04 7.03
Hovedstaden DKO1 32.25

Figure 3.12 illustrates the ranking of EU regions according to the composite Regional Competitiveness
Indicator (RCI) developed by Annoni and Koszovska (2010). "Education" was one of the eleven pillars
underpinning this indicator. Each pillar was designed to capture the short-term and long-term capabilities of
the region. The "Education" pillar was based on a wide range of variables pertaining to primary, secondary
and tertiary education (see Annoni and Koszovska, 2010 for more details). Figure 3.12 maps the Higher
Education/Training and Lifelong Learning pillar sub-rank (table 50, Annoni & Koszovska, 2010:127). As can
be seen, most of the regions ranked highly are in northern and Western Europe. In contrast, the regions
ranked 197-265 are mostly in southern and Eastern Europe.

Figure 3.12: Higher Education/Training and Lifelong Learning pillar sub-rank (after Annoni and Kozovska, 2010: 127)
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Data source: Competitiveness Index Report (Annoni and Kozovska, 2010)
Boundaries: EuroGeographics©
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This chapter has laid a basis for the analysis of the relationship between educational inequalities and
regional characteristics. It has provided a means for calculating and comparing the current educational
levels and participation at a regional rather than a national level —which further underlines the depth of
regional inequalities in education. We have also been able to distinguish, albeit at a very broad level, those
regions which seem most and least likely to attract and support productive activities and people.

It would be very useful to have longitudinal forms of such data so as to establish more clearly the
relationship between regions and education inequality. Closer analysis than what we have been able to
conduct here would reveal more clearly where and how policy interventions may be possible to redress
some of the regional inequalities.

In the next chapter we investigate further the regional patterns of the two bodies of indicators and of the
potential supportiveness of regional educational levels.

Following this, in Chapter 5, we will carry out a much closer analysis based on NUTS level 3 and smaller area
data, which gives an idea of the potential of such work, and makes a very strong case for extending the
availability of such data.

Annex 1 provides the human population cartogram version of the conventional maps shown in this chapter
as an alternative way of visualising regional data on educational inequalities across EU regions.
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Chapter Four.  Regional inequalities in education in
each EU Member State

Introduction

The discussion so far provided a picture of the regional dimension of educational inequalities at the EU-wide
level. This chapter illustrates the geographical patterns of educational inequality within each EU member
state®®. It also presents and discusses a series of tables with data at regional level.

The highest regional values in these tables are colour-coded red and the lowest values colour-coded blue.

The same tables also present a basic index of inequality for each country: the range, which is the difference
between the maximum and minimum regional value for each indicator.

4.1. Regional inequalities in Austria

Table 4.1 presents the scores for the "target group" and "opportunity" indicators for Austrian regions. There
is relatively high regional variation in the rates of pupils and students in all levels of education across the
country, in lifelong learning rates, and in the rates of students in higher education (ISCED5-6). The greater
Vienna (Wien) region has the highest rate of pupils and students in all levels of education (as a percentage of
total population) whereas the region of Burgenland (A) has the smallest rate (see also Figure 4.1, next page).
The difference between the values in these two regions is 8.3%. These two regions also have the highest
and lowest rates respectively of adults aged 25-64 participating in education and training (also see Figure
4.).

The biggest difference between rates pertaining to the "target groups" is observed for the indicator "all
students in tertiary education (ISCED 5-6) as a percentage of the population aged 20-24 years" (100% in
Wien and 7.3% in Vorarlberg). Similarly, it is worth noting that there are no people living at more than 60
minutes from the nearest university in the regions of Wien and Burgenland (A), whereas on the other hand
the region with the highest rate is Salzburg (18%; see Figure 4.3)

Table 4.2 (p. 58) presents the values of "outcome" and "performance" indicators in Austrian regions. The
region with the highest number of "Persons with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary
education" (as a percentage of total population aged over 15 years old) is Burgenland (A). The region with
the lowest rate for this indicator is Wien. These two regions are also at the extremes of the distribution of
rates of people with tertiary education qualifications (21.4% in Wien and 11.7% in Burgenland). There is also
considerable variation of these variables across Austrian regions as can be seen in Figures 4.4 and 4.5.

Table 4.1: "Target group" and "opportunity” indicators in Austrian regions

Burgenland (A) AT11 16.2 5.8 7.8 45.9 10.8 0
Nieder-osterreich AT12 17.2 6.7 8.6 41.8 13 5.3
Wien AT13 24.5 9.2 7.9 44.9 100 0
Karnten AT21 18.6 6.4 8.6 49.4 314 7.6
Steiermark AT22 19.7 6.4 8.2 44.5 60 5.2
Ober-osterreich AT31 19.9 7.1 9.3 47.6 26.2 0.2
Salzburg AT32 21.8 7.3 9.2 50.8 52.9 18
Tirol AT33 22 7.1 9.1 45.9 64.5 11.5
Vorarlberg AT34 19.6 7.2 10 44.1 7.3 7.2
Range* 8.3 3.4 2.2 9 92.7 18

*The range is the difference between the maximum and minimum regional value for each indicator.

338 A full set of the maps for each country can be downloaded from: http://www.dimitrisk.gr/download/euReport/
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Figure 4.1. Regional distribution of pupils and students in all levels of education (ISCED 0-6) in Austria
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Figure 4.2. Lifelong learning — participation of adults aged 25-64 in education and training, Austrian regions
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Figure 4.3: University "geographical accessibility" by region in Austria
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Figure 4.4: Persons with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education, Austrian regions
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Figure 4.5. Persons 15+ with tertiary education qualifications, Austrian regions
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Table 4.2: "Outcome" and "performance" indicators in Austrian regions

Burgenland (A) AT11 11.2 59.0 333 55.0 11.7 139
Niederésterreich AT12 10 62.6 27.2 58.9 13.9 148
Wien AT13 15.9 52.0 235 55.0 214 31
Karnten AT21 8.3 67.8 24.3 62.0 13.7 109
Steiermark AT22 10 62.4 28.5 58.5 13.0 85
Oberdsterreich AT31 13.8 58.1 31.9 55.0 13.0 64
Salzburg AT32 10.3 65.2 24.5 59.5 16.0 140
Tirol AT33 14.9 58.5 30.2 55.9 13.8 127
Vorarlberg AT34 18 60.0 314 55.2 134 212
Range: 9.7 15.8 9.7 7.1 9.8 181

92



EDUCATION INEQUALITY ACROSS EU REGIONS

4.2. Regional inequalities in Belgium

Table 4.3 presents the scores for the "target group" and "opportunity" indicators in Belgian regions. The
"accessibility to universities" indicator is excellent across all regions, as virtually all population lives within 60
minutes from a university. The greater Brussels region (Région de Bruxelles-Capitale) has the highest rates
of pupils and students in all levels of education (also see Figure 4.6) and the highest adult participation in
lifelong learning. It also has the highest rate of students in tertiary education (ISCED 5-6) as a percentage of
the population aged 20-24 years together with Prov. Brabant Wallon (100% in both regions). In contrast,
region Prov. Luxembourg (B) has the lowest rate of tertiary education students (23.4%). Figure 4.7 depicts
the spatial distribution of this indicator across Belgian regions.

Table 4.3: "Target group" and "opportunity"” indicators in Belgian regions

Région de Bruxelles-Capitale / BE10 35.9 5.3 No data 78.4 120.7 0
Brussels Hoofdstedelijk Gewest
Prov. Antwerpen BE21 24.7 3.6 9.1 74.7 49.8 0
Prov. Limburg (B) BE22 26.1 4.5 9.2 85.2 355 0
Prov. Oost-Vlaanderen BE23 26.9 43 9.1 83.9 80.8 0
Prov. Vlaams-Brabant BE24 23.2 4.9 8.1 723 69.0 0
Prov. West-Vlaanderen BE25 24.7 37 8.9 88.1 284 0
Prov. Brabant Wallon BE31 27.7 3.6 10.4 51.7 100.0 0
Prov. Hainaut BE32 26.4 1.7 115 62.5 43.9 0
Prov. Liege BE33 26.1 31 10.8 59.7 64.6 0
Prov. Luxembourg (B) BE34 28.5 2.5 13.3 66.0 23.4 0
Range: 12.69 3.6 5.2 36.4 97.3 0

Figure 4.6: Distribution of pupils and students in all levels of education (ISCED 0-6), Belgian regions (% of the total population in a region)
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Figure 4.7: Students in tertiary education (ISCED 5-6), % of the total population 20-24 in a region, Belgian regions
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Table 4.4 presents regional data for Belgium on the "outcome" and "performance" indicators. Prov. Hainaut
has the highest value (45.4%) of individuals with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary
educational qualifications (as a percentage of all population aged over 15), followed closely by Prov. West-
Vlaanderen, Prov. Liége, and Prov. Luxembourg. In contrast, Prov. Brabant Wallon has the lowest value.
Figure 4.8 shows the spatial distribution of this indicator.

Table 4.4: "Outcome" and "performance" indicators in Belgian regions

Région deBruxelles-Capitale / BE10 30.5 25.7 38.7 27.4 339 17*
Brussels Hoofdstedelijk Gewest*
Prov. Antwerpen BE21 27.8 39.5 374 38.0 24.6 43
Prov. Limburg (B) BE22 30.1 38.0 39.4 37.8 22.7 73
Prov. Oost-Vlaanderen BE23 28.8 37.9 38.4 349 26.6 40
Prov. Vlaams-Brabant* BE24 21.9 324 329 33.0 34.1 17*
Prov. West-Vlaanderen BE25 29.8 37.9 429 34.8 22.2 68
Prov. Brabant Wallon * BE31 20.5 31.0 29.9 32.0 38.1 17*
Prov. Hainaut BE32 36.6 37.0 45.4 35.8 18.7 118
Prov. Liege BE33 34.0 33.1 42.8 33.2 23.9 78
Prov. Luxembourg (B) BE34 32.7 33.4 41.6 33.0 25.4 146
Range: 16.1 13.8 15.6 10.6 19.4 129

* Merged into one region for the purposes of the RCI project; see Annoni and Kozovska (2010) for more details
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Prov. Brabant Wallon has the highest percentage of individuals with tertiary education qualifications (as a
percentage of total population over 15), whereas Prov. Hainaut has the lowest (18.7%) and there is

considerable variation across regions (see Figure 4.9).

Figure 4.8: Persons with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education, Belgian regions

Legend Persoms aged 1 5+ with at maost pre-primary, primary and lover secondary sducation - levels o-2 (ISCED
190 7) as % of all persons aged 15+

varizhle-0yg

= 20.8-38.
L] i -392
B og2-428
Ll FE T

Tl - (0 B colFcrgpranpalvics o e
crclnisabal rondient dxmesclonriea

‘Dnﬂwnm—w + Bsircraknd

Figure 4.9: With tertiary education (%), Belgian regions
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4.3. Regional inequalities in Bulgaria

Table 4.5 presents the scores for the "target group" and "opportunity" indicators for the six Bulgarian NUTS2
regions. Severozapaden in the north west of the country has the lowest rates of adults aged 25-64
participating in lifelong learning (not just in Bulgaria but the lowest in the EU) and the worst "university
accessibility" indicator. Figure 4.10 shows the spatial distribution of this indicator across all regions in
Bulgaria. The region with the best university accessibility is Yugozapaden in the south west, where the
country’s capital and largest city, Sofia, is also located.

Table 4.5: “Target group” and “opportunity” indicators in Bulgarian regions

Severozapaden BG31 14.4 0.3 7.1 36.8 4.3 97.4
Severen tsentralen BG32 18.2 0.5 6.5 334 63.7 22
Severoiztochen BG33 19.4 0.5 7.5 337 63.1 16.7
Yugoiztochen BG34 16.2 0.5 73 34.2 243 334
Yugozapaden BG41 194 1.6 6.3 37 74.5 144
Yuzhen tsentralen BG42 16.9 0.5 7.1 34 38 30.5
Range: 5 13 1.2 3.6 70.2 83

Figure 4.10: University “geographical accessibility" by region in Bulgaria
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The region of Severoiztochen (where Varna, Bulgaria’s third largest city is located) also has relatively high
university accessibility (with only 16.7% of the total population living at more than 60 minutes from the
nearest university). In contrast, the region of Severozapaden has the lowest university accessibility rate with
97.4% of its population living at more than 60 minutes away from the nearest university.

Table 4.6 and Figure 4.11 (next page) show the spatial distribution of these variables across the six Bulgarian
NUTS2 regions.
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Table 4.6: "Outcome" and "performance" indicators in Bulgarian regions

Severozap  BG31 20.6 60.2 35.3 514 13.2 257
Severen BG32 23.8 49.7 37.4 47.0 15.6 223
Severoizt BG33 28.4 44.9 38.6 44.4 17.0 220
Yugoiztoc BG34 27.5 51.2 41.3 459 12.8 244
Yugozapa BG41 13 49.9 23.7 49.2 27.0 87
Yuzhen BG42 26.9 49 40.1 45.9 13.9 233
Range: 154 15.3 17.6 7.0 14.3 170

Figure 4.11: Persons aged 15+ with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education, Bulgarian regions
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Figure 4.12: Persons aged 15+ with tertiary education, Bulgarian regions

Legend Persons aged 15+ with tertiary education - levels 5-6 (ISCED 1gy7) as % of all persons aged 15+
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4.4. Regional inequalities in the Czech Republic

Table 4.7 presents the scores for the "target group" and "opportunity"” indicators for the eight regions of the
Czech Republic. The region with the highest rate of pupils and students in all levels of education as a
percentage of total population is greater Prague (Praha), whereas the lowest value is observed in Stredni
Cechy (also see Figure 4.13). Figure 4.14 shows the regional distribution of University Accessibility.

