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Published as a European Commission Staff Working Document,
the Education and Training Monitor presents a yearly evalua-
tion of education and training system across Europe. The report
brings together the latest data, technical reports and studies,
as well as examples of policy measures from different EU coun-
tries. Volume 1 offers a cross-national and thematic analysis.
Volume 2 consists of 28 individual country reports.

This year’s lead theme for the Education and Training Monitor is
teachers and teaching. The 2019 Monitor analyses the targets
and benchmarks adopted under the strategic framework for
European cooperation in education and training Education and
Training 2020. The targets cover participation in early childhood
education; early leaving from education and training; tertiary
educational attainment; underachievement in basic skills; em-
ployment rate of recent graduates; adult learning and learning
mobility in higher education. The 2019 Monitor also offers anal-
ysis on education indicators used in other well-established or
emerging priorities, including entrepreneurship education digi-
tal education and multilingualism. The report concludes with a
section on public investment in education and training.
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EU targets for 2020 in education and training

Current

Early leavers from
education and training

l The share of 18 to 24 year- 106% Below
olds having attained ISCED ' 109%
level 0-2 and not receiving any
formal or non-formal education
or training in the four weeks
preceding the survey.

Tertiary educational

attainment At least
) 407% ;
The share of 30 to 34 year- 409%
olds having successfully
completed ISCED level 5-8.
Early childhood
education
0
5 The share of children aged 954% 95%
4 to the age of compulsory
primary education who are
participating in education.
Underachievement in Reading:
reading, maths and 19.7%
science
Maths: o
4 500 15%
The share of 15 year-olds ’
failing to reach level 2 in Sci .
clence:
the OECD'’s PISA for reading,
20.6%

mathematics and science.

Employment rate of
recent graduates

The share of employed
5 20 to 34 year-olds having 81.6% 82 %
successfully completed
ISCED 3-8 one to three years
preceding the survey and who
are no longer in education or
training.

Adult participation in
learning

6 The share of 25 to 64 year- 11.1% 15%
olds who received formal
or non-formal education or
training in the four weeks
preceding the survey.

Source: Eurostat (EU-LFS 2018 for 1, 2, 5 and 6; UOE 2017 for 3) & OECD (PISA 2015
for 4). Note: ISCED O = early childhood education; ISCED 1 = primary education; 2 = lower
secondary education; 3 = upper secondary education; 4 = post-secondary non-tertiary
education; 5 = short-cycle tertiary education; 6 = bachelor’s or equivalent level; 7 =
master’s or equivalent level; 8 = doctoral or equivalent level.
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Figure 15 - Participation in early childhood education of children between 4 years old
and the starting age of compulsory education, 2016 and 2017 (%)
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Source: Eurostat (UOE). Online data code: [educ_uoe_enral0O].
Note: break in time series in LU (2017)

As for children from the age of 3, which is the typical entry age in the second part of early years
education in countries adopting a split system, only 7 countries have participation rates above 95%
(Figure 16). In descending order, these are the France, United Kingdom, Belgium, Ireland,
Denmark, Spain and Sweden. The EU average stands at 93.3%. Most other countries reaching the
4+ target level also remain within a 2 pps range from 95% for the 3+ group, with the exception of
Luxembourg (87.5%) and Austria (89.3%). Greece has the biggest disparity between the
participation rate of children aged 3+ (65.3%) and 4+ (81.5%).

Figure 16 - Participation in early childhood education of children of different age groups
(4+ and 3+), 2017 (%)

Source: Eurostat (UOE). Online data code: [educ uoe enral0] for the benchmark indicator (counting children from the age of 4
to the starting age of compulsory primary education) and [educ _uoce enra21], including children from the age of.
Note: break in time series in LU (4+ and 3+); provisional data for FR (3+); definition differs for IE (3+).

Under the same UNESCO-OECD-Eurostat data collection, participation rates for the younger age
group (0-2) drop to 17% on average in the EU. Less than 10% of children below the age of 2
attend early childhood education in 14 EU countries. Note that, in most of these countries, no
programme for children aged 0-2 qualifies as ‘early childhood education’, or ‘ISCED 010'.
Programmes for children below 3 are only included in the nomenclature under ISCED O if they
adhere to a number of descriptive criteria®. If they do not, the number of children enrolled in

8o According to UOE (2015) for an ECE programme to be reported as ISCED level 0, it should: 1) have adequate intentional

educational properties; 2) be institutionalised; 3) have an intensity of at least 2 hours per day of educational activities
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those programmes would not count in this data collection. For example, this is the case in France,
where publicly subsidised and regulated home-based childcare (Assistant(e)s maternel(le)s
agréé(e)s) is available and widely used for children under 3 (as well as a range of community day-
care services such as Créches collectives, Jardin d’enfants/Kindergarten, etc.), but fall outside the
scope of the ISCED classification. In Luxembourg, the well-developed system of regulated home-
based care provided by child-minders (assistants parentaux), as well as the day-care centres
(Créches), are not reported under ISCED 0. Similar situations arise in other countries (e.g. with
Amas in Portugal)®'. Over the last few years, the OECD has started collecting data on other
registered childcare services outside the scope of ISCED 082. This ongoing work has significant
potential to increase the comparability of early years education and childcare data across
countries®3,

Figure 17 presents how the situation changes considerably for some countries when other
registered childcare services are taken into account. These services dominate the sector in France,
Portugal, the Netherlands and Luxembourg, and they are also highly important in Poland and
Hungary®*. Once both early education and childcare components are taken into account, nine
countries display participation rates below 10%, while 10 countries reach participation levels above
30%. The countries with the highest participation for children under 3 are Luxembourg, the
Netherlands and Denmark, all with rates above 50%. The lowest levels of participation - shown for
Bulgaria, Slovakia, Italy, Czechia, Malta and Greece are estimations, as there may only be a partial
evaluation of the country’s situation due to the lack of information on non-ISCED 0 services in
these countries (as in some others).