Table 4.7: "Target group" and "opportunity" indicators in Czech Republic regions

Praha CZ01 28.7 7.5 7.2 61.1 100 0
Stiedni Cechy Cz02 14.7 4.3 8 30.1 5.6 0
Jihozapad CZ03 19.6 4.4 8.6 40.4 44.2 0.3
Severozapad Cz04 18.5 4.2 8.9 40.0 20.4 0
Severovychod CZ05 19.3 4.1 8.9 40.0 32.3 0
Jihovychod CZ06 22.6 4.3 8.8 44.7 72.9 4
Stfedni Morava Cz07 20.1 4.7 8.9 42.4 37.2 3.6
Moravskoslezsko Cz08 21.5 3.0 9.3 41.2 52.5 0.6
Range: 14.0 4.5 2.1 31.0 94.4 4.0

Figure 4.13: Regional distribution of pupils and students in all levels of education, Czech Republic regions

Legend Regional distribution of pupils and students in all levels of education (ISCED 0-6) - as % of total population
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Figure 4.14: "University accessibility" by region, Czech Republic
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Table 4.8 presents the "outcome" and "performance" indicators. Severozapad has the highest rate of
individuals with low qualifications (with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary attainment),
whereas Praha has the lowest (also see Figure 4.15). Praha also has the highest rate of individuals with
tertiary education qualifications and has the top rank in the country in the RCI Education Pillars indicator
(and is 13" in the EU out of 265). In contrast, the region of Severozapad is ranked bottom and also has the
lowest rate of individuals with tertiary education qualifications (also see Figure 4.16).

Table 4.8: “Outcome” and “performance” indicators in Czech Republic regions

Praha Cz01 3.2 65.4 10.7 63.5 25.8 13
Stfedni Eechy Cz02 5 75.8 16.6 72.5 10.9 190
Jihozapad Cz03 5.9 75.5 17.3 71.1 115 117
Severozapad Cz04 119 733 23.8 69.2 7.0 195
Severovychod CZ05 5.7 75.2 17.4 72.1 10.6 110
Jihovychod CZ06 4.3 74.5 16.9 69.4 13.7 113
Stfedni Morava Cz07 4.8 77.1 18.6 71.0 10.3 145
Moravskoslezsko Cz08 5.9 71.8 20.0 68.6 114 144
Range: 8.7 11.7 13.1 8.9 18.7 182

Figure 4.15: Persons with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education, Czech Republic regions

Legend Persons aged 1 5+ with at most preprimary, primary and lower secondary education - levels o-z ﬂW‘
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Figure 4.16: With tertiary education, Czech Republic regions
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4.5. Regional inequalities in Germany

Table 4.9 presents the scores for the "target group" and "opportunity" indicators for German regions (at
NUTS1 level). As can be seen, Bremen is top of the list in relation to pupils and students in all levels of
education, in terms of pupils in upper secondary and post-secondary non tertiary education and also in
terms of students in tertiary education. On the other hand, Sachsen-Anhalt has the lowest rate of pupils and
students in all levels of education, Bayern has the lowest rate of pupils in upper secondary and post-
secondary non tertiary education and Brandenburg the lowest rate of students in tertiary education.

Figure 4.17 (next page) shows the spatial distribution of "pupils and students in all levels of education"
across German regions. Also, Figure 4.19 shows the spatial distribution of university accessibility across
NUTS2 regions. Figure 4.18 shows the spatial distribution of participation rates of adults aged 25-64 in
education and training. The region with the highest rate is Berlin (5.9%) closely followed by Hamburg
(5.45%) and Bremen (5.18%). On the other side of the distribution, the region with the lowest adult
participation in lifelong learning rate is Niederbayern (3%).

Table 4.9: “target group”/“opportunity” indicators in German regions (NUTS1)

Baden-Wiirttemberg DE1 21.72 37.48 47.04
Bayern DE2 20.08 32.20 41.52
Berlin DE3 19.22 34.18 64.83
Brandenburg DE4 16.74 36.17 31.76
Bremen DE5 22.06 43.23 73.83
Hamburg DE6 20.30 38.72 70.05
Hessen DE7 20.46 36.51 52.23
Mecklenburg-Vorpommern DE8 17.27 34.89 31.92
Niedersachsen DES 20.80 37.72 38.86
Nordrhein-Westfalen DEA 21.76 37.84 54.31
Rheinland-Pfalz DEB 20.98 33.34 50.95
Saarland DEC 19.42 39.40 44.39
Sachsen DED 16.92 35.63 42.41
Sachsen-Anhalt DEE 16.39 34.06 35.29
Schleswig-Holstein DEF 20.01 36.37 39.21
Thiiringen DEG 16.75 33.85 36.24

Range: 5.67 11.03 42.07

* as % of total population ** (ISCED 3-4) as % of the population aged 15-24 years old
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Figure 4.17: Regional distribution of pupils and students in all levels of education, German NUTS1 regions
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Figure 4.18: Lifelong learning participation, German NUTS2 regions.
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Figure 4.19: University "accessibility" by NUTS2 region in Germany
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Figure 4.20: With tertiary education, as % of the total population 20-24 in a region, German NUTS1 regions
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Table 4.10 presents the scores for the "outcome" and "performance" indicators in German regions at NUTS2
level. Bremen has the highest rate of individuals with low educational qualifications (with at most pre-
primary, primary and lower secondary) and Chemnitz has the lowest rate. Dresden has the highest rate of
tertiary education graduates whereas Koblenz has the lowest (also see Figure 4.20).

Table 4.10: "Outcome" and "performance” indicators in German regions (NUTS2)

Stuttgart DE11 12.5 56 27.0 49.2 23.7 84
Karlsruhe DE12 12.2 57.5 26.0 50.9 23.0 90
Freiburg DE13 11.4 60.6 273 51.8 20.8 104
Tiibingen DE14 111 56.9 26.9 50.2 22.7 103
Oberbayern DE21 8.8 57 21.0 51.8 26.7 59
Niederbayern DE22 10.3 62.8 29.1 54.0 16.4 157
Oberpfalz DE23 8.6 63.5 26.9 56.4 16.4 158
Oberfranken DE24 11.2 58.9 28.0 51.9 19.7 166
Mittelfranken DE25 111 58.5 25.7 52.7 211 136
Unterfranken DE26 11.3 60.3 27.0 52.6 19.8 119
Schwaben DE27 10.5 63.4 253 55.6 18.7 147
Berlin DE30 14.7 46.9 214 48.8 29.7 56
Brand. Nordost DE41 6.9 61.5 16.2 58.5 25.1 142
Brandenburg - Siidwest DE42 5.1 60.2 14.0 58.0 27.8 97
Bremen DES0 20.6 52 30.6 50.8 18.4 161
Hamburg DE60 15.9 54.5 24.0 52.4 23.0 106
Darmstadt DE71 12.8 56.4 24.1 52.6 23.0 95
GieBen DE72 10.3 61.1 26.7 53.7 19.3 120
Kassel DE73 10.2 65.4 25.5 56.5 17.9 151
Mecklenb.-Vorp. DE80 6.9 65.2 16.3 59.4 23.9 128
Braunschweig DE91 14.5 62.2 28.1 55.2 16.6 143
Hannover DE92 13.1 60.9 26.4 54.3 19.2 153
Liineburg DE93 11.7 67.8 27.1 56.7 16.0 194
Weser-Ems DE94 11.6 64.1 28.1 55.5 16.4 171
Diisseldorf DEA1 16.5 59.3 27.6 53.7 18.3 131
Koln DEA2 15.9 56.1 27.4 50.4 21.8 96
Miinster DEA3 13.7 63.1 27.8 55.0 16.9 125
Detmold DEA4 15.3 63.9 28.2 56.0 15.6 163
Arnsberg DEA5 17.6 60.7 29.6 54.5 15.6 149
Koblenz DEB1 14.6 64.1 304 54.2 15.2 172
Trier DEB2 4.1 60 27.6 53.6 18.8 162
Rheinhes.-Pf. DEB3 13.4 58.8 28.5 51.4 20.0 138
Saarland DECO 13.2 65.4 27.1 57.1 15.4 205
Chemnitz DED1 13.8 62.6 11.9 62.5 25.6 88
Dresden DED2 5 58.3 13.0 58.0 28.9 63
Leipzig DED3 5 56.2 13.4 56.7 29.8 74
Sachs.-Anh. DEEO 6.3 66.2 16.0 62.0 217 124
Schleswig.Hols. DEFO 12 64.7 23.8 57.8 18.3 167
Thiiringen DEGO 4.8 64.6 131 62.5 24.3 81
Range: 16.5 20.9 18.8 13.7 14.6 149
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4.6. Regional inequalities in Denmark

Table 4.11 presents the scores for the "target group" and "opportunity" indicators in Danish regions. The
region of Midtjylland has the highest rate of "pupils and students in all levels of education", 2.7% higher than
Sjeelland which is the region with the lowest rate. The capital region of Hovedstaden has the highest
participation rates of adults aged 25-64 in education and training (19.2%), whereas Nordjylland has the
lowest (14.2%). It is also noteworthy that all 20-24 year olds in Hovedstaden attend higher education,
whereas just over half (51.1%) of this age group attend tertiary education in Sjeelland. Figure 4.21 and
Figure 4.22 show the spatial distribution of these variables across the five Danish regions, whereas Figure
4.23 depicts the regional distribution of the university accessibility indicator.

Table 4.11: "Target group" and "opportunity" indicators in Danish regions

Hovedstaden DKO1 25.9 19.2 10.6 36.9 100 2
Sjeelland DK02 24.1 14.9 12,5 46.1 51.1 141
Syddanmark DKO3 25.4 15.0 12.7 44.8 56.8 19.5
Midtjylland DKO04 26.8 15.8 12.6 41.6 70 27.5
Nordjylland DKO5 24.9 14.2 12.3 41 59.2 13
RANGE: 2.7 5.0 21 9.2 48.9 25.5

Figure 4.21: Pupils and students in all levels of education (% of the total population in a region), Danish regions
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Figure 4.22: Students in tertiary education (% of the population aged 20-24 in a region), Danish regions

Regional distribution of students in tertiary sducation (IBCED 5-6) as % of the populaticnaged 20-24 years
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Figure 4.24: Individuals with tertiary education qualifications (% of the population aged 20-24 in a region), Denmark
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Table 4.12 shows the scores for the "outcome" and "performance" indicators by region. Hovedstaden has
the highest rates of individuals with tertiary education qualifications (also see Figure 4.24) and the highest
RCI Education Pillars Rank (and also ranked 2" in the EU out of 265). On the other hand, Syddanmark has
the highest rate (37.7%) of individuals with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education
qualifications.

Table 4.12: “Outcome” and “performance” indicators in Danish regions

Hovedstade X 33.6 26.77 36.64 32.25 2
Sjeelland DK02 25.9 38.3 37.13 38.52 21.46 28
Syddanmark  DKO3 24.6 39.2 37.69 38.00 20.42 23
Midtjylland DKO4 22 38.8 33.70 38.73 23.97 18
Nordjylland DKO5 22.6 37.7 36.85 37.46 22.42 19
Range: 7.3 5.6 10.92 2.10 11.83 26
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4.7. Regional inequalities in Spain

Table 4.13 presents the scores for the "target group" and "opportunity" indicators for regions in Spain. The
region with the highest rate of "pupils and students in all levels of education" as a percentage of the total
population is Ciudad Auténoma de Melilla, whereas the region with the lowest rate is Principado de Asturias
(also see Figure 4.25). These two regions also have the highest and lowest rates respectively of students in
tertiary education as a percentage of population aged 20-24 (also see Figure 4.26).

Table 4.13: "Target group" and "opportunity" indicators in Spanish regions

Galicia ES11 17.1 6.4 8.40 24.90 58.80 23.8
Principado de Asturias ES12 15.4 5.8 7.40 24.80 62.20 8.8
Cantabria ES13 17.0 4.7 8.60 24.60 45.60 3.1
Pais Vasco ES21 19.8 8.0 9.60 26.30 69.80 0
Comunidad Foral de Navarra ES22 19.9 73 9.90 24.40 64.70 0.5
La Rioja ES23 17.8 5.5 9.50 24.00 47.30 0.6
Aragén ES24 18.6 6.3 9.40 22.70 58.40 15.6
Comunidad de Madrid ES30 21.2 6.9 No data 20.61 76.67 1]
Castilla y Le6n ES41 18.6 6.2 8.90 28.00 72.40 15.9
Castilla-La Mancha ES42 19.8 5.2 11.90 21.20 32.30 42
Extremadura ES43 20.7 5.9 12.10 23.20 40.70 55.6
Catalufia ES51 19.8 5.1 10.10 20.60 56.60 1.8
Comunidad Valenciana ES52 19.5 6.5 10.20 19.60 59.80 2.4
llles Balears ES53 17.2 5.2 10.10 17.10 26.70 21.8
Andalucia ES61 22.1 5.4 12.30 20.80 52.20 13
Regién de Murcia ES62 22.0 5.7 11.90 20.40 48.90 11
Ciudad Auténoma de Ceuta ES63 25.5 6.8 15.10 24.60 34.30 99.7
Ciudad Auténoma de Melilla ES64 26.7 5.6 16.00 25.20 25.00 94.2
Range: 11.30 33 8.60 10.90 51.67 99.7

Figure 4.25: Pupils and students in all levels of education (as % of the total population in a region), Spain.

Legend E:-gim.nl distribution of pupils and students in all levels of education (ISCED 0-6]- as % of total pepulation
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Figure 4.26: Students in tertiary education (% of the population aged 20-24 in a region), Spain

Legend |ﬁc—5iml.n] distribution of students in tertinry education (BBCED 5-6) as % of the population aged 20-24 years
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Table 4.14 presents regional data pertaining to the "outcome" and "performance" indicators. Extremadura
has the highest rate of individuals with low educational qualifications (with at most pre-primary, primary and
lower secondary education, 67.4%), whereas Comunidad de Madrid has the lowest rate. The region with
the highest rate of university graduates is Pais Vasco, which is also ranked top of the Spanish regions in
terms of the RCI Education Pillars indicator (and 36" in the EU out of 265). In contrast, Extremadura has the
lowest rate of tertiary education graduates and Ciudad Auténoma de Ceuta is at the bottom of the list of
Spanish regions in terms of the RCI Education Pillars indicator (and 264" in the EU out of 265).

Figures 4.27 and 4.28 will show the spatial distribution of these indicators across all Spanish NUTS2 regions.

Table 4.14: "Outcome" and "performance" indicators in Spanish regions

Galicia ES11 52.8 17.10 61.35 15.82 21.91 192
Principado de Asturias ES12 46.2 21.20 55.64 18.73 24.88 201
Cantabria ES13 47.2 21.70 54.37 18.54 26.05 206
Pais Vasco ES21 34.4 20.20 45.85 18.99 34.30 36
Comunidad Foral de Navarra ES22 42.6 23.40 49.30 21.06 28.73 92
La Rioja ES23 44.2 21.60 53.03 19.05 26.77 207
Aragon ES24 42 26.00 52.91 22.17 24.00 189
Comunidad de Madrid ES30 34.7 25.80 44.22 23.88 30.78 44
Castilla y Le6n ES41 50.8 20.30 58.49 17.58 23.02 175
Castilla-La Mancha ES42 59 18.30 64.76 16.35 17.73 238
Extremadura ES43 62.9 15.60 67.42 14.43 16.74 239
Cataluiia ES51 49.3 22.90 55.12 20.46 23.24 132
Communidad Valenciana ES52 51.5 23.20 57.20 20.56 21.13 159
llles Baleares ES53 54.3 26.60 57.95 23.39 17.54 247
Andalucia ES61 57 18.60 61.93 17.34 19.38 198
Region de Murcia ES62 55.2 20.40 60.95 18.99 18.77 202
Ciudad Auténoma de Ceuta ES63 55.1 19.60 61.27 19.62 17.90 264
Ciudad Auténoma de Melilla ES64 63.5 48.80 64.95 13.39 19.45 263
Range: 29.1 33.2 23.20 10.48 17.56 228
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Figure 4.27: Regional distribution of persons with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education, Spain

Legend Persoms aged 1 5+ with at moest pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education - levels o-2 (ISCED
% 1pp 7] as % of all persons aged 15+

O 442-m7
W =y
B - b06
B -Gy

Dt saveiree : Bkl
Tenlde : 1 Bt ealFercrgpranpalvics o Mot
crclonivaial rendiend dcmesnclcerica

Figure 4.28: Regional distribution of individuals with tertiary education qualifications in Spain

Legend Fﬂm‘ﬂ.ﬁe{l 15+ with tertiary education - levels 5-6 (ESCED 1997) as % of all persons aged 1.5+
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4.8. Regional inequalities in Finland

Table 4.15 presents data on the "target group" and "opportunity" indicators in Finnish regions. It is
noteworthy that all regions have relatively high rates of students in tertiary education, except for the Aland
islands region. It is also worth noting that all regions have relatively high rates of participation in lifelong
learning. There is however considerable variation in the university accessibility indicator. Eteld-Suomi
enjoys the best accessibility (only 1.2% of the population live in a location more than 60 minutes away from
the nearest university), whereas on the other hand the Aland region has the worst accessibility with 88.5%
of the population living at more than 60 minutes away from the nearest university (also see Figure 4.29).

Table 4.15: "Target group" and "opportunity" indicators in Finnish regions

It3-Suomi FI13 24.9 10.2 10.2 60.2 87 13.5
Eteld-Suomi FI18 26.4 13.8 10.4 57.5 97.5 1.2
Lénsi-Suomi FI19 26.3 11.4 10.5 57.0 97 3.7
Pohjois-Suomi FILA 28.4 11.8 11.8 59.4 87.4 18.4
Aland FI20 21.2 13.6 No data 44.46 30.8 88.5

Range: 7.17 3.6 1.6 15.7 66.7 87.3

Figure 4.29: University "accessibility" by region in Finland

Legpand |i'\np1.|]a.ti.m living at more than 60 mimutes from the nearest university, % of total population
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Table 4.16 (next page) provides the "outcome" and "performance" indicators for Finnish regions. It is
interesting to note that Eteld-Suomi is ranked top on the list at the EU in terms of the RCI Education Pillars
rank. This region also has the highest rate of tertiary education in Finland, whereas Aland has the lowest rate
of tertiary education graduates and the highest rate of individuals with low educational qualifications (with at
most pre-primary and lower secondary education).
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Table 4.16: "Outcome" and "performance" indicators in Finnish regions

1t3-Suomi FI13 23.1 44.9 35.2 41.8 23.0 42
Eteld-Suomi FI18 19.1 38.3 30.1 38.2 31.6 1
Lansi-Suomi FI19 21.8 42.9 33.9 40.3 25.9 8
Pohjois-Suomi FIZTA 20.5 46.3 32.6 43.1 24.4 32
Aland FI20 31.1 45.5 39.9 38.0 22.1 200
Range: 12 8 9.8 5.1 9.5 199

Figures 4.30 and 4.31 show the spatial distribution of these indicators across the five Finnish NUTS2 regions.

Figure 4.30: Persons with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education (as % of the total population 15+ in a region), Finland

Legend Persons aged 15+ with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education - levels 0-2 (ISCED
9 1 7) s % of all persons aged 15+
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Figure 4.31: Individuals with tertiary education qualifications in Finland (as % of the total population 15+ in a region)

Legend Persons aged 15+ with tertinry education - levels 5-6 (ISCED 1907) as % of all persons aged 15+ |
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| 4.9. Regional inequalities in France

Table 4.17 presents the scores for the "target group" and "opportunity" indicators for regions in France.
Nord-Pas-de-Calais has the highest rate of pupils and students (as a percentage of the total population in a
region) whereas Corse has the lowest. Figure 4.32 (next page) presents the spatial distribution of this
variable across all French regions. There is a relatively big regional disparity in adult participation in lifelong
learning. Alsace has the highest rate (5.5%) and Corse the lowest (1.2%). Similarly, there are big disparities
in the rates of pupils and students in upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education (ISCED 3-
4) as a percentage of the population aged 15-24 years old (Figure 4.33), in the numbers of tertiary education
students (ISCED 5-6) as a percentage of the population aged 20-24 years (see Figure 4.34) and in terms of
university accessibility (see Figure 4.35).

Table 4.17: "Target group" and "opportunity" indicators in French regions

Tle de France FR10 25.0 3.9 No data 30.96 68.97 0.00
Champagne-Ardenne FR21 22.5 3.8 11.3 33.70 44.80 1.20
Picardie FR22 22.8 3.5 12.1 33.80 33.80 0.00
Haute-Normandie FR23 23.4 3.5 12.1 34.80 42.90 0.50
Centre FR24 21.2 3.4 11.1 34.40 39.20 14.80
Basse-Normandie FR25 22.3 33 11.5 36.00 41.40 18.10
Bourgogne FR26 20.9 3.8 10.7 35.30 43.90 29.60
Nord - Pas-de-Calais FR30 25.8 3.6 No data 33.08 49.78 0.00
Lorraine FR41 224 35 11 33.70 47.50 0.10
Alsace FR42 22.6 5.5 11.2 32.00 54.60 0.00
Franche-Comté FR43 22.6 3.6 11.5 34.90 45.20 1.50
Pays de la Loire FR51 23.5 4.2 11.8 34.50 48.80 1.30
Bretagne FR52 23.2 4.5 11.3 36.10 55.50 0.40
Poitou-Charentes FR53 20.6 3.0 10.5 34.10 45.00 13.10
Aquitaine FR61 211 35 10.6 33.50 54.00 15.70
Midi-Pyrénées FR62 21.9 3.9 10.6 32.20 62.10 13.80
Limousin FR63 19.1 44 9.3 34.80 50.20 17.60
Rhoéne-Alpes FR71 24.0 3.8 11.8 33.00 58.30 3.30
Auvergne FR72 20.7 4.4 10.2 34.20 53.60 18.20
Languedoc-Roussillon FR81 22.1 29 11.1 33.50 55.30 4.90
Provence-Alpes-Cote d'Azur FR82 22.0 3.1 11.2 34.10 51.60 4.60
Corse FR83 17.5 1.2 9.4 31.40 27.80 54.90

Range: 8.35 4.2 2.8 5.14 41.17 54.9
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Figure 4.32: Regional distribution of pupils and students in all levels of education, France
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Figure 4.33: Regional distribution of pupils and students in ISCED 3-4, France
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Figure 4.34: Regional distribution of students in tertiary education, France.
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Figure 4.35: University "accessibility" by region in France.
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Table 4.18 presents the scores for the "outcome" and "performance" indicators, whereas Figures 4.36 and
4.37 (next page) present the spatial distribution of the rates of people with low qualifications (with at most
lower secondary qualifications) and the rates of tertiary education graduates. It is noteworthy that the
region of Corse is at the bottom or top of all lists, having the higher rates of individuals with at most lower
secondary qualifications and the lowest rates of tertiary education graduates. It is also at the bottom of the
list in terms of the RCI Education Pillars (and 255" in the EU out of 265). In contrast, the capital region of ile
de France is ranked highest in terms of the RCI Education Pillars indicator (and 24" in the EU out of 265) and
also has the highest rate of tertiary education graduates in France.

Table 4.18: "Outcome" and "performance" indicators in French regions

fle de France FR10 26.8 32.1 34.6 324 33.0 24
Champagne-Ardenne FR21 34.2 39 45.1 39.6 15.3 154
Picardie FR22 36 38.5 45.4 37.7 16.9 185
Haute-Normandie FR23 35.7 39.5 45.1 39.6 15.4 160
Centre FR24 28 41.2 40.5 40.9 18.5 210
Basse-Normandie FR25 285 42.2 41.9 39.8 18.3 191
Bourgogne FR26 28.9 40 42.6 38.7 18.8 226
Nord - Pas-de-Calais FR30 323 38 42.9 37.3 19.8 111
Lorraine FR41 27.6 43 41.2 42.0 16.8 107
Alsace FR42 244 44.3 32.9 43.7 234 98
Franche-Comté FR43 323 41.3 42.5 39.1 18.5 181
Pays de la Loire FR51 26.6 42.4 38.6 40.7 20.7 126
Bretagne FR52 21.5 43 36.3 41.6 22.2 38
Poitou-Charentes FR53 31.2 43.2 42.9 40.6 16.5 208
Aquitaine FR61 27.9 43 38.5 39.8 21.7 169
Midi-Pyrénées FR62 20.3 39.3 35.6 37.9 26.6 116
Limousin FR63 25.1 40.5 39.6 40.3 20.1 222
Rhone-Alpes FR71 28.6 40.9 38.6 38.9 224 99
Auvergne FR72 25.1 40.9 37.9 39.9 22.3 179
Languedoc-Roussillon FR81 35.5 37.2 45.4 34.5 20.1 176
Provence-Alpes-Cote FR82 31.9 37.6 42.0 36.8 21.2 155
d'Azur
Corse FR83 50 28.1 60.1 28.2 11.7 255
Range: 29.7 16.2 27.2 15.5 21.3 231
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Figure 4.36: With at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education, French regions

Legend Fersons aged 15+ with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education - levels o-z (ISCED
1p7) as % of all persons aged i5+
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Figure 4.37: Tertiary education graduates, French regions

Legend Fﬂmsa.g\ed 15+ with tertiary education - levels 5-6 (ISCED 1997) as % of all persons aged 15+
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4.10. Regional inequalities in Greece

Table 4.19 presents the scores for the "target group" and "opportunity" indicators for the regions of Greece.
Also, Figure 36 shows the spatial distribution of pupils and students in all levels of education across all 13
Greek regions. As can be seen, the highest rates of pupils and students in all levels of education are
observed in Ditiki Makedonia, Ditiki Ellada, Ipiros and Kriti, whereas the region of Peloponnisos has the
lowest rate. The distribution of "pupils and students in upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary
education (ISCED 3-4)" seems to be relatively evenly distributed across regions. This is not the case for
tertiary education students: the highest rates of students in tertiary education (as a percentage of all
population aged 20-24) are observed in Kentriki Makedonia, Ditiki Makedonia, Ditiki Ellada and in Attiki,
whereas the lowest rate is in Notio Egeo (also see Figure 4.39). There are also considerable regional
disparities in university accessibility (see Figure 4.40).

Table 4.19: "Target group" and "opportunity” indicators in Greek regions

Anatoliki Makedonia, Thraki GR11 19.44 1.7 9.30 26.60 80.80 20.00
Kentriki Makedonia GR12 21.54 21 9.20 29.00 100.00 19.60
Ditiki Makedonia GR13 24.60 1.2 9.20 29.30 100.00 100.00
Thessalia GR14 19.07 1.0 8.90 27.70 63.20 53.20
Ipiros GR21 22.65 13 7.90 27.30 100.00 46.90
lonia Nisia GR22 16.23 0.5 8.90 25.80 41.80 88.50
Ditiki Ellada GR23 24.23 14 8.70 25.20 100.00 50.60
Sterea Ellada GR24 17.79 0.5 8.30 26.30 57.40 87.80
Peloponnisos GR25 15.41 0.7 8.30 26.20 26.60 85.90
Attiki GR30 18.81 2.1 No data 29.48 99.36 1.20
Vorio Egeo GR41 19.15 0.6 9.00 27.70 62.40 53.80
Notio Egeo GR42 17.03 0.4 10.80 28.30 16.10 90.00
Kriti GR43 21.84 11 10.60 28.70 92.50 62.60
Range: 9.19 1.72 2.90 4.28 83.90 98.80

Figure 4.38: Pupils and students in all levels of education, Greek regions (as a % of the total population in a region)

Legend Regional dist ribution of pupils and students in all levels of education (ISCED 0-6) - as % of total population
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Figure 4.39: Students in tertiary education (as % of the population aged 20-24), Greek regions

Legend Regiomal distribution of students in tertinry education (B CED 5-6) as % of the populationaged 20-24 years
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Figure 4.40: University "accessibility" in Greek regions

Legend Population living at more than 60 mimites from the nearest umversity, % of total population
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Table 4.20 (next page) presents the "outcome" and "performance" indicators. There is considerable regional
disparity with regards to the RCI Education Pillars rank: Attiki is on the top of the list (and ranked 60" in the
EU), whereas Notio Egeo is at the bottom of the list (ranked 256™ in the EU out of 265). It is also worth
noting that Attiki has the highest rate of tertiary education graduates and Notio Egeo the lowest (also see
Figure 4.41). lonia Nisia is the region with the highest rate of people with low educational qualifications
(with at most primary and lower secondary education) and Attiki is the region with the lowest rate for this
indicator (also see Figure 4.42).
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Table 4.20: "Outcome" and "performance" indicators in Greek regions

Anatoliki Makedonia, Thraki GR11 50.3 29.5 61.33 25.30 13.37 237
Kentriki Makedonia GR12 41.7 36.3 50.39 32.16 17.45 174
Ditiki Makedonia GR13 48.6 33.6 58.30 30.15 11.55 227
Thessalia GR14 41.2 36 53.48 29.94 16.58 232
Ipiros GR21 49.5 32.7 58.40 28.10 13.50 228
lonia Nisia GR22 57.8 36 64.12 26.73 9.15 258
Ditiki Ellada GR23 49.3 36 55.82 31.29 12.88 213
Sterea Ellada GR24 48.6 34.9 60.57 28.64 10.81 252
Peloponnisos GR25 47.2 37.6 59.36 29.91 10.71 253
Attiki GR30 30.3 46 37.04 40.63 22.33 60
Vorio Egeo GR41 38.7 48.5 52.99 34.30 12.70 254
Notio Egeo GR42 49.9 38.3 58.36 32.60 9.05 256
Kriti GR43 46.4 38.6 53.43 31.96 14.59 234
Range: 27.5 19 27.09 15.33 13.29 198

Figure 4.41: Tertiary education graduates, Greek regions (as % of the population aged 20-24 in a region)

Legend |Taq;ima1 distribution of students in tertinry education (ISCED 5-6) as % of the population aged 20-2.4 years
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Figure 4.42: Persons 15+ with at most lower secondary education, Greece

Legend Persons aged 15+ with at most pre-primary, primary and lower dary education - leve {ISCED
% 7] a5 % of all persons aged 15+
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4.11. Regional inequalities in Hungary

Table 4.21 gives the data on the "target group" and "opportunity" indicators in Hungarian regions. As can be
seen, there are relatively small regional disparities in the rates of “pupils and students in all levels of
education”. However, there is a very large difference in the rates of students in tertiary education (all
students as a percentage of the population aged 20-24 years old), with the capital region of Kozép-
Magyarorszag having the highest rates, whereas Ko6zép-Dunantul has the lowest rate.