Figure 17 - Participation in early childhood education and other services
of children below 3 years of age, 2017
% over the population below 3 years of age
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Source: Eurostat (UOE and EU-SILC; 2017) and OECD data. Data on early childhood education (ISCED 0) is from a Eurostat

special extraction on UOE data; data on other registered ECEC services outside the scope of ISCED 0 comes from an INES ad-
hoc survey in OECD Education at a Glance 2019 [Table B2.1]; the data extracted on 15 June 2019.

and a duration of at least 100 days a year; and wherever possible 4) have a regulatory framework recognised by the
relevant national authorities; and 5) have trained or accredited staff as per the appropriate regulatory framework.

For more information see e.g. European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice (2015). Early childhood education and care systems
in Europe national information sheets 2014/15.; and OECD (2017). Starting Strong 2017.

See OECD (forthcoming). Education at a Glance 2019: Indicator B2. The complete mapping of ECEC programmes is
available in Table B2.5. For more information on the issue, see OECD (2017). Proposal to improve the indicators on early
childhood education and care (ECEC). Document from the Working Party on Indicators of Educational Systems.

This information is missing for non-OECD countries (Bulgaria, Cyprus, Croatia, Malta, Romania) - which are not covered
in Education at a Glance (EAG) - as well as for Belgium, Czechia, Denmark, Greece, Spain, Finland, Ireland, Italy,
Slovakia and the United Kingdom. Therefore, the picture might still be incomplete for these countries.

Since data on other registered ECEC services is not available for all EU countries, EU averages cannot be computed.
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https://publications.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/9bea1249-8cf6-11e5-b8b7-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
https://publications.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/9bea1249-8cf6-11e5-b8b7-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
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Note: Early childhood education (ISCED 0) covers programmes classified as ISCED 0; other registered ECEC services (Non-
ISCED 0) cover other ECEC services that lie outside the scope of ISCED 0 because they do not comply with all ISCED criteria
(and are therefore excluded from UOE data). For UOE data on early childhood education: data for children under the age of 2 is
missing for BE, therefore the indicator was not computed; as a consequence, the EU28 average is based on the other 27 EU
countries; definitions differ for DE (children in day-care are included both in ISCED 01 and ISCED 02); ISCED 01 not applicable
for BG, CZ, FR, IE, IT, LU, MT, NL PL, PT, SK. For OECD EAG data on other registered ECEC services: data is missing for non-
OECD countries (BG, CY, HR, MT, RO), not covered in Education at a Glance, as well as for BE, CZ, DK, EL, ES, FI, IE, IT, SK
and UK; it is not applicable for DE, LT and LV, where all programmes are covered under UOE data. Since data on other
registered ECEC services is not available for all EU countries, EU averages cannot be computed. Countries are ordered by
increasing shares of ECEC participation (including programmes both within and outside the scope of ISCED 0).

2.1.2. Participation of children from socio-economically disadvantaged
homes

Research shows that high-quality pre-primary education and care can improve children’s socio-
emotional development and cognitive competences®®, with children from socio-economically
disadvantaged backgrounds benefiting the most®. The EU Survey on Income and Living Conditions
(EU-SILC) allows for analysis of participation rates of children in pre-primary school age from
different socio-economic backgrounds®’.

Figure 18 and Figure 19 show participation rates of children who live or do not live in a household
at risk of poverty or social exclusion (AROPE)®8, Comparing the young children (below 3 years of
age) from AROPE households to children from non-AROPE households®®, there is an average gap of
15 pps for the EU28 as a whole, leaving the children from disadvantaged homes with a
participation rate of little over 20%. This suggests that socio-economic disadvantages are also
associated with more limited access to formal childcare. A few countries have large disparities
between children from AROPE households and non-AROPE households, independently from their
overall average. They include the Netherlands, France, Spain, Belgium and Slovenia among
countries with overall rates higher than the EU average; on top of Lithuania and Hungary among
the countries with overall low participation rates.

85 See OECD (2017). Starting Strong 2017; these effects are influenced by quality, type and timing of care provided.

86 See Esping-Andersen, G. (2004). Untying the Gordian Knot of Social Inheritance. Research in Social Stratification and
Mobility, 21, 115-139; Esping-Andersen, G., Garfinkel, I., Han, W.-J., Magnuson, K., Wagner, S. and Waldfogel, J.
(2012). Child care and school performance in Denmark and the United States. Children and Youth Services Review,
34(3), 576-589; OECD (2017). Starting Strong 2017; Del Boca, D., Flinn, C., Piazzalunga, D., Pronzato, C., Sorrenti, G.,
& Wiswall, M. (2016). Child Care Policies in Different Countries. Report Fondazione Rodolfo Debenedetti, 71; also
intergenerational positive effects have been identified, see Heckman J.J. and Karapakula G. (2019). Intergenerational and
Intragenerational Externalities of the Perry Preschool Project.

87 This section describes participation in ‘formal childcare or education’ as defined in the EU Survey on Income and Living

Conditions (EU-SILC). This covers services identified as ‘formal arrangements’, which includes all kinds of care organised

and/or controlled by a structure (public or private), i.e. pre-school or equivalent; compulsory education; centre-based

services outside school hours; a collective créche or another day-care centre, including family day-care, and professional
certified child-minders. The Barcelona target set in 2002 by the European Council established that Member States should
provide childcare by 2010 to at least 33% of children below 3 years of age, and to 90% of children between 3 and the
mandatory school age. While it might appear straightforward to draw a direct connection between the ECE benchmark
and the Barcelona target, it should be pointed out that the two are different targets established for different purposes.

For a detailed overview of differences and overlapping between the two indicators see Flisi, S., Meroni, E., and E. Vera-

Toscano (2016). Indicators for early childhood education and care. A JRC Technical Report JRC102774.

According to official Eurostat definitions, at risk of poverty or social exclusion corresponds to persons who are either at

risk of poverty, or severely materially deprived or living in a household with a very low work intensity.

89 This section is based on Flisi, S., and Blasko, Zs. (2019). A note on early childhood education and care participation by
socio-economic background. The study reproduced the figures provided in the Eurostat online dataset ilc_caindformal
using 2016 EU-SILC microdata, for all EU countries but Malta. For 26 EU countries it was possible to replicate official
Eurostat childcare statistics with marginal differences, while some small discrepancies remain for Germany.
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Figure 18 - Participation in formal childcare or education of children
below 3 years of age, by socio-economic background (2016)
%o over the population below 3 years of age
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Source: European Commission, DG JRC calculations based on Eurostat data: 2016 EU-SILC microdata.

Note: * = difference between AROPE and not AROPE statistically significant (p < 0.05). MT is missing because no age variable
is available in the dataset. DK not reported because of low sample size for the AROPE sub-group. The rate for AROPE in RO is
unreliable.

Given the higher overall attendance rates, the gaps between children from disadvantaged homes
and children from non-disadvantaged homes are slightly smaller among children aged between 3
and the mandatory school age; but they are still remarkable. On average, children at risk of
poverty or social exclusion lag around 11 pps behind non-AROPE children.

Figure 19 - Participation in formal childcare or education of children between 3 and
minimum mandatory school age, by socioeconomic background (2016),
% over the population aged 3 to minimum mandatory school age
100 —

- v
v

. o w v v =

90 . e

& o ® —l
ol @& 5 [

00— @ P
50 @

40

30 —

20 +—

10

HR* EL* RO PL* UK* BG* SK* LT* Cy CZ*¥ LV FI* EU* HU LU AT SI* PT DE* IT* EE IE NL FR* ES* DK SE BE
® Overall AROPE Not AROPE Barcelona target

Source: European Commission, DG JRC calculations based on Eurostat data: 2016 EU-SILC microdata.

Note: * = difference between AROPE and not AROPE are statistically significant (p < 0.05). MT is missing because no age
variable is available in the dataset. The rate for AROPE in DK and LU is unreliable. See Flisi and Blasko (2019) for more
information.
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2.1.3. Recent policy reforms

In May 2019, the Council of the EU adopted a Recommendation on high-quality early childhood
education and care (ECEC). The recommendation aims to support Member States in improving their
ECEC systems based on a quality framework with five key components:

e access to ECEC;

training and working conditions of staff in charge of ECEC;

establishment of appropriate curricula and governance;

funding;

monitoring and evaluation of systems.

The quality framework has already supported reforms in many countries®®. In the last five years,
Czechia, Poland and Portugal extended legal entitlement to ECEC®!. Other countries introduced
compulsory ECEC of at least 1 year before primary education (Belgium, Czechia, Greece, France,
Croatia, Lithuania, Hungary, Finland, Slovakia, Sweden®?). At the same time, there is increasing
emphasis on the education component of ECEC. Belgium (Flemish Community), Bulgaria, France,
Croatia, Italy, Latvia, Portugal, Slovakia and Finland recently adopted new educational guidelines
(curricula) for ECEC or are revising their content®3,

Initial qualification requirements for staff are generally lower than for primary education teachers
in many EU countries. This sector typically employs several types of professionals. Teams of 2-3
people usually work with groups of children under age 3, while 1-2 professionals work with groups
of older children. Often, one leading team member is required to have a higher qualification than
others who perform support roles. However, only 11 Member States require at least one
professional working with a group children under age 3 to have a bachelor's degree or higher level
of qualification. Moreover, ECEC assistants are not required to have an initial qualification related
to their profession in half of cases when they are employed. This underlies the importance of
appropriate and continuous in-service training — which in practice is rarely regulated. Training at
work is mandatory for all staff only in Luxembourg, Romania, Slovenia and the United Kingdom
(Scotland). For example, In Slovenia, every team member, including assistants, must undertake 15
days of professional training over a period of three years. Structural reforms concerning staff
qualification or continuing professional development are ongoing in Belgium (Flemish Community),
Bulgaria, Estonia, Ireland, Italy, Malta and Finland®4.

Hungary - Ensuring adequate supply of educational staff in early childhood
education and care

Since the introduction of the teacher career progression model in Hungary (2013),
educational staff in ECEC need to hold a tertiary degree in pre-primary education.
This attracted growing numbers of applicants to initial pre-primary teacher
education (+50% from 2013 to 2014). However, in spite of the resulting increase in
graduate numbers, the supply of ECEC teachers has not yet caught up with
demand. In 2016, some further changes were introduced in the qualification
standards for pre-primary teachers. These include the requirement to acquire
competences in the areas of children’s rights, inclusion of and support to
disadvantaged children, and teaching through arts. Source: The 2019 Education and
Training Monitor, country report Hungary.

%0 NESET II ad hoc question No. 4/2017, The current state of national ECEC quality frameworks, or equivalent strategic

policy documents, governing ECEC quality in EU Member States.

A legal entitlement to ECEC refers to a statutory duty on ECEC providers to secure publicly subsidised ECEC provision for
all children from a certain age living in a catchment area, whose parents, regardless of their employment, socio-economic
or family status, request a place for their child.

For Belgium and Slovakia, the measure is planned as of 2020.

Data on minimum qualification for ECEC staff from European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice (2019). Key Data on early
Childhood Education and care in Europe - 2019 Edition. European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice (forthcoming). Structural
Indicators for Monitoring Education and Training Systems in Europe - 2019.