Table 4.21: “Target group” and “opportunity” indicators in Hungarian regions

Kozép-Magyarorszag HU10 23.2 25 No data 50.9 105.83 2.4
K6zép-Dunantul HU21 20 1.4 83 45.8 38.7 1]
Nyugat-Dunantul HU22 19.8 11 7.9 479 45.8 1]
Dél-Dunantul HU23 22 14 8.6 49.1 61.7 14
Eszak-Magyarorszag HU31 22 13 9.2 45.8 48.4 0.2
Eszak-Alfold HU32 233 1.7 9.8 47.0 47.4 1.8
Dél-Alféld HU33 21.4 1.5 8.3 50.6 51.1 6.2

Range: 3.5 14 1.9 5.13 67.13 6.2

Figure 4.43 shows the spatial distribution of students in tertiary education across all regions. There are also
relatively small disparities with regards to the University accessibility index.

Figure 4.43: Regional distribution of students in tertiary education in Hungary

Legand |ir1;im:.n] distribution of studemts in tertinry education (ISCED 5-6) ax % of the population aged 20-2 4 years
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Table 4.22 presents the "outcome" and "performance" indicators for Hungarian regions. The capital region
of Kozép-Magyarorszag is ranked at the top in terms of the RCI Education Pillars indicator (and 70" in the
EU). In contrast, Eszak-Alféld is ranked bottom (and 183" in the EU out of 265). Itis also interesting to note
that Kbzép-Magyarorszag has the highest rate of tertiary education graduates, whereas the region of K6zép-
Dundntdl has the lowest (also see Figure 4.44). Eszak-Alféld has the highest rate of people with low
qualifications (with at most lower secondary education qualification) and Kozép-Magyarorszdg has the
lowest rate for this indicator (also see Figure 4.45).
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Table 4.22: “Outcome” and “performance” indicators in Hungarian regions

Kozép-Magyarorszag HU10 11.2 53.5 20.2 48.7 224 70
K6zép-Dunantul HU21 17.6 58.3 29.7 51.3 11.3 165
Nyugat-Dunantul HU22 15.1 59.9 25.8 53.1 12.6 156
Dél-Dunantul HU23 19.7 55.3 31.0 49.2 11.4 197
Eszak-Magyarorszag HU31 16.8 55.7 29.7 50.4 11.4 182
Eszak-Alfold HU32 21.6 54 324 48.4 11.4 183
Dél-Alféld HU33 17.7 55.1 28.8 49.5 129 178
Range: 104 6.4 121 4.7 111 127

Figure 4.44: Regional distribution of tertiary education graduates, Hungary

Legend Persons aged 15+ with terinry education - levels 5-6 (ISCED 1997) as % of all persons aged 15+
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Figure 4.45: Regional distribution (%) of persons 15+ with at most lower secondary education, Hungary

Legend Persons aged 1.5+ with at maost pre-primary, primary and lower secondary sducation - levels o-2 (ISCED
a 1907) as % of all persons aged 15+
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4.12. Regional inequalities in the Republic of Ireland

There are only two NUTS2 regions in the republic of Ireland and data on the target group and opportunity
indicators as well as outcome and performance indicators on both regions are shown in Tables 4.23 and
4.24,

Table 4.23: “Target group” and “opportunity” indicators in Irish regions

Border, Midland and IEO1 24.4 3.2 15.8 38.3 41.7 1
Western
Southern and Eastern IE02 24.3 43 14.7 33.2 56.6 0.5

Table 4.24: “Outcome” and “performance” indicators in Irish regions

Border, IE01 38.8 374 40.7 324 239 91
Midland and

Western

Southern and IE02 29.1 35.5 34.1 337 29.4 26
Eastern

The Southern and Eastern region tends to have better indicators (e.g. proportionally more tertiary education
graduates as well as more tertiary education students and a smaller proportion of the population with at
most pre-primary, primary and lower education qualifications; also see Figure 4.46).

Figure 4.46: Persons aged 15+ with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education as % of all persons aged 15+,
Republic of Ireland

Legend ersons aged 15+ with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education - levels 0-2 (ISCED 1997) as % of all
ersons aged 15+
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Data source: Eurostat
Table: © EuroGeographics for the
administrative boundaries
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4.13. Regional inequalities in Italy

Table 4.25 presents the scores for the "target group" and "opportunity" indicators in ltalian regions. The
region of Campania has the highest rate for “pupils and students in all levels of education” (23.1% of total
population), whereas Valle d'Aosta has the lowest (14.7%). Figure 4.47 shows the spatial distribution of this
indicator across Italy.

Liguria has the highest rates of pupils and students in upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary
education (ISCED 3-4) as a percentage of the population aged 15-24 years old, whereas Provincia Autonoma
Bolzano/Bozen has the lowest (also see Figure 4.48). Lazio is the region with the highest rate of students in
tertiary education (as a percentage of all population aged 20-24), whereas Provincia Autonoma
Bolzano/Bozen has the lowest rate (also see Figure 4.49 which depicts the geographical distribution of this
indicator across Italian regions).

It is also interesting to note that Umbria, Molise, Friuli-Venezia Giulia, Liguria and Lazio have very good
university accessibility (1% or less of the population live in areas that are located more than 60 minutes from
the nearest university). In contrast, Valle d'Aosta has by far the worst value for "university accessibility".
Figure 4.50 shows the spatial distribution of this indicator across all regions.

Table 4.25: “Target group” and “opportunity” indicators in Italian regions

Piemonte ITC1 16.1 2.9 7.1 47.1 55.1 5.5
Valle d'Aosta ITC2 14.7 2.8 7.1 46.0 18.5 74.1
Liguria ITC3 15.8 38 6.3 61.6 61.8 1.0
Lombardia ITC4 17.1 34 7.4 45.4 61.6 23
Provincia Autonoma ITD1 17.7 3.9 9.1 44.8 10.7 43.1
Bolzano/Bozen
Provincia Autonoma Trento ITD2 19.5 5.0 8.3 49.5 64.6 6.4
Veneto ITD3 17.4 37 7.6 49.2 50.8 4.2
Friuli-Venezia Giulia ITD4 17.0 4.1 6.6 55.2 79.8 0.6
Emilia-Romagna ITDS 17.4 37 6.9 50.9 91.3 1.2
Toscana ITEL 17.2 3.8 6.7 48.1 88.8 2.7
Umbria ITE2 18.4 4.2 6.8 49.8 90.0 0.3
Marche ITE3 18.2 3.0 7.2 48.7 76.8 2.7
Lazio ITE4 20.2 4.6 7.6 48.6 100.0 1.0
Abruzzo ITF1 20.0 38 7.2 48.1 91.6 0.5
Molise ITF2 18.5 39 7.3 47.9 58.8 0.7
Campania ITF3 23.1 2.8 9.7 46.8 57.5 2.7
Puglia ITF4 20.9 31 8.7 50.3 47.7 9.1
Basilicata ITFS 18.4 3.7 7.9 50.9 27.0 25.8
Calabria ITF6 20.2 3.4 8.2 46.0 46.7 29.2
Sicilia ITG1 21.4 2.8 9.0 46.5 55.8 314
Sardegna ITG2 17.8 4.4 7.1 47.1 56.2 19.5
Range: 84 2.2 34 16.8 89.30 73.80
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Figure 4.47: Regional distribution of "pupils and students in all levels of education", Italy (as % of the total population in a region)

Legend Regiomal distribution of pupils and students in all levels of education (ISCED 0-6) - as % of total population
a t regional level
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Figure 4.48: Regional distribution of pupils and students in ISCED 3-4, Italy (as % of the population aged 15-24 in a region)

Lagand Regional distribution of pupils and students in upper secondary and post-sscondary non-tertiary edueation
% % of the population aged i 524 vears old (ISCED 3-4)
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Figure 4.49: Regional distribution of tertiary education students, Italy (as % of the population aged 20-24 in a region)

Legend |iq;;i.rm.u.'| distribution of students in tertinry education (ISCED 5-6) as % of the populationaged 20-2.4 years
%
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Figure 4.50: University "accessibility" by region, Italy

Legend Population living at more than G0 mimites from the nearest umversity, % of total population
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Table 4.26 (next page) presents the scores for the "outcome" and "performance" indicators in ltalian
regions. It is interesting to note that the region with the highest rates of tertiary education graduates is
Lazio, closely followed by Liguria. On the other hand, Valle d'Aosta has the lowest rate. Figure 4.51 shows
the spatial distribution of the rates for this variable across all Italian regions.
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The region with the highest rate of low-qualified people (with at most pre-primary, primary and lower
secondary qualifications) is Puglia, closely followed by Sardegna, Campania and Sicilia. On the other hand,
Lazio has the lowest rate. Figure 4.52 depicts the spatial distribution of this variable across Italian regions. It
is also interesting that Lazio has the best rank in Italy in terms of the RCI Education Pillars indicator (and is
ranked 108" in the EU out of 265), whereas Valle d'Aosta is ranked bottom and is also bottom in the EU.

Table 4.26: “Outcome” and “performance” indicators in Italian regions

Piemonte ITC1 46.4 42.1 56.0 33.8 10.2 221
Valle d'Aosta ITC2 54.2 40.6 59.8 31.8 8.3 265
Liguria ITC3 37.2 453 49.3 37.0 13.7 209
Lombardia ITC4 44.7 41.6 53.0 35.2 11.8 186
Provincia Autonoma Bolzano ITD1 48.4 45.1 55.3 36.2 8.4 260
Provincia Autonoma Trento ITD2 36.8 50.5 47.1 41.3 11.6 217
Veneto ITD3 429 40.4 54.7 35.5 9.8 203
Friuli-Venezia Giulia ITD4 41.2 42.0 53.2 37.0 9.8 204
Emilia-Romagna ITD5 42.7 42.7 52.8 35.1 12.1 177
Toscana ITEL 48.4 40.1 57.1 32.1 10.9 196
Umbria ITE2 37.8 43.6 51.0 375 11.5 187
Marche ITE3 438 40.5 54.7 34.3 11.0 216
Lazio ITE4 35.2 45.3 45.6 39.6 14.8 108
Abruzzo ITF1 43.7 38.7 55.0 33.6 11.4 188
Molise ITF2 46.8 37.6 57.7 31.9 10.4 225
Campania ITF3 54.1 31.3 61.3 29.3 9.4 219
Puglia ITF4 56.3 30.8 63.4 28.1 8.4 235
Basilicata ITF5 46.9 40.2 57.1 34.3 8.6 249
Calabria ITF6 49.1 35.1 58.0 31.8 10.3 240
Sicilia ITG1 54.9 329 61.8 289 9.3 241
Sardegna ITG2 58.5 32.6 62.0 29.2 8.8 245

Range: 233 19.7 17.8 13.2 6.5 157

Figure 4.51: Regional distribution of tertiary education graduates, Italy (% of all population aged 15+ in a region)

Lagend Persons aged 1 5+ with tertiary education - levels 5-6 (ISCED 1947 as % of all persons aged 1 5+
%
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Figure 4.52: Regional distribution (%) of persons aged 15+ with at most lower secondary education, Italy

Lagend Fersons aged 15+ with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education - levels o-2 (ISCED
variable-04 190 7) as % of all persons aged 15+
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‘ 4.14. Regional inequalities in the Netherlands

Table 4.27 presents the scores for the "target group" and "opportunity" indicators for the regions of the
Netherlands. There are relatively small regional differences in the rates of pupils in primary and lower
secondary education, but relatively big disparities in the rates of tertiary education students. In particular, in
the region of Groningen 85.1% of 20-24 year olds are in tertiary education. The respective rate is 73.4% for
Utrecht and 65% for the capital region of Noord-Holland. In contrast, the region with the lowest rate is
Zeeland (35%).

Figure 4.53 shows the spatial distribution of the rates across all Dutch regions. It is also interesting to note
that all Dutch regions have very good accessibility to universities, with no region having more than 1.7% of
the population living at a distance more than 60 minutes from the nearest university.

Table 4.27: "Target group" and "opportunity" indicators in Dutch regions

Groningen NL11 25 9.7 11.4 31.8 85.1 0
Friesland (NL) NL12 23.2 83 12.7 40.9 53 1.7
Drenthe NL13 21.6 83 12,5 45 41 0
Overijssel NL21 239 8.6 13 39 57 0
Gelderland NL22 23.2 8.4 12.8 38 57.6 0
Flevoland NL23 25.9 10.0 14.9 39.5 43.6 0
Utrecht NL31 23.8 10.5 12.2 31.6 73.4 0
Noord-Holland NL32 21.7 10.5 11.6 34.7 65 0.5
Zuid-Holland NL33 22.7 9.7 12.1 35.0 61.1 0
Zeeland NL34 20.8 8.1 12.2 423 35 0.1
Noord-Brabant NL41 22.4 8.9 124 36.8 58.1
Limburg (NL) NL42 20.6 8.4 11.2 383 55.1 0
Range: 5.3 23 3.7 13.4 50.1 1.7
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Figure 4.53: Regional distribution of tertiary education students in the Netherlands (% of the population aged 20-24 in a region)

Legend |iiq;ixma.'l distribution of students in tertiary edueation (BBCED 5-6) as % of the population aged 2024 vears
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Table 4.28 presents the scores for the "outcome" and "performance" indicators for the Dutch regions. It is
noteworthy that nine out of the twelve Dutch regions are within the top 100 in the EU in terms of the RCI
Education Pillars indicator. The region of Utrecht is on top of the list (and ranked 6" in the EU), whereas the
region of Drenthe is on the bottom of the list (and ranked 129" in the EU out of 265).