European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice (forthcoming). Structural Indicators for Monitoring Education and Training
Systems in Europe - 2019.
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2.2. Early Leavers from Education and Training

In 2018, about 10.6% of people in the EU aged 18-24 were considered early leavers from
education and training, and there has been little or no progress in this field over the past 2 years.
In the EU, on average, women have lower rates of early leaving than men, and native-born young
people have lower rates of early leaving than their foreign-born peers.

Those who leave education before obtaining an upper secondary qualification struggle with lower
employment rates®®, and lower rates of participation in adult learning. People with low levels of
education also face a higher risk of being unemployed or becoming inactive while not being
involved in education or training.

Several EU countries have recently adopted measures to reduce early leaving from education and
training, in particular through action on: teachers’ continuing professional development; career
guidance; flexibility and permeability of education pathways; second-chance education; language
support; and strengthening data collection and monitoring.

2.2.1. Progress towards the EU target on early leaving from education
and training

The indicator ‘early leavers from education and training (ELET)’ (also named ‘early school leavers’)
refers to people aged 18-24 who obtained no more than a lower secondary diploma and are not
enrolled in further education or training. People with low levels of education are particularly
vulnerable as they are more likely to fall into poverty, suffer from health problems and take less
informed decisions affecting marriage, parenthood and retirement®®. They tend to contribute less in
terms of tax revenues and rely more often on social assistance as compared to higher qualified
people. Keeping virtually everyone in education at least until they complete upper secondary
schooling is a main objective of the EU’s strategy for sustainable growth and employment (Europe
2020).

In 2018, early leaving from education and training stood at 10.6% in the EU. The three countries
with the highest rates are Spain (17.9%), Malta (17.5%) and Romania (16.4%). While the first two
had progressed significantly since 2009 on reducing early school leaving, this is not the case for
Romania. High early leaving rates can also be observed in Italy (14.5%), Bulgaria (12.7%),
Hungary (12.5%) and Portugal (11.8%). Portugal actually stands out because of its impressive
trend in reducing the percentage of early leavers. In 2012, the country had 20.5% of young people
who had left education without an upper secondary diploma. In 6 years, the rate shrank to 11.8%
in 2018.

A number of countries succeeded in bringing early leaving to or below 5% - Croatia (3.3%),
Slovenia (4.2%), Lithuania (4.6%), Greece (4.7%), Poland (4.8%) and Ireland (5%). Compared to
2017, there was progress in Romania (-1.7 pps), Greece (-1.3 pps) and Luxembourg (-1.0 pps).
On the other hand, percentages of early leavers rose in Denmark (+1.4 pps) and Sweden (+1.6
PpSs).

Countries that had low percentages of early school leavers in 2009 mostly continue to do so, with
the exception of Slovakia, where early leaving grew, and Sweden, where the trend is also negative.
Poland, Hungary, Romania and Czechia remained relatively stable over the past decade.

95 Employment rates for young people not in education and training, aged 20-34, who completed highest level of education

less than 3 years ago are 51.2% for those who completed ISCED 0-2, compared to 76.8% for those who completed
ISCED 3-4 and 85.5% for those with tertiary qualification. Source: Eurostat, edat Ifse 24.

96 Brunello, G. and De Paola, M. (2013). The costs of early school leaving in Europe. An EENEE Analytical Report 17.



http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=edat_lfse_24&lang=en
http://www.eenee.de/dms/EENEE/Analytical_Reports/EENEE_AR17.pdf
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Figure 20 - Early leavers from education and training, 2009 - 2018
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Source: Eurostat, EU Labour Force Survey.
Note: No target in National Reform Programme for the UK. Online data code: [edat Ifse 14].

A closer look at the percentages of early leavers by sex and country of birth provides further
insight. On average, fewer young women than young men leave education before gaining an upper
secondary diploma (8.9% versus 12.2% respectively), and this gap has remained broadly constant
over the last decade. Also, on average in Europe, native-born people have lower rates than
foreign-born people (9.5% versus 20.2% respectively), especially those born outside the EU
(20.7%).

Between 2016 and 2018, there was virtually no progress made in reducing the overall rate of early
leavers in the EU. Some progress occurred in large countries such as Spain or Poland, on top of
other countries such as Latvia, Malta, Romania and Portugal, but was compensated by negative
developments in Italy, Sweden, Denmark, Finland, Slovakia, Croatia, Estonia and Luxembourg (in
descending order by size of population).

In the past 2 years, the EU rates for early school leaving improved somewhat for native born
young adults, especially women. On the other hand, they increased between 2016 and 2018 for
foreign born young adults, particularly so for those born in the EU in 2017 and those born outside
the EU in 2018.

Irrespective of overall higher or lower early leaving rates, in Czechia, Denmark, Luxembourg and,
to some extent, Portugal and Malta, there is no sizeable distinction by native status. In Ireland, the
United Kingdom, Luxembourg and Denmark, the rates of early leaving from education and training
are higher for the native-born population compared to the foreign-born population. In some other
countries, the opposite can be observed (Belgium, Sweden, Germany, Austria, Greece, Spain, and
Italy).


https://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?query=BOOKMARK_DS-108805_QID_-3B41B803_UID_-3F171EB0&layout=TIME,C,X,0;GEO,L,Y,0;SEX,L,Z,0;WSTATUS,L,Z,1;UNIT,L,Z,2;AGE,L,Z,3;INDICATORS,C,Z,4;&zSelection=DS-108805WSTATUS,POP;DS-108805SEX,T;DS-108805UNIT,PC;DS-108805INDICATORS,OBS_FLAG;DS-108805AGE,Y18-24;&rankName1=WSTATUS_1_2_-1_2&rankName2=UNIT_1_2_-1_2&rankName3=AGE_1_2_-1_2&rankName4=INDICATORS_1_2_-1_2&rankName5=SEX_1_2_-1_2&rankName6=TIME_1_0_0_0&rankName7=GEO_1_2_0_1&sortC=ASC_-1_FIRST&rStp=&cStp=&rDCh=&cDCh=&rDM=true&cDM=true&footnes=false&empty=false&wai=false&time_mode=ROLLING&time_most_recent=false&lang=FR&cfo=%23%23%23.%23%23%23%2C%23%23%23
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Figure 21 - Early leavers from education and training (18-24 years)
by sex and country of birth, 2018 (%)