The region of Utrecht has the highest rate of tertiary education graduates and the lowest rate of low-
qualified individuals (with at most pre-primary, primary or lower secondary education qualifications). In
contrast, Zeeland has the lowest rate of tertiary education graduates and the highest (jointly with Limburg)
rate of low-qualified individuals.

Table 4.28: “Outcome” and “performance” indicators in Dutch regions

Groningen NL11 25.1 40.9 34.6 39.8 24.9 20
Friesland (NL) NL12 29.1 46.6 38.2 41.5 19.4 82
Drenthe NL13 26.7 44.2 38.5 384 225 129
Overijssel NL21 26.2 43.8 36.3 40.6 224 34
Gelderland NL22 24.6 424 35.4 38.2 25.8 35
Flevoland NL23 24.1 45.1 33.6 43.4 22.5 123
Utrecht NL31 19.5 35.4 29.3 35.8 34.1 6
Noord-Holland NL32 21.0 38.2 30.2 36.3 32.8 16
Zuid-Holland NL33 25.6 39.1 35.4 37.1 26.9 14
Zeeland NL34 26.9 424 40.7 39.5 19.3 114
Noord-Brabant NL41 25.5 41.0 36.9 38.2 24.0 30
Limburg (NL) NL42 29.5 41.0 40.7 36.5 21.9 54
RANGE: 10 11.20 11.42 7.56 14.79 123
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Figure 4.54 and Figure 4.55 depict the spatial distribution of these rates across all Dutch regions.

Figure 4.54: Regional distribution of tertiary education graduates in the Netherlands

Legend |i‘\u'ms aged 15+ with tertiary education - levels 5-6 (ISCED 1997) as % of all persons aged 1 5+
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Figure 4.55: Regional distribution of persons with at most lower secondary education, The Netherlands

Legend Persoms aged 15+ with at most pre-primary, primary and lower seeondary education - levels o-2 (ISCED
% 1 7] as % of all persons aged 15+
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4.15. Regional inequalities in Poland

Table 4.29 shows the scores for the "target groups" and "opportunity" indicators for Polish regions. The
region with the highest rates for "pupils and students in all levels of education" (as a percentage of the total
population in the region) is Masovian (Mazowieckie) where the capital Warsaw is also located. This region
also has the highest percentage of tertiary education students. In contrast, the region with the lowest rate
of "pupils and students in all levels of education" is Opolskie, whereas Lubuskie has the lowest rate of
students in tertiary education.

Figures 4.56 and 4.57 (next page) show the spatial distribution of these rates across all Polish regions. It is
also worth noting that the capital region of Mazowieckie has the highest rate of adult participation in
lifelong learning (4.2%), whereas Podkarpackie has the lowest (1.5%).

Table 4.29: "Target group" and "opportunity" indicators in Polish regions

todzkie PL11 23 2.1 9.4 38.1 77.5 8.7
Mazowieckie PL12 26 4.2 9.7 35.9 100 2.8
Matopolskie PL21 25.8 2.2 10.6 36.8 81.7 7.4
S'Iqskie PL22 215 2.4 9.2 36.9 54.3 0.1
Lubelskie PL31 23.9 2.8 10.6 35.5 60.9 6.3
Podkarpackie PL32 23.1 1.5 11.2 35.2 42.1 6.1
Swietokrzyskie PL33 22.9 2.3 10.2 37.8 58.1 2.7
Podlaskie PL34 23.6 2.4 10.5 37 55 21
Wielkopolskie PL41 25.3 2.0 10.7 38.4 68.8 28.3
Zachodniopomorskie PL42 22.8 2.7 10.1 34.5 60.9 14.8
Lubuskie PL43 21.5 2.3 10.3 35.1 35.6 21.5
Dolnoslaskie PL51 23.1 2.8 9.2 35 78.1 4.3
Opolskie PL52 21.1 2.6 9.3 33.8 47.4 4.9
Kujawsko-Pomorskie PL61 23.1 2.2 10.6 37.9 51.2 7
Warminsko- PL62 23.6 2.4 11.1 35.5 46.7 40
Pomorskie PL63 23.7 2.1 10.6 37.3 58.3 12.9
Range: 4.9 2.7 2 4.6 64.4 39.9

Figure 4.56: Regional distribution of pupils and students in all levels of education, Poland (as % of the total population in a region)

Legend Hegional distribution of pupils and students in all levels of education (ISCED 0-6] - as % of total population
ag it regional level
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Figure 4.57: Regional distribution of tertiary education students in Poland (as % of the population aged 20-24 in a region)

Legend |iiq;ixm.u.'l distribution of students in tertiary edueation (BBCED 5-6) as % of the population aged 20-2 4 years
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Table 4.30 presents the scores for the "outcome" and "performance" indicators. It is interesting to note that
there are considerable regional disparities in the RCl Education Pillars indicator. The capital region of
Mazowieckie is ranked top (and 33" in the EU) whereas Warminsko-Mazurskie is ranked bottom (and 218"
in the EU out of 265). The capital region of Mazowieckie also has the highest rate of tertiary education
graduates. In contrast, Opolskie and Kujawsko-Pomorskie have the lowest rates for this indicator.

Table 4.30: "Outcome" and "performance" indicators in Polish regions

tédzkie 15.3 61.8 26.7 57.5 15.8 134
Mazowieckie 10.7 56.5 215 54.8 23.7 33
Matopolskie 10.0 64.6 24.2 59.6 16.3 65
Slaskie 6.0 67.8 19.5 64.3 16.2 57
Lubelskie 13.2 63.4 27.5 56.4 16.1 112
Podkarpackie 11.9 63.6 26.3 57.7 16.1 115
Swietokrzyskie 12.5 61.7 27.1 57.0 15.9 135
Podlaskie 19.0 57.7 31.8 52.0 16.2 168
Wielkopolskie 103 65.3 23.4 63.1 13.4 130
Zachodniopomorskie 12.2 60.3 25.7 57.9 16.3 184
Lubuskie 12.0 67.1 24.7 62.2 131 215
Dolnoslaskie 10.2 66.4 22.7 61.5 15.8 101
Opolskie 9.9 69.0 25.4 61.6 13.0 170
Kujawsko-Pomorskie 14.8 65.8 26.3 60.8 13.0 180
Warmirisko-Mazurskie 18.5 60.1 29.5 55.0 15.5 218
Pomorskie 13.0 62.6 24.2 59.2 16.6 164

Range: 13 12,5 12.35 12.33 10.73 185
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Figures 4.58 and 4.59 show the spatial distribution across Polish regions. Podlaskie has the highest rate of
people with low qualifications (with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education
attainment), whereas Slgskie has the lowest rate.

Figure 4.58: Regional distribution of tertiary education graduates, Poland (as % of the population aged 15+ in a region)

Legend |i'\u'ms aged 15+ with tertiary education - levels 5-6 (BSCED 1997) as % of all persons aged 1.5+
%

— 24 -154
B -
ol REE
LT

e sacvasres » Brirvalend
Tt : (T B clPecrgprapivica oo M
ekl ronkiend Iwmiraclcrric i

Figure 4.59: Regional distribution of persons with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education, Poland

Legend Persons aged 15+ with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary edueation - levels o-2 (ISCED
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4.16. Regional inequalities in Portugal

Table 4.31 gives the scores for the "target group" and "opportunity" indicators for Portuguese regions. The
biggest regional disparity that is worth noting pertains to tertiary education provision and accessibility. In
particular, the capital region of Lisboa has the highest rate of students in tertiary education (92.4%) and this
is far higher than the region with the second highest rate (Centro, 56.4%) and the rest of the regions (also
see Figure 4.60). Lisboa and Centro also have the best university accessibility (have a low number of people
living at more than 60 minutes from the nearest university), whereas Algarve has the worst.

Table 4.31: “Target group” and “opportunity” indicators in Portuguese regions

Norte PT11 22.8 2.7 13 32.7 47.6 1.2
Algarve PT15 214 23 124 37.0 44.2 14.4
Centro (P) PT16 21.7 3.0 114 36.9 56.4 0.6
Lisboa PT17 229 29 11.7 37.0 92.4 0.3
Alentejo PT18 21 24 11.9 38.9 40.6 7.5

Range: 1.9 0.7 1.6 6.2 51.8 14.1

Figure 4.60: Regional distribution of students in tertiary education, Portugal (as % of the population aged 20-24 in a region)

Legend |ii|:-3;i.um.u.'l distribution of students in tertiary education (ISCED 5-6) as % of the population aged 20-2 4 years
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Figure 4.61: Tertiary education graduates, Portuguese regions (as % of the population aged 15+ in a region)

Legend Fﬂm“-ﬂﬂd'? with tertiary education - levels 5-6 (ISCED 1997) as % of all persons aged 15+
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Table 4.32 presents the scores for the "outcome" and "performance" indicators. The rate of tertiary
education graduates in capital region of Lisboa (16.7%) is double that of the region with the lowest rate
(Alentejo, 8.4%,; also see Figure 4.61). Alentejo has the highest rate of people with low formal qualifications
(with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary attainment). The capital region of Lisboa is ranked
at the top in terms of the RCI Education Pillars indicator (and 150" in the EU out of 265), whereas Algarve is
ranked bottom (and 251* in the EU out of 265).

Table 4.32: "Outcome" and "performance" indicators in Portuguese regions

Norte PT11 77.3 11.4 77.6 12.6 9.7 214
Algarve PT15 70.2 20.3 71.7 17.3 11.0 251
Centro (P) PT16 77.9 13.4 78.2 133 8.5 199
Lisboa PT17 59.8 20.5 64.5 18.8 16.7 150
Alentejo PT18 77.8 16.3 78.3 13.2 8.4 243

Range  18.1 9.1 13.9 6.2 8.3 101
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4.17. Regional inequalities in Romania

Table 4.33 provides the scores for the "target group" and "opportunity" indicators for Romanian regions.
There is considerable regional variation in all variables.

Figure 4.62 shows the spatial distribution of rates of "pupils and students in all levels of education" across all
Romanian regions. The capital region of Bucuresti—lifov has the highest rate, whereas Sud—Muntenia the
lowest. The biggest regional variation is observed in the distribution of tertiary education students and in
university accessibility (see Figure 4.64). Bucuresti—Ilfov has the highest rate of tertiary students (all 20-24
year olds are tertiary education students) whereas Sud—Muntenia is at the bottom of the list (19.7% of 20-24
year olds attend tertiary education). Also, as can be seen in Table 4.33 and Figure 4.64, Bucuresti—lIfov has
the best university accessibility rate, whereas the Sud-Est region has the worst.

Table 4.33: "Target group” and "opportunity" indicators in Romanian regions

Nord-Vest RO11 214 0.7 8.4 34.2 55.3 40.8
Centru RO12 20.8 0.8 8.1 334 55.5 18.3
Nord-Est RO21 20.6 0.9 9.6 31.0 34.2 35.8
Sud-Est RO22 18.3 0.7 8.2 324 32.7 46.1
Sud — Muntenia RO31 17.1 0.7 8.4 325 19.7 26.1
Bucuresti — lifov RO32 33.3 1.0 6.2 36.2 100.0 0.0
Sud-Vest Oltenia ~ RO41 19.5 0.7 8.5 36.7 36.4 37.7
Vest RO42 21.2 0.8 8.0 35.1 66.3 20.3

Range: 16.2 0.3 3.4 5.7 80.3 46.1

Figure 4.62: Regional distribution of pupils and students in all levels of education, Romania

Legend Regional distribution of pupils and students in all levels of edueation (ISCED 0-6 ) - as % of total population
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Figure 4.63: Regional distribution of students in tertiary education, Romania (as % of the population aged 20-24 in a region)

Legend |ﬁcgim1.n] distribution of students in tertinry edueation (ISCED 5-6) az % of the population aged 20-24 years
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Figure 4.64: University "accessibility" by region, Romania

Legend Population living at more than 6o mimites from the nearest university, % of total population
%

L o-as
-y
el BT
L YRR

Table 4.34 presents the scores for the "outcome" and "performance" indicators in Romanian regions. Apart
from the capital region of Bucuresti—lIfov which is ranked 77" in the EU in terms of the RCI Education Pillars
indicator, the rest of the regions are all ranked in the bottom 50 regions of the EU. The region Sud-Est is at
the bottom of the Romanian list and is also ranked 250" in the EU (out of 265). Bucuresti —llfov has by far
the highest rate of tertiary education graduates (22.5%), three times that of Sud—Muntenia which has the
lowest rate (also see Figure 4.65 which shows the distribution of this indicator across all Romanian regions).
It is also interesting to note that Nord-Est is the region with the highest rate of individuals with low formal
qualifications (with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary qualifications, 42.8%, which is nearly
double the rate of Bucuresti—llIfov). Figure 4.66 shows the spatial distribution of this variable across all
Romanian regions.
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Table 4.34: "Outcome" and "performance" indicators in Romanian regions

Nord-Vest RO11 21.7 57.8 38.6 52.2 9.2 236
Centru RO12 19.5 62.8 35.1 55.8 9.1 230
Nord-Est RO21 26.5 54.8 42.8 49.0 8.2 242
Sud-Est RO22 23.2 54.4 41.9 50.6 7.5 250
Sud-Muntenia RO31 22.7 55.7 42.7 50.2 7.1 248
Bucuresti - lifov RO32 111 58.1 21.9 55.6 225 77
Sud-Vest Oltenia RO41 20.3 55.4 40.2 50.1 9.7 246
Vest RO42 17.4 58.5 35.0 54.4 10.6 231
Range: 15.4 8.4 20.9 6.8 15.4 173
Figure 4.65: Tertiary education graduates in Romanian regions (as % of the population aged 15+ in a region)
Legend Porsons aged 15+ with tertiary education - levels 5-6 (ISCED 1997) as % of all persons aged 15+
it e for the
Figure 4.66: Regional distribution of persons with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education, Romania (as %of
the population aged 15+ in a region)

Legend Persons aged 15+ with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary edueation - levels o-2 [ISCED
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4.18. Regional inequalities in Sweden

Table 4.35 gives the scores for the "target group" and "opportunity" indicators for Swedish regions. There is
a relatively even distribution of all pupils in primary and lower secondary education ISCED1-2 and in upper
secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education (ISCED 3-4). However, there is considerable variation
in the distribution of students in tertiary education as well as in terms of "university accessibility". The
region of Ovre Norrland (Upper Norrland) in the north of the country, where the city of Umea with two large
universities is located has the highest rate of students in tertiary education (91% of all 20-24 year olds in this
region attend tertiary education). Figure 4.67 depicts the spatial distribution of tertiary education student
rates across Swedish regions.

It is however interesting to note that this region also has the worst "university accessibility" indicator, as
36.9% of the population live more than 60 minutes away from the nearest university. In contrast, the
regions of Sydsverige and Stockholm have the best "university accessibility" rates (also Figure 4.68).

Table 4.35: “Target group” and “opportunity” indicators in Swedish regions

Stockholm SE11 26.4 121 12.0 45.2 74.3 0.6
Ostra Mellansverige SE12 26.8 11.9 11.7 44.7 78.5 2.1
Smaland med 6arna SE21 26.2 10.7 11.6 46.0 72.0 9.1
Sydsverige SE22 26.0 12.0 11.6 43.5 74.7 0.0
Vastsverige SE23 25.9 12.8 11.7 46.0 66.3 1.5
Norra Mellansverige SE31 245 8.9 111 47.8 65.7 213
Mellersta Norrland SE32 24.0 10.9 10.8 49.6 57.7 27.2
Ovre Norrland SE33 26.7 111 10.9 43.5 91.0 36.9

Range: 2.8 3.8 1.2 6.1 333 36.9

Figure 4.67: Regional distribution of tertiary education students, Sweden (as % of the population aged 20-24 in a region)
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Figure 4.68: University "accessibility" by region, Sweden

Legend |i‘hp1.|]a.ti.m: living at more than 60 mimites from the nearest university, % of total population
%
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Table 4.36 shows the "outcome" and "performance" indicators in Swedish regions. It is noteworthy that all
regions have relatively high rates of tertiary education graduates. The capital region of Stockholm has the
highest rate, whereas the region of Norra Mellansverige has the lowest. Figure 4.68 maps the spatial
distribution of this indicator across Swedish regions.

It is also worth noting that the region of Stockholm has the best RCI Education Pillars indicator (and is also
ranked 10" in the EU out of 265). The region with the worst RCI Education Pillars indicator in Sweden is
Mellersta Norrland (137th in the EU out of 265).

The region of Smaland med 6arna has the highest rate of individuals with low qualifications (at most pre-
primary, primary and lower secondary), whereas Stockholm has the lowest rate. Figure 4.70 (next page)
shows the spatial distribution of this indicator across all regions.

Table 4.36: "Outcome" and "performance" indicators in Swedish regions

Stockholm SE11 14.4 383 20.8 41.6 34.5 10
Ostra Mellansverige SE12 20.2 43.1 27.7 45.9 24.1 27
Smaland med 6arna SE21 23.6 46.5 31.3 45.7 20.7 79
Sydsverige SE22 20.1 40.8 26.9 42.5 27.6 11
Vastsverige SE23 21.3 434 27.5 44.2 25.3 21
Norra Mellansverige SE31 21 46.1 29.6 47.6 20.2 121
Mellersta Norrland SE32 19.4 44.7 27.1 47.1 23.1 137
Ovre Norrland SE33 16.4 46.5 25.2 49.6 23.1 76
Range: 9.2 82 10.4 8.1 14.3 127
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Figure 4.69: Tertiary education graduates, Swedish regions (as % of the population 15+ in a region)
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Figure 4.70: Regional distribution of persons with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education, Sweden (% of all

persons aged 15+)
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4.19. Regional inequalities in Slovenia

There are only two NUTS2 regions in Slovenia and data on the "target group" and "opportunity" indicators
as well as outcome and performance indicators on both regions are shown in Table 4.37 and 4.38.

Table 4.37: “Target group” and “opportunity” indicators in Slovenian regions

Vzhodna SI01 18.3 7.3 83 40.5 46.6 0.4
Slovenija
Zahodna S102 25.2 9.0 8.2 46.1 100 1.2
Slovenija

Table 4.38: “Outcome” and “performance” indicators in Slovenian regions

Vzhodna SI01 17 55.3 28.3 56.9 14.8 7
Slovenija
Zahodna SI02 12.1 51.2 21.9 56.1 22.0 9
Slovenija

As can be seen the largest regional disparities are in the distribution of tertiary education students with
Zahodna Slovenija (where also the capital of the country Ljubljana is located) having very large numbers of
students. Also, it is noteworthy that the Zahodna Slovenija region also has a relatively lower proportion of
the population with low qualifications (with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary
qualifications, also see Figure 4.71).

Figure 4.71. Persons with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education (as % of all persons aged 15+ in a region), Slovenia

Legend ersons aged 15+ with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education - levels 0-2 (ISCED 1997) as % of all
% ersons aged 15+
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4.20. Regional inequalities in Slovakia

Table 4.39 shows the scores for the "target group" and "opportunity" indicators in the five NUTS2 regions of
Slovakia. The capital region of Bratislavsky kraj has the highest rates of "pupils and students in all levels of
education" and for adult participation in lifelong learning. All 20-24 year olds in this region are tertiary
education students. In contrast, Vychodné Slovensko in the east of the country has the lowest rate and also
the worst rate for university accessibility. Figure 4.72 shows the spatial distribution of "pupils and students
in all levels of education".

Table 4.39: "Target group” and "opportunity” indicators in Slovakian regions

Bratislavsky kraj 29.2 6.2 7.9 44.5 100.0 0.0
Zapadné Slovensko SK02 20.0 13 9.1 34.7 40.9 0.0
Stredné Slovensko SK03 21.9 1.8 10.2 35.7 43.6 3.8
Vychodné Slovensko SK04 22.6 1.0 11.4 33.8 33.7 12.2

Range: 9.2 5.2 3.5 10.7 66.3 12.2

Figure 4.72: Regional distribution of pupils and students in all levels of education, Slovakia (as % of the total population in a region)

Legend Regional distribution of pupils and students in all levels of education (ISCED 0-6) - as % of total population at regional level
variable-o01
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Data source: Eurostat
Table: educ_regind©
EuroGeographics for the
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Table 4.40 presents the scores for the "outcome" and "performance" indicators. The capital region of
Bratislavsky kraj has the highest rate of tertiary education graduates (also see Figure 4.73) and the lowest
rate of individuals with low qualifications (at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary). It is also
ranked top in terms of the RCl Education Pillars indicator (and 15™ in the EU out of 265). In contrast, the
region of Vychodné Slovensko in the east has the lowest rate of tertiary education graduates and the highest
rate of individuals with low formal qualifications (with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary
educational attainment, also see Figure 4.74). It is also ranked bottom in terms of the RClI Education Pillars
(and 211" in the EU out of 265).
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Table 4.40: "Outcome" and "performance" indicators in Slovakian regions

Bratislavsky kraj SKO1 4.3 59.3 141 58.7 27.2 15
Zapadné Slovensko SK02 6.5 75.0 21.5 68.3 10.2 75
Stredné Slovensko SKO03 7.7 70.7 223 65.4 12.2 152
Vychodné Slovensko SKo4 7.3 75.3 22.6 67.3 10.1 211

Range: 3.4 16.0 8.5 9.6 17.1 196

Figure 4.73: Tertiary education graduates, Slovakia (as % of all aged 15+ in a region)

Legend \Persens aged 15+ with tertiary education - levels 5-6 (ISCED 1997) as % of all persons aged i5+
variable-06
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Figure 4.74: With at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education, Slovakia (as % of all aged 15+ in a region)

Legend L}J’zrsons aged 15+ with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education - levels 0-2 (ISCED 1997) as % of all
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4.21. Regional inequalities in the United Kingdom

Table 4.41 gives information on the "target group" indicators for the NUTS1 regions of the United Kingdom.
Northern Ireland has the highest rate of "pupils and students in all levels of education as a percentage of the
total population" (25.3%), whereas South West England has the lowest rate (20.16%). Figure 4.75 shows the
spatial distribution of this variable across all UK NUTS1 regions. It is also interesting to note that London has
the highest rate of 20-24 year olds in tertiary education (57.76%), whereas Yorkshire and the Humber the

lowest (37.58%).

Table 4.41: "Target group" indicators, UK NUTS1 regions

North East (England) UKC 22.01 42.51 45.01
North West (England) UKD 22.54 44.48 48.16
Yorkshire and The Humber UKE 21.50 40.44 37.58
East Midlands (England) UKF 21.06 41.81 42.38
West Midlands (England) UKG 22.70 46.64 45.65
Eastern UKH 20.91 44.46 48.83
London UKI 23.22 46.06 57.76
South East UKJ 21.17 4471 53.35
South West (England) UKK 20.16 44.10 49.40
Wales UKL 22.83 44.93 53.75
Scotland UKM 20.22 No data No data
Northern Ireland UKN 25.30 No data No data
Range: 5.14 6.2 20.18
* as % of total population ** (ISCED 3-4) as % of the population aged 15-24 years old

Figure 4.75: Regional distribution of pupils and students in all levels of education, UK NUTS1 regions
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Figure 4.76: University accessibility, UK regions (% of the population in a region living at more than 60 minutes from the nearest university)
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Table 4.42 provides more information on "target group" and "opportunity" indicators for the smaller NUTS2
regions. It is interesting to note that Inner London has the highest lifelong learning rate (16.1%, participation
of adults aged 25-64 in education and training), whereas Northern Ireland has the lowest (5.7%). It is also
worth noting that most regions have very good university accessibility, except for Cumbria, Cornwall and
Isles of Scilly and Highlands and Islands where more than 40% of the population live in an area located more

than 60 minutes from the nearest university (also see Figure 4.76).

Table 4.42: “Target group” indicators, UK NUTS2 regions

Tees Valley and Durham UKC1 9.1 0
Northumb. / Tyne & Wear UKC2 10.3 0.5
Cumbria UKD1 8.9 42.5
Cheshire UKD2 9.5 0
Greater Manchester UKD3 9.4 0
Lancashire UKD4 9.3 0
Merseyside UKD5 9.6 0
E Yorkshire and N Linc. UKE1 9.2 0
North Yorkshire UKE2 104 0
South Yorkshire UKE3 9.1 0
West Yorkshire UKE4 8.9 0
Derbyshire & Nott. UKF1 10.0 0
Leicestershire, Rutland and UKF2 10.8 0
Northamptonshire

Lincolnshire UKF3 9.3 0.7
Herefordshire, Worcestershire UKG1 10.7 0
and Warwickshire

Shropshire and Staffordshire UKG2 9.2 0
West Midlands UKG3 9.5 0
East Anglia UKH1 10.8 0.2
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Bedfordshire and Hertfordshire UKH2 10.0 0
Essex UKH3 10.2 0
Inner London UKI1 16.1 0
Outer London UKI2 11.4 0
Berk., Bucki. and Oxford. UKJI1 12.2 0
Surrey, E & W Sussex UKJ2 11.8 0
Hampshire and Isle of Wight UKI3 10.8 2.3
Kent UKl4 9.7 0.3
Glouc., Wilt. and Bristol. UKK1 11.6 0
Dorset and Somerset UKK2 10.9 0.4
Cornwall and Isles of Scilly UKK3 9.6 41.2
Devon UKK4 10.6 0.3
West Wales and The Valleys UKL1 9.0 0.4
East Wales UKL2 11.2 0
Eastern Scotland UKM2 11.3 0.2
South Western Scotland UKM3 10.0 4.2
North Eastern Scotland UKM5 11.8 0.5
Highlands and Islands UKM6 15.2 40.1
Northern Ireland UKNO 5.7 0.1
Range: 10.4 42.5

Table 4.43 (next page) and Table 4.44 present the scores for the "outcome" and "performance" indicators.
The region of Inner London has the highest rate of tertiary education graduates in both the UK and the EU,
whereas Tees Valley and Durham has the lowest in the UK (see Figure 4.77).

Inner London also has the lowest rate of individuals with low formal qualifications (with at most pre-primary,
primary or lower secondary education attainment) in the UK whereas Northern Ireland has the highest (also
see Figure 4.78).

It is therefore not surprising that Inner London is (jointly with Outer London) at the top of the RCI Education
Pillars list in the UK (and ranked 5 in the EU). In contrast, Cumbria is at the bottom of that list (and 193" in
the EU out of 265).