Foreign Born

Total Men Women Native-born  Born in the Born outside the Total foreign
EU EU born

BE 8.6 10.6 6.5 7.2 18.0 19.2 18.7
BG 12.7 12.6 12.8 12.7 H 2 U
cz 6.2 6.4 6.1 6.2 7.6" 7.6 7.6
DK 10.2 12.5 7.8 10.2 g 11.1" 9.9"
DE 10.3 11.5 9.1 8.1 25.6 23.4 24.1
EE 11.3 16.1 6.4 11.5

IE 5.0 6.1 3.9 5.4 54 B 3.4"
EL 4.7 5.7 3.6 3.9 19.9¢ 17.3 17.9
ES 17.9 21.7 14.0 14.9 35.4 31.0 32.0
FR 8.9 10.8 6.9 8.4 11.8 15.8 15.0
HR 3.3 3.5¢ 3.1" 3.3 : B ¢
IT 14.5 16.5 12.3 12.0 32.2 36.3 35.2
CY 7.8 9.9 6.0 6.2 13.5 14.1" 13.9
LV 8.3 11.4 5.0 8.4 i i !
LT 4.6 6.1 3 4.6 : Y M
LU 6.3 6.8 5.9 6.5 4.9" a 6"
HU 12.5 12.6 12.3 12.6 M Y Y
MT 17.5 19.4 15.5 17.4 g 28.3" 19.1"
NL 7.3 9.3 5.3 7.0 14.6 9.6 11.1
AT 7.3 8.9 5.7 5.5 10.6" 22.3 17.0
PL 4.8 5.8 3.7 4.8 : Y B
PT 11.8 14.7 8.7 11.7 WU 13.3 12.8
RO 16.4 16.7 16.1 16.4 : U U
SI 4.2 5.3" 3¢ 3.6 B 11.24 11.6"
SK 8.6 8.3 8.8 8.5 M : B
FI 8.3 9.2 7.4 8.1 g 13.6" 12.7¢
SE 9.3 10.4 8.0 7.3 13.2 18.5 17.7
UK 10.7 12.2 9.1 11.0 12.5 6.0 8.9

Source: Eurostat, EU Labour Force Survey. Online data code: [edat Ifse 14] and [edat Ifse 02].
Note: flag ‘u’ means ‘data with low reliability’®?.

2.2.2. Are early leavers also ‘NEETs’?

The share of young people who are neither in employment nor in education and training is called
the '‘NEET' rate. As both the indicators on early leaving and the ‘NEET’ rate refer to young people
who most likely do not optimally reach their academic or professional potential, it is interesting to
examine their differences and similarities. First of all, young adults falling into the category of
‘early school leavers’ are less likely to change their status by completing upper-secondary
education at or after the age of 24; this makes the early school leaving status largely a long-term
one. Being out of employment, education or training (‘NEET’) is, on the other hand, to a large
extent a transitory condition likely to be influenced by the economic cycle, temporary factors and
personal choices.

97 Data flagged ‘u’ are considered ‘low reliability’ due to small sample size. This data can be shown in tables and charts but
is not discussed in the analysis.
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Figure 22 shows the two indicators in 201898, Firstly, all countries (but Malta) where the proportion
of early leavers is above 12% are characterised by high proportions of individuals who are
simultaneously ‘NEET’ and ‘ELET’. For instance, Spain has the highest early school leaving rate and
the second highest proportion of individuals who are both ‘NEET’ and ‘ELET’. Similarly, Romania
displays the second highest early school leaving rate and the fourth highest proportion of
individuals who are both ‘NEET’ and ‘ELET’. As indicated above, this result reflects the fact that
people with low levels of education have weaker employment prospects and, therefore, face a
higher risk of being unemployed or becoming inactive while not in education or training.

Secondly, poor labour market conditions for young people may make it hard to find a job even for
people with an upper-secondary or a tertiary degree, thereby increasing their risk of becoming
NEET. For instance, the proportion of people who are ‘NEET only’ is especially high in two countries
with very low rates of ‘ELET & NEET’ and ‘ELET only’ percentages (Greece and Croatia), which can
signal that young adults with secondary education find it particularly difficult to access the labour
market. By contrast, Malta, with very high ‘ELET only’ rates, has a very small share of people who

are ‘NEET only’, signalling that the Maltese labour market offers opportunities for people with low
levels of education, especially men.

Figure 22 - 18-24 year-olds who are 'ELET & NEET’, ‘ELET only’ or ‘NEET only’ (%), 2018
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Source: Eurostat, EU Labour Force Survey.

Note: Country values are presented in descending order of the value for ELET & NEET. The total of the bars indicates the share
of population (18-24) falling in one of the following categories: ELET only; NEET only; or both.

2.2.3. Recent policy response

The overall decrease of early leavers from education and training since the introduction of the EU
target in 2009 has been supported by concerted policy efforts across the EU®°. Recent policy
interventions include improving data collection and monitoring, strengthening teachers’ capacities,
education and career guidance, supporting the flexibility and permeability of education pathways,
supporting re-entry of early leavers and language support for students.

%8 For a detailed discussion of the relationship between ELET and NEETS see: Flisi S., Goglio V., Meroni E.C., Vera-Toscano
E. (2015). School-to-work transition of young individuals: what can the ELET and NEET indicators tell us?, A JRC
Technical Report, JRC 95223.

See European Commission (forthcoming). Assessment of the Implementation of the 2011 Council Recommendation on
Policies to Reduce Early School Leaving.
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A requirement prior to designing evidence-based policy is data collection, which in this case can be
a national data collection system based on a student register'®®, The same dataset can be
employed to monitor absenteeism, and evaluate the effectiveness of policies to reduce early
leaving. Hungary is among the countries that have introduced an early warning system for primary
and secondary schools in the last couple of years (as from November 2016). This data collection
makes it possible to monitor absenteeism, and analyse early school leaving at several levels -
school/school district, regional and national. In some other EU countries, the recent reforms in this
area led to modifications and expansions in the national data collection on early school leaving.
While the EU data on ELET is based on the Labour Force Survey, as of today, most of European
countries collect national data through a student register.

Strengthening teachers' capacities to support students who are at risk of disengaging from school
is also critical. Since 2015, most policy developments across Europe have aimed to ensure that
ELET is explicitly addressed in competence frameworks for initial teacher education and/or in
centrally promoted continuing professional development. This is done by promoting the topic
through regulations and recommendations adopted at central government level, and/or supporting
relevant training programmes. For example, since the implementation of the 'Teacher and school
leadership education programme 2017-2020' in Estonia, inclusive education has been the priority
of all teachers’ continuing professional development courses. This includes training for teachers and
school heads on how to adjust teaching and assessment to the needs of students who are most at
risk of dropping out of school as well as how to cooperate with colleagues and parents to support
these students.

The role of education and career guidance in preventing students from leaving education and
training is widely acknowledged. Over the past 5 years, several countries introduced reforms to
ensure that education and career guidance is not only provided through school-based guidance or
counselling services, but also through the national curriculum, thus systematically reaching all
students. In Poland, for example, education and career guidance has become part of the secondary
school national curricula since 2017/18; and in Malta at primary and secondary school curricula
since 2014, in addition to the current support provided by the school guidance services in these
countries!®®. This two-way approach of promoting education and career guidance in schools is now
supported through policies in about two-thirds of European countries.

Policy measures supporting the flexibility and permeability of education pathways can help prevent
early leaving by removing potential obstacles to completing education and training programmes.
They include initiatives to promote alternative education and training pathways (e.g. vocational or
technical), facilitate transitions within education and training systems (between general and
vocational education), and improve the recognition of students' skills and qualifications. For
example in Greece, new legislation introduced in 2016 reformed the Vocational Lyceum (Upper
Secondary Vocational Cycle). This allows for permeability among programmes in a more flexible
framework, so as to attract a greater number of students and promote a smoother transition from
one education pathway to another. Almost all European countries have policies promoting the
provision of alternative education and training pathways; many of them support/encourage the
transitions within education and training systems through official measures or policies. Yet, only
around half of these countries have policies promoting the recognition of skills and/or
qualifications.

A number of policy interventions at national level since 2015 have focused on support for early
leavers wishing to re-enter the education and training system. Policies in this area may promote
the provision of second chance education, education and career guidance and/or youth guarantee
commitments. For example, in the Flemish Community of Belgium, young people who are labelled
as 'hidden NEET' are systematically contacted by the Flemish Employment Services and Vocational
Training Agency (VDAB) and asked to register as job seekers, as the VDAB has a mandate to carry
out the requirements of the youth guarantee plan. As of today, almost all European countries have
policies promoting second chance education for early leavers, and most of them support this group

100 |jke in other chapters of the 2019 Monitor, the overview of recent policy reforms is largely based on European
Commission/EACEA/Eurydice (forthcoming). Structural Indicators for Monitoring Education and Training Systems in
Europe - 2019.

101 In this regard, the curriculum of Personal, Social and Career Development (PSCD) in both primary and secondary in
Malta, includes Career Guidance, as an integral part of the curriculum of this subject which is taught to all students.



£
56

through targeted education and career guidance®?, A few European countries advocate youth
guarantee related initiatives as a way of supporting early leavers re-entering the education and
training system.

Regarding language support for students with a mother tongue other than the language of
instruction, who may be at an increased risk of early leaving, most European countries already had
such policies in place already before 2015. Recent policy developments in this area were mainly
focused on intensifying this support. For example, in Austria, as part of the legislative package of
July 2016, language support courses were extended to part-time vocational schools and VET
colleges. Also, the most recent reforms - implemented in both Austria and Slovenia in 2018/19 -
address language provision and support given to students with little or no knowledge of the
language of instruction. Similarly, in the school year 2015/2016, Italy and Cyprus introduced
reforms aimed to ensure the availability of language support measures for unaccompanied foreign
minors as well as children of asylum seekers. Today, almost all European countries have language
support policies for students with a different mother tongue.

2.3. Tertiary educational attainment

The EU has met its target of raising the rate of tertiary educational attainment to at least 40% of
the population. In 2018, 40.7% of the population aged 30-34 held a tertiary degree. On average,
women’s tertiary educational attainment (45.8%) is higher than men (35.7%) - and the gap has
been continuously increasing over recent years.

Among the countries with a low proportion of tertiary graduates, Romania and Italy stand out as
outliers (with 25% and 28% respectively). Yet, both countries have registered an impressive
32% progress rate since 2009. In 2018, a group of 13 countries had tertiary educational
attainment rates of between 40% and 50%. In Sweden, Luxembourg, Ireland, Cyprus and
Lithuania (in ascending order), more than 50% of the population holds a tertiary degree.

As can be seen from the monitoring of the structure of education systems, less than half of EU
countries set specific targets to help under-represented groups participating in higher education.
Furthermore, only one third of the EU countries implemented performance-based funding
mechanisms with a social dimension focus to improve participation in higher education.