Figure 4.77: Tertiary education graduates, UK regions (% of all aged 15+ in a region)
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Figure 4.78: With at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education, UK regions (% of all aged 15+ in a region)

Legend ersons aged 15+ with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education - levels o-2 (ISCED
1997) as % of all persons aged 15+
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Table 4.43: "Outcome" and "performance" indicators, UK NUTS2 regions

Tees Valley and Durham UKC1 26.4 38.5
Northumberland and Tyne and Wear UKC2 25.6 40.5
Cumbria UKD1 22.7 42.2
Cheshire UKD2 22.5 39.7
Greater Manchester UKD3 23 37.7
Lancashire UKD4 21.9 39.2
Merseyside UKD5 27.2 38.6
East Yorkshire and Northern Lincolnshire UKE1 23.9 40.7
North Yorkshire UKE2 18.7 35.6
South Yorkshire UKE3 25.1 39.2
West Yorkshire UKE4 24.4 37.3
Derbyshire and Nottinghamshire UKF1 23.8 37.6
Leicestershire, Rutland and Northamptonshire UKF2 24.6 40.6
Lincolnshire UKF3 21.6 42.7
Herefordshire, Worcestershire and UKG1 22.9 40.8
Shropshire and Staffordshire UKG2 25.2 38.5
West Midlands UKG3 30.1 37.8
East Anglia UKH1 22.4 38.9
Bedfordshire and Hertfordshire UKH2 18.7 38.9
Essex UKH3 27.5 41.6
Inner London UKI1 15.3 30.9
Outer London UKI2 20.4 37.5
Berkshire, Buckinghamshire and Oxfordshire UKJ1 15.9 36.6
Surrey, East and West Sussex UKJ2 16.5 38.2
Hampshire and Isle of Wight UKJ3 21 38.5
Kent UKJ4 23 40.6
Gloucestershire, Wiltshire and Bristol/Bath UKK1 19.5 38.6
Dorset and Somerset UKK2 23.8 42.8
Cornwall and Isles of Scilly UKK3 23.4 39.9
Devon UKK4 19.9 44.1
West Wales and The Valleys UKL1 26.4 35.6
East Wales UKL2 23 38.1
Eastern Scotland UKM2 18.4 35.6
South Western Scotland UKM3 23.6 32.6
North Eastern Scotland UKM5 15.3 34.6
Highlands and Islands UKM6 16.9 36.8
Northern Ireland UKNO 32.6 32.7

RANGE: 17.3 13.2
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Table 4.44:“Outcome” and “performance” indicators, UK NUTS2 regions

Tees Valley and Durham UKC1 26.92 38.35 18.42 94
Northumberland and Tyne and Wear UKC2 24.88 38.91 20.55 67
Cumbria UKD1 22.42 36.65 21.60 193
Cheshire UKD2 21.92 37.59 25.50 61
Greater Manchester UKD3 24.99 37.87 22.96 46
Lancashire UKD4 23.18 38.34 22.57 55
Merseyside UKD5 25.56 36.83 21.03 72
East Yorkshire and Northern Lincolnshire UKE1 24.87 39.04 20.11 122
North Yorkshire UKE2 18.70 35.44 28.22 48
South Yorkshire UKE3 25.34 38.72 19.55 105
West Yorkshire UKE4 25.24 37.57 23.16 52
Derbyshire and Nottinghamshire UKF1 24.68 37.44 21.78 58
Leicestershire, Rutland and Northamptonshire UKF2 24.43 39.20 22.46 49
Lincolnshire UKF3 23.02 39.03 18.80 141
Herefordshire, Worcestershire and Warwickshire UKG1 23.01 35.69 23.99 37
Shropshire and Staffordshire UKG2 25.05 38.81 20.99 71
West Midlands UKG3 29.10 35.84 19.41 50
East Anglia UKH1 23.18 36.89 23.07 51
Bedfordshire and Hertfordshire UKH2 21.13 38.08 26.06 39
Essex UKH3 25.64 38.88 18.61 86
Inner London* UKI1 16.84 32.24 41.82 5%
Outer London* UKI2 21.04 36.47 29.57 5%
Berkshire, Buckinghamshire and Oxfordshire UKJ1 18.49 36.51 31.30 22
Surrey, East and West Sussex UKJ2 17.82 36.21 28.81 12
Hampshire and Isle of Wight UKJ3 21.80 37.88 23.57 47
Kent UKl4 22.93 38.69 21.10 69
Gloucestershire, Wiltshire and Bristol/Bath area UKK1 20.29 37.26 27.31 25
Dorset and Somerset UKK2 20.48 37.28 21.71 62
Cornwall and Isles of Scilly UKK3 23.99 38.08 21.34 173
Devon UKK4 19.01 38.97 22.06 45
West Wales and The Valleys UKL1 25.48 35.64 21.24 83
East Wales UKL2 21.87 35.94 26.53 41
Eastern Scotland UKM2 19.09 36.92 28.90 4
South Western Scotland UKM3 23.96 35.85 25.22 29
North Eastern Scotland UKMS5 17.98 37.99 30.18 3
Highlands and Islands UKM6 17.59 36.51 28.25 53
Northern Ireland UKNO 30.55 34.17 20.82 80
RANGE: 13.70 6.95 23.39 190

* Merged into one region for the purposes of the RCI project; see Annoni and Kozovska (2010) for more details
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4.22. Summary — How EU Member States compare in terms of regional inequalities in education

Tables 4.45 and 4.46 present the ranges of the "existing level of educational activity and inequality within
the region", and "potential climate for educational development within the region" for all EU member states
that have more than one region. The range is a useful measure of spread that is easy to determine and
understand. It provides one indication of the scale of inter-regional differences in educational inequality and
opportunity in the EU. However, it is based on only two observations (the maximum and minimum) and it
may be sensitive to the sample size (the higher the number of observations the more likely it may be for the
range to be larger). Therefore, caution is needed when comparing member states with considerable
differences in the number of regions (and in the magnitude of the variable itself). Nevertheless, it is still a
useful measure of spread that can be used to gain an insight into the degree of regional inequalities for each
member state.

For instance, as can be seen in Table 4.46, Romania has the highest regional disparity with regard to the
value of “all pupils and students” (as a percentage of the total population), closely followed by the Czech
Republic, Belgium and Spain. On the other hand, the Republic of Ireland has the smallest value (but note
that it only has two regions). Denmark, Sweden, Bulgaria and Poland also seem to show relative regional
homogeneity, with relatively small differences between the regional maximum and minimum value for all
pupils and students.

Looking at the "lifelong learning” indicator, it is interesting to note that the United Kingdom has by far the
biggest regional disparity, with the difference between the region with the highest value (Inner London,
16.1%) and the region with the lowest value (Northern Ireland, 5.7%) at 10.4%. Slovakia and Denmark also
have relatively large regional disparities with regards to this variable.

The United Kingdom also has the largest range for the indicator "pupils in ISCED 1-2" (13.2%). Also, Belgium
has the highest difference between the top and bottom region in terms of the rate of pupils and students in
upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education (ISCED 3-4) as a percentage of the population
aged 15-24 years old.

It is also interesting to observe the very high range of values for the indicator "students (%) in tertiary
education (ISCED 5-6) as % of the population aged 20-24 years" in some EU member states. In particular,
Belgium has the widest gap between numbers of students in a region, closely followed by the Czech
Republic and Austria. In addition, Bulgaria, Greece, Italy and Romania all have range values of over 80%.
However, it is important to note that in most of these cases this is the result of the dominance of the capital
region in terms of tertiary education opportunities. This is also reflected to a certain extent in the university
accessibility range values. It is noteworthy that Spain has the highest range in relation to this value, very
closely followed by Greece.

Tables 4.45 and 4.46 (page next and after next) present the ranges of the two sets of indicators (differences
between maximum and minimum regional values) for all EU member states that have more than one region.
It is noteworthy that eight EU member states have regional difference of more than 15% between the top
and bottom regions with tertiary education graduates. In particular, the country with the biggest gap is the
United Kingdom (23.4%), followed by France (21.3%), Belgium (19.4%), the Czech Republic (18.7%), Spain
(17.5%), Slovakia (17%) and Romania (15.4%). On the other hand Ireland, Italy, Slovenia, Portugal, Finland
and Austria have relatively smaller ranges for this variable (all below 10%).
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Table 4.45: The gap between the top and bottom region in each Member State in terms of "Potential climate for educational development
within the region" indicators (EU Member States with more than one region)

AT 8.3 34 2.2 9.0 92.7 18.0
BE 12.7 3.6 5.2 36.4 97.3 0.0
BG 5.0 13 1.2 3.6 70.2 83.0
cz 14.0 4.5 21 31.0 94.4 4.0
DE 5.7 2.9 no data 11.0 42.1 11
DK 2.7 5.0 21 9.2 48.9 25.5
ES 11.3 33 8.6 10.9 51.7 99.7
FI 7.2 3.6 1.6 15.7 66.7 87.3
FR 8.4 43 2.8 5.1 41.2 54.9
GR 9.2 1.7 2.9 4.3 83.9 98.8
HU 3.5 14 1.9 5.1 67.1 6.2
IE 0.1 11 11 5.1 14.9 0.5
IT 8.4 2.2 34 16.8 89.3 73.8
NL 53 23 3.7 134 50.1 1.7
PL 4.9 2.7 20 4.6 64.4 39.9
PT 1.9 0.7 1.6 6.2 51.8 141
RO 16.2 0.3 34 5.7 80.3 46.1
SE 2.8 3.8 1.2 6.1 333 36.9
Sl 6.9 1.7 0.0 5.6 53.4 0.8
SK 9.2 5.2 35 10.7 66.3 12.2
UK 5.1 104 13.2 6.2 20.2 42.5

Looking at the outcome indicator "at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary qualifications" (rates
of people with low qualifications), it is interesting to note that France has the highest disparity between the
regions with the top and bottom value (range of 27.1%), followed by Greece, Spain, Romania and Germany.
In contrast, the countries with the lowest disparities for this variable are Slovenia, Ireland, Slovakia, Austria
and Finland.

It is also interesting to discuss the regional disparities by member state in relation to the "RCI Education
Pillars" indicator. The last column of Table 4.46 (next page) gives the differences between the rank of the
top and bottom region in each member state. The biggest difference is observed in France, where the
capital region of fle de France is ranked top (and 24™ in the EU out of 265), 231 places above Corse which is
ranked bottom (and 255" in the EU out of 265). Similarly, Spain has a very high range: the capital region of
Comunidad de Madrid is ranked 44" in the EU, 228 places above Ciudad Auténoma de Ceuta. Also, in
Finland, the capital region of Eteld-Suomi is ranked 1% in the EU, 199 places above Aland islands (but the
difference with the other Finnish regions is relatively small). In Greece, the capital region of Attiki is ranked
60" in the EU, 198 places above the region of lonia Nisia which is ranked bottom (and 258" in the EU out of
265). In Slovakia, the capital region of Bratislavsky kraj is ranked 15" in the EU, 196 places above the region
of Vychodné Slovensko which is ranked bottom.
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Table 4.46: The gap between the top and bottom region in each Member State (EU Member States with more than one region)

AT 9.7 15.8 9.8 7.1 9.8 181
BE 16.1 13.8 15.6 10.6 194 129
BG 15.4 15.3 17.6 7.0 14.3 170
cz 8.7 11.7 131 8.9 18.7 182
DE 16.5 20.9 18.8 13.7 14.6 149
DK 7.3 5.6 10.9 21 11.8 26
ES 29.1 33.2 23.2 10.5 17.6 228
Fl 12.0 8.0 9.8 5.1 9.5 199
FR 29.7 16.2 27.2 15.5 213 231
GR 27.5 19.0 27.1 15.3 13.3 198
HU 10.4 6.4 12.2 4.7 111 127
IE 9.7 1.9 6.6 13 5.5 65
IT 233 19.7 17.8 13.2 6.5 157
NL 10.0 11.2 114 7.6 14.8 123
PL 13.0 12.5 12.3 12.3 10.7 185
PT 18.1 9.1 13.9 6.2 8.3 101
RO 154 8.4 20.9 6.8 154 173
SE 9.2 8.2 104 8.1 143 127
Sl 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 73 2

SK 34 16.0 8.5 9.6 171 196
UK 17.3 13.2 13.7 7.0 234 190
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Chapter 5. Mapping "local"” educational inequalities,
opportunities and outcomes

So far in this report, we have had to rely on EU wide data, the great majority of which is, as we explained in
the Introduction, available only at NUTS 2 level. Nevertheless, it should be noted that there is a wealth of
data at smaller area levels collected across the EU which unfortunately are not made readily available in the
public domain via EUROSTAT. In some cases it is possible to obtain these data from Local Authorities and
other regional and sub-regional agencies, but there is a need for a review of such potential data sources
and for better co-ordination both in terms of documenting what is available and highlighting best
practices as well as in terms of dissemination of the data. For instance, the Pupil Level Annual School
Census (PLASC) in the UK, collecting a wide range of data on schools, pupils and teaching staff, is a good
example that could be followed at EU level. In this chapter we discuss in more detail two case studies that
utilised sub-regional data in the UK and Greece respectively. In particular, the first study used small area
data to examine social and spatial inequalities in educational attainment in the city of Sheffield in the UK.
The second study was based on a wealth of sub-regional, NUTS3 level data collected and analysed by
researchers in Greece to classify Greek prefectures on the basis of secondary education outcomes.

Breadline Poor Sheffield Neighbourhoods 2001

% Breadline Poor | oy
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I 45.0-60.3 CA 7

P s _—
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Figure 6.1: Breadline poverty in Sheffield Neighbourhoods in 2001 (after Thomas et al., 2009).

The Sheffield example

A study of social and spatial inequalities in the UK city of Sheffield by Thomas et al. (2009) is a very good
example of work that illustrates in much greater detail the links between the geography of poverty and
deprivation and poor educational attainment and life chances. Figure 6.1 and Figure 6.2, taken from this
study, show the spatial distribution (at neighbourhood level), of estimates of poverty ("breadline poor"
households**®) and pupil absence*. As can be seen the geographical pattern in both figures is very similar.

339 Eor more details on the definition of ‘breadline poor’ and the estimation method see Dorling et al., 2007.
30 £6r more details on this index see Noble et al., 2004.
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Figure 6.2: Pupil absence 2007 (after Thomas et al., 2009)
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In addition, Figure 6.3 and Figure 6.4 depict the geographical distribution of a number of variables pertaining
to educational attainment and life chances. In particular, Figure 6.3 shows the geographical pattern of
young persons who in 2005 (i e, some time before recession hit Britain) were in full-time education after 16.
As can be seen the lowest rates are in neighbourhoods located mostly on the east of the city, which as seen
in Figure 6.1 are also areas with the highest concentration of "breadline poor" households. Figure 6.4 can be
seen as the mirror image of Figure 6.3, showing the spatial distribution of post-16 year olds in employment
without training. As can be seen, the highest rates are in the east of the city and the lowest in the west and
north-west.

Figure 6.3. Post 16 Activity —Full Time Education, 2005 (after Thomas et al.,2009)
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Figure 6.4: Post 16 Activity - Employment without training, 2005 (after Thomas et al., 2009).
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Figures 6.5 and 6.6 (next page) show the spatial distribution of the activities related to education that have
greatest significance for the next stage in a person’s life and their possibilities educational of attainment:
what are 18-21 year olds likely to be doing? On average the more affluent areas in south-west have
generally higher rates of 18-21 year olds likely to be attending university. In contrast, in the south-east of
the city further education and apprenticeship are the most likely activities, whereas in the north-east

quadrant of the area the most common destination is unemployment (Thomas et al., 2009).

Figure 6.5: What are 18-21 year olds are most likely to be doing (2005) (after Thomas et al., 2009).

What 18-21 year-olds are second-most likely to be doing

Second highest group
[] Apprenticeship
] New University
I Oid University
[ Unemployed

L

155




EDUCATION INEQUALITY ACROSS EU REGIONS

Figure 6.6: What 18-21 year olds are second most likely to be doing (after Thomas et al., 2009).
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Finally, Figure 6.7 shows the spatial distribution of higher educational attainment in the city according to
2001 census data. Again, the spatial division of education is very clear. In the majority of neighbourhoods
the largest groups of residents by school outcome were those who did not possess a single education
qualification. The second largest groups were those where the majority had a university degree or higher
qualification.