On average in the EU, students graduate from higher education at the age of 26. Typically,
women graduate at that level earlier than men. However, there are large variations among
countries in terms of average tertiary graduation age and gender.

A generally high level of education in the population is commonly seen as a prerequisite for a
modern society that promotes productivity growth, innovation and competitiveness. The fast pace
of technological progress and the intensification of global competition make labour markets,
especially in knowledge-intensive economic sectors, increasingly demanding in terms of skills and
abilities. High education levels also promote social innovation and increase people’s capacity to
address economic, environmental and societal challenges.

102 The Flemish Community of Belgium gathered data on second chance education for early leavers, showing that around

35% of early leavers subscribes for second change education. Most of them subscribed in the same year as early leaving
or in the year after early leaving.
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2.3.1. Progress towards the EU target on tertiary educational
attainment

In order to ensure sustainable economic growth and social progress, it has become increasingly
important for the EU to raise the number of people who complete tertiary education and improve
the quality of higher education. Back in 2009, EU countries set a headline target of bringing the
number of 30-34 year-olds with tertiary education to at least 40%. At that time, less than one third
of people in this category held a tertiary degree. Today, 40.7% do.

Among the countries with a low proportion of tertiary graduates, Romania and Italy stand out as
outliers (with 25% and 28% respectively). Yet, both countries have registered an impressive 32%
progress rate since 2009, against an overall progress rate of 26% at EU level over the same
period. In 2018, 13 countries had tertiary educational attainment rates of between 40% and 50%.
In Sweden, Luxembourg, Ireland, Cyprus and Lithuania (in ascending order), more than 50% of
the population holds a tertiary degree.

On average in the EU, women’s tertiary educational attainment (45.8%) is higher than men’s
(35.7%) - and the gap has been continuously increasing over recent years. Despite some
fluctuations, overall tertiary educational attainment rates have been growing for nationals of
reporting countries, as well as for those born outside these countries. Yet, native-born young
adults and EU nationals, either from the reporting country or not, graduate more than their peers
from non-EU countries (41.3% and 41.7% respectively, against 35.8% for non-EU).

Figure 23 - Tertiary educational attainment (30-34 years)
2009, 2015, 2018
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Source: EU Labour Force Survey, Eurostat, online data code [edat Ifse 03].
Note: The indicators cover the share of the total population aged 30-34 having successfully completed tertiary education
(ISCED 5-8). Break in series for all countries in 2014 due to the introduction of the new ISCED 2011 classification.

2.3.2. Average tertiary graduation age from higher education

The EU target on tertiary educational attainment is linked to the age group of 30-34 year-olds. In
this regard, the age when students actually graduate from higher education is relevant to see if the
benchmark measures the right age group when assessing the education level of the population.
The average EU student graduates from higher education at the age of 26°3. However the national
averages vary widely and depend on several factors, such as the typical enrolment age, the
average length of study programmes and availability of options for part-time study arrangements
and interruptions to study.

103 Graduation at ISCED 5-8 level.


http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=edat_lfse_03
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On average, the youngest average tertiary graduation age can be observed among Belgian female
students (23.5 years), while Swedish female students graduate on average 5 years later (29.6
years). Although the average female and male EU students graduate at the same age, women
graduate earlier in 20 countries, on average by 9 months. However, a rather large difference from
the opposite perspective can be observed in Latvia, where the average male tertiary student
graduates more than 2 years earlier than his female compatriot.

Figure 24 - Average age of graduation from higher education, 2018
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Source: EU Labour Force Survey, Eurostat, special data extraction.

Further analysis has also shown that the higher the average graduation age from tertiary
education, the wider the age distribution of the graduates. Overall, findings confirm that the 30-34
age group is appropriate for measuring tertiary educational attainment. The choice of a younger
age group would risk ignoring tertiary graduates in countries where the average graduation age is
close to 30.

Since the start of the Bologna Process (1999)%4, which has strongly promoted the introduction of
the three cycle system (bachelor/master/doctorate) the average graduation age increased in all EU
countries, except Bulgaria. However, at the EU level the increase was insignificant - only half a
year. Despite this, the average masks more substantial changes in Denmark, Ireland, Spain,
Latvia, Lithuania and Slovakia, where the mean graduation age increased by more than 2 years
over the last 20 years.

The Bologna Process seeks to bring more coherence to higher education systems across Europe. It established the
European Higher Education Area to facilitate student and staff mobility, make higher education more inclusive and
accessible, and make higher education in Europe more attractive and competitive worldwide. As part of the European
Higher Education Area, all 48 participating countries agreed to: introduce a three-cycle higher education system
consisting of bachelor's, master's and doctoral studies; ensure the mutual recognition of qualifications and learning
periods abroad completed at other universities; implement a system of quality assurance, to strengthen the quality and
relevance of learning and teaching. See more on EHEA’s website.


http://www.ehea.info/
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Figure 25 - Change of average age of graduation from higher education (ISCED 5-8),
2009-2018 (in years)
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Source: EU Labour Force Survey, Eurostat, special data extraction.

Note: The decrease in Austria is related to a change in methodology effective as of 2014: with the introduction of ISCED 2011,
in AT, the programme spanning levels were re-classified: the qualification acquired upon successful completion of higher
technical and vocational colleges is allocated in ISCED 2011 to ISCED level 5; under ISCED 1997 the same qualification was
reported on ISCED level 4 but classified as equivalent to tertiary education).

Changes in graduation age from higher education were less substantial since the launch of the
tertiary educational attainment target in 2009. This could be linked to a stabilisation period after
the financial crises of 2007/2008. Nevertheless, the bulk of the increase in graduation age in
Ireland took place in this period and today the average age of graduation for Maltese students has
increased by 2 years, compared to 10 years ago. Between 2009 and 2018 graduation age
decreased only in Slovenia, Germany, Sweden and Bulgaria.