Figure 6.7: Most common educational level, 2001 (after Thomas et al., 2009).
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The above figures show a clear pattern of social and spatial division matched by patterns of inequality in
educational attainment and life chances which can be seen as the geographical manifestation of deeper
social and spatial inequalities and divisions in relation to a wider range of indicators, including employment
and income, crime, quality of housing and health and life expectancy. Thomas et al. (2009) provide more
visualisations and maps as well as a detailed discussion of how localised forms of inequality with regards to
these indicators play out and inter-relate, resulting effectively into a “tale of two cities” within Sheffield
(which is also the title of the study).

The KANEP/GSEE example

Another example of work exploring the geographic dimension of educational inequalities is the work of the
Centre for Education Policy Development of the General Confederation of Greek Workers (KANEP/GSEE,
2008, 2009 and 2011) on educational disparities in Greece. Monitoring the evolution of a large number of
input and outcome indicators>*! at three administrative levels (national, regional and local —counties and
prefectures equivalent to NUTS 3), this work reveals that there are big disparities between different parts of

the country.

A comparison of education figures with other socioeconomic indicators (‘prosperity and development’, risk
of poverty, educational attainment level, and degree of urbanisation) for each county is also revealing.

In addition, the use of the “Total Educational Indicator” composite indicator reveals geographic inequalities,
shows the strengths and weaknesses of each prefecture and helps identify disadvantaged areas where
priority intervention is necessary.

This work shows that the state of educational provision and the educational outcomes in each area
(prefecture) are directly associated with the socio-economic conditions of the area. Schools in rural and
remote areas with low growth indicators lag behind when compared to schools of cities and areas with
better quality infrastructure and human resources. Areas with low levels of economic growth and high
numbers of population at risk of poverty tend to have lower educational outcomes, including higher
numbers of pupils with considerably lower academic performance, higher numbers of early school leavers
and poor participation in tertiary education.

Figure 6.8 and Figure 6.9 (next page) illustrate the geographical distribution of disparities in secondary

education outcomes and attainment across the 54 Greek prefectures.

Figure 6.10 (next page) shows disparities in the number of school VET pupils who drop out before the end of
the school year across the 54 Greek municipalities.

**1 "Input" variables in this context include indicators related to the quality and adequacy of education infrastructures, characteristics of the
student population, the adequacy of human resources such as teachers and teaching assistants and funding for education;

"Output” variables include an index of student retainment in secondary VET (i.e. not dropping out before the end of the school year) and
indexes of academic performance.
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Figure 6.8: Distribution of secondary pupils' educational outcomes and attainment across Greek municipalities in 2008.
Source: KANEP/GSEE, 2011.
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Figure 6.9: Disparities in secondary education outcomes and attainment in Greece, 2008. Source: KANEP/GSEE, 2011.
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Figure 6.10: School VET —Retainment vs drop out during the school year in Greece — top 10 and bottom 10 prefectures, 2006-2007.

Source: KANEP/GSEE, 2009.
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In consistency with other studies reviewed in this report, KANEP/GSEE (2011) confirms that educational
outcomes are directly related to the socio-economic situation of an area. It also confirms that, in the Greek
context too, socio-geographic disparities in educational outcomes at one level of education (e.g.
participation in tertiary education) depends largely on the outcomes achieved in previous levels of education
as success at one stage governs access to another.

The KANEP/GSEE studies show that in the Greek context education inequalities have a strong
spatial/geographic/regional aspect. They suggest that education policy in Greece has so far underestimated
the effects of geographic and social inequalities on people's educational experiences and outcomes by
offering exactly the same educational provision to all. They suggest that a different approach to education
policy is necessary that would recognise these disparities and would include the aim of tackling them in its
strategic planning and action.

Conclusion

Both the Sheffield study and the study of Greece described above are examples of how educational
opportunities and attainment can be mapped out at local and county levels and analysed in relation to a
wider range of other characteristics of neighbourhoods and localities. The two examples demonstrate the
value, for policy makers in particular, of the kind of fine grained analysis made possible by comparative data
at NUTS 3 level and for smaller more "local" areas. The Sheffield study is particularly informative in respect
of a key question this report is trying to address: what is the specific nature of "localised" forms of inequality
and exclusion across cities and regions in the EU? The data provide overwhelming evidence for one of the
key arguments of this report - that spatial divisions and inequalities in educational opportunities and
attainment reflect, and compound, wider socio-economic inequalities.
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Chapter 6. Conclusions and policy recommendations

Drawing largely on geographic understandings and tools, this report has presented a unique
analysis of regional inequalities in education in the European Union. The following are key
conclusions:

Where you live in Europe can strongly influence your educational opportunities and
prospects in life.

Despite the commitment of EU Member States to promote equity in education and training,
major geographic disparities in educational opportunities and results persist across and
within EU countries and regions. EU countries need to work harder to reduce these
inequalities.

There appears to be a North-South divide in educational attainment, with the highest rates
of low-qualified people (with "at most pre-primary, primary or lower secondary education")
found mostly in southern Europe and especially in Portugal, Spain, Italy and Greece. In
contrast, the regions with the lowest rates of low-qualified people are mostly found in the
UK, Belgium, the Netherlands and Sweden.

The regions with the highest proportion of individuals with tertiary education qualifications
are mostly found in the UK, the Netherlands, northern Spain and Cyprus. The regions with
the lowest rates of tertiary education graduates are in Italy, Portugal, and in central and
eastern Member States such as Romania and the Czech Republic.

There are large regional disparities in terms of adult participation in lifelong learning in the
EU. There seems to be an "East/West" divide with regard to this variable. This has serious
consequences for regional development and economic performance.

There are significant differences in geographical accessibility to tertiary education across EU
regions — that is the percentage of people living more than 60 minutes from the nearest
university. Although just under 200 EU regions have excellent geographical accessibility to
tertiary education with less than 10% of the population living more than 60 minutes from the
nearest university, there are over 100 regions with relatively low access to universities and
most of these are in the south-east Europe, northern Sweden and Finland, the Baltic states,
Spain, Denmark and France.

20 of the regions with low geographical accessibility to tertiary education have GDP which is
lower than 75% of the EU average. A potential cost effective and efficient way of addressing
these regional disparities in geographical accessibility to tertiary education is the
enhancement of distance and e-learning programmes. Also, enhancing transport
infrastructure in these regions to reduce the travel time to the nearest university could be an
additional policy response. Nevertheless, it should be noted that the measure of accessibility
used in this report is very basic and does not take into account socio-economic and other
barriers to participation in tertiary education (but still the best indicator that we had at our
disposal for European level regional analysis).

Regional disparities within Member States

The scale of regional disparities in educational opportunities and attainment within Member
States varies significantly.

Spain has the biggest gap between its best and worst performing regions in terms of
geographical accessibility to tertiary education — that is the percentage of people living more
than 60 minutes from the nearest university (best: Madrid and Pais Vasco, 0%; worst: Ceuta,
99.7%). It is followed closely by Greece (best: Attiki, 1.2%; worst: Ditiki Makedonia, 100%),
with Finland third (best: Eteld-Suomi, 1.2%; worst: Aland, 88.5%) and Bulgaria fourth (best:
Yugozapaden, 14.4%; worst: Severozapaden, 97.4%).
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e The widest disparities regarding students in tertiary education as a proportion of the
population aged 20-24 in each region are in Belgium (best: Brussels Capital, 120.7%>*; worst:
Province of Luxembourg, 23.4%) followed closely by the Czech Republic (best: Prague, 100%,
worst: Stredni Cechy, 5.6%) and Austria (best: Vienna, 100%, worst: Voralberg, 7.3%).

e In 8 Member States, there is a difference of more than 15 percentage points between their
top and worst performing regions regarding the ratio of tertiary education graduates among
the population aged 15 or over. The UK is the country with the biggest gap (23.4 percentage
points, best: Inner London, 41.8%; worst: Tees Valley and Durham, 18.4%), followed by France
(21.3 percentage points, best: ile de France, 33%; worst: Corsica, 11.7%), the Czech Republic
(18.8 percentage points, best: Praha, 25.8%; worst: Severozapad, 7%), Spain (17.6 percentage
points, best: Pais Vasco, 34.3%; worst: Extremadura, 16.7%), Slovakia (17.1 percentage points,
best: Bratislavsky kraj, 27.2%; worst: Vychodné Slovensko, 10.1%) and Romania (15.4
percentage points, best: Bucuresti—lIfov, 22.5%; worst: Sud-Muntenia, 7.1%).

e France has the highest disparity between its top and bottom regions in terms of low
educational qualifications (best: Alsace, 32.9%; worst: Corsica, 60.1%), followed by Greece
(best: Attiki, 37%; worst: lonia Nisia, 64.1%), Spain (best: Madrid, 44.2%; worst: Extremadura,
67.4%), Romania (best: Bucuresti-llfov, 21.9%; worst: Nord-Est, 42.8%) and Germany (best:
Chemnitz, 11.9%; worst: Bremen, 30.6%).

e The UK has by far the biggest regional disparity in terms of adult participation in lifelong
learning. The best performing region is Inner London, with 16.1% of the population aged 25-
64 in lifelong learning; the worst is Northern Ireland, with 5.7%.

e These disparities reflect wider social and spatial divides between regions and cities within
each Member State in terms of factors including employment, wealth, crime, quality of
housing and health and life expectancy.

e Regional and local inequalities in educational attainment are best ameliorated through
policies that tackle deeper socio-economic and spatial inequalities. For example, the
Educational Maintenance Allowance in the UK (which has however now been discontinued
for new applicants in England343) could be seen as a good example of a measure addressing
such inequalities, enabling young people to stay on in further education after completing
compulsory education.

e Given the overwhelming evidence about the importance of human capital and knowledge for
regional development and economic performance, there should be renewed emphasis on
efforts to expand and widen participation in tertiary education across the EU. A policy
response in this context would be to aim for a minimal or zero level of tuition fees, at least for
undergraduate courses across the EU.

e There is a need for smaller area data (lower than the administrative NUTS 3 level). The data
that Thomas et al. (2009) and KANEP/GSEE (2009, 2010, 2011) had at their disposal (see
Chapter 5) would be ideal. A lot of these data is being collected across the EU, but there is a
need for better co-ordination and for data to be made available in the public domain.
Another example of an excellent data resource that could be seen as an example for best
practice across the EU is the Pupil Level Annual School Census (PLASC) in the UK which collects
a wide range of data on schools, pupils and teaching staff. The data currently available by
EUROSTAT is very useful and there are efforts to improve this every year, but there is a need
for more information to be made available at regional and local levels —for data at the level of
individual schools and classrooms.

342
This figure is above 100% because of the high concentration of students in the Belgian capital and of the high number of

mature students in tertiary education —which is typical of capital cities.
34—:‘For details see: http://www.direct.gov.uk/en/EducationAndLearning/14To19/MoneyTolearn/16to19bursary/DG 067575
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ANNEX. An alternative way of visualising regional data on educational
inequalities in the EU: population cartograms

Mapping the distribution of human population on a conventional map (such as those used in Chapter 3)
means that urban areas with large populations but small area size (e.g. such as the capital regions of Madrid,
Paris, London, or Athens) are virtually invisible to the viewer. Conversely, the large rural areas with small
populations (such as large rural areas in the Scandinavian countries) dominate a conventional map. In
contrast, population cartograms, where countries and regions are resized according to where people live,
are much more useful tools in our effort to grasp regional socio-economic realities and to understand
societal challenges such as educational inequalities between EU regions. Such human cartograms have been
effectively and successfully used so far to provide human-scaled visualisations of the world that the BBC has

described as "people-powered" maps>**.

Figures 01 and 02 at the beginning of this report (pp.3-4) show a conventional map and a population
cartogram of the European Union in comparison.

This annex presents the human population cartogram versions (population-density-scaled visualisations) of
the conventional maps presented in Chapter 3 to help us more accurately visualise the regional distribution
of education-related variables in the EU.

Figure A1: Human population cartogram of pupils and students (%) in all levels of education

Legend Regional distribution of pupils and students in all levels of education (ISCED 0-6) - as % of total population at regional level
%

[] <185
[ 18.5-206
B 20.622.06
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no data

Data source: Eurostat
Table:educ _regind@©
EuroGeographics for the
administrative boundaries

3% see http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/magazine/8280657.stm
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Figure A2: Human population cartogram of lifelong learning
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Life-long learning - participation of adults aged 25-64 in education and training (1000)

Data source: Eurostat
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Figure A3: Human population cartogram of pupils (%) in primary and lower secondary education

Legend
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Regional distribution of pupils in primary and lower secondary education (ISCED 1-2) as % of total population

Data source: Eurostat
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EuroGeographics for the
administrative boundaries
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Figure A4: Population cartogram of pupils and students in upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education
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Regional distribution of pupils and students in upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education as % of the
pulation aged 15-24 years old (ISCED 3-4)

Figure A5: Population cartogram of students in tertiary education (ISCED 5-6)

Legend

%

[] <284
[ 284466
Il 46.6-55.1
Il 5516483
B 6483

| nodata

[Regional distribution of students in tertiary education (ISCED 5-6) as % of the population aged 20-24 years

Data source: Eurostat
Table: tgso0094©
EuroGeographics for the
administrative boundaries

171




THE REGIONAL DIMENSION OF EDUCATIONAL INEQUALITY IN THE EU

Figure A6: Population cartogram of population living at more than 60 minutes from the nearest university
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Figure A7: Population cartogram of all persons aged 25-64 with lower secondary education attainment
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’AH persons aged 25-64 with lower secondary education attainment - as % of total population at regional level
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Figure A8: Population cartogram of all persons aged 25-64 with upper secondary education attainment

Legend ’AH persons aged 25-64 with upper secondary education attainment - as % of total population at regional level
%

[] <ar8s
Bl 37.8542.7
Bl 427585
Bl .sg5

Data souree: Eurostat
Table:edat_lfse_10©)
EuroGeographics for the
administrative boundaries

Figure A9: Human population cartogram of persons with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education

Legend K’ersons aged 15+ with at most pre-primary, primary and lower secondary education - levels 0-2 (ISCED 1997) as % of all
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Figure A10: Population cartogram of persons with at most upper secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education

Legend \Persons aged 15+ with at most upper secondary and post-secondarynon-tertiary education - levels 3-4 (ISCED 1997) as %
% of all persons aged 15+
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Figure A11: Population cartogram of persons with tertiary education - levels 5-6

Legend Persons aged 15+ with tertiary education - levels 5-6 (ISCED 1997) as % of all persons aged 15+
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