2.3.3. Recent policy response

Expanding overall tertiary educational attainment rates does not mean that different socio-
economic groups have equivalent access to higher education. In order to increase participation
rates in this educational sector, around two thirds of EU countries monitor the socio-economic
characteristics of students, and more than half of EU countries recognise prior informal or non-
formal learning®®. Almost half of EU countries implemented the requirement of completion rates as
a required criterion in external quality assurance. However, only 10 education systems had
quantitative targets for widening participation of and/or attainment for under-represented groups,
and 9 education systems had funding systems based on performance with a social dimension focus
(see Figure 27).

Although there is no correlation between the improvement of tertiary educational attainment and
the number of areas where national policy initiatives have been implemented to improve tertiary
education, it can be observed that countries active in at least four areas have all reached a tertiary
educational attainment (TEA) level well above the EU target.

Very few reforms have taken place since 2015 in the monitored areas. In fact, the only areas with
new policies were quantitative targets for widening participation and attainment of under-
represented groups (in Austria in 2017), and completion as a required criterion in external quality
assurance (in Croatia in 2017). On the other hand, Finland and UK-Northern Ireland ceased to have
quantitative targets for widening participation and attainment of under-represented groups
between 2015 and 2019.

105 European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice (forthcoming). Structural Indicators for Monitoring Education and Training

Systems in Europe - 2019.
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Figure 26 - Structural indicators related to tertiary educational attainment, 2018/2019

1. Quantitative 2. Monitoring of 3. Recognition of 4. Completion rates 5. Performance- Change in TEA

targets for widening socioeconomic informal or non- as a required based funding

participation and/or background of formal learning in criterion in external mechanisms with a

attainment of under- students entry to higher QA social dimension 2009 - 2018 in pp

represented groups education focus
BE . . . . . 5.6
BG . . 5.8
cz 16.2
DK . . 8.4
DE . . . 5.5
EE . 10.9
IE . . . . . 5.9
EL . 7.7
ES . . . . 1.7
FR . . . 0 . &2
HR . . 12.8
IT . . . 8.8
CcY . 12.1
LV 12.2
LT . . . 17.2
LU . 9.6
HU . . 9.7
MT o o . 12.3
NL o . 11.1
AT . . 17.3
PL . . . . 12.9
PT . . . 12.2
RO . . . 7.8
SI . 11.1
SK 20.1
FI . . -1.7
SE . . 8.1
UK . . . ) . 7.4

Source: European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice (forthcoming). Structural Indicators for Monitoring Education and Training
Systems in Europe - 2019.

Note: Scores for the Belgian French, Flemish and German Communities are combined to BE. Scores for England, Wales,
Scotland and Northern Ireland are combined to UK. The table reports data as it appears in the cited publication. National
reforms having happened since the last consultation on the Structural Indicators are not shown in the 2019 Monitor.

2.4. Underachievement in reading, maths and science

Reducing the number of underachieving 15 year-olds to meet the EU target of less than 15% by
2020 remains a challenge. Between 2012 and 2015, the EU actually moved further away from
meeting its objective. In most countries, students with migrant backgrounds®® tend to perform
worse than students without, signalling that investing in equal opportunities for all students
remains a top-level priority in the EU.

Despite adverse conditions, around a quarter of socio-economically disadvantaged migrant
students are considered academically resilient. Individual factors associated with higher resilience
include high academic expectations, and not repeating any grades. On the other hand,
disengagement from school (for example skipping classes, or abusing substances) has a negative
association with resilience. At school level, the use of school evaluations, adequate provision of

106 Definition from the OECD, applicable to PISA results: Students whose mother and father were both born in a
country/economy other than that where the student sat the PISA test. A distinction is made between those born in the
country/economy of assessment and those born abroad: First-generation immigrant students are foreign-born students
whose parents are also both foreign-born. Second-generation immigrant students are students born in the
country/economy where they sat the PISA test and whose parents are both foreign-born.
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study rooms and having schools with higher average socio-economic status are all factors
correlating positively with resilience.

Individual characteristics influence young people’s development of non-traditional competences
such as effort, persistence and perseverance!®’. In general, the factors linked to classic
dimensions of social inequalities (gender, migrant and social backgrounds) play a role in
developing not only traditional, but also these non-traditional competences. Here, factors that can
make a positive difference on the development of effort, persistence and perseverance include

provision of extracurricular activities and a positive school climate.

2.4.1. Progress towards the EU target on underachievement in basic
skills

EU Member States agreed to benchmark progress on reducing the proportion of underachieving 15
year-olds, with a goal of reducing their share to less than 15% by 2020°8, Across the EU, the
share of pupils who fail to complete basic tasks is around 20% (19.7% in reading, 22.2% in maths
and 20.6% in science). Compared to the previous PISA round, conducted in 2012, in 2015 the
proportion of underachievers at EU level®® increased by 1.9 pps in reading and 4 pps in science,
while remaining overall stable in maths. The EU has thus moved further away from the agreed
target for 2020.

While EU Member States on average miss the target of bringing the share of underachievers to
below 15% by a wide margin, the situation varies considerably between Member States. Four
Member States (Estonia, Finland, Poland and Ireland, with Slovenia being just 0.1 percentage point
above) reach the benchmark level for reading, three the maths benchmark (Denmark, Finland,
Estonia); and two the science one (Estonia, Finland). On the other hand, several Member States
have considerably higher percentages of underachievement, with levels of around 40% in Cyprus,
Bulgaria and Romania.

2.4.2. Performing well against the odds

Students from socio-economically disadvantaged background and those with a migrant background
are overrepresented in the group of underachievers. A thorough analysis of PISA 2015 results
focused in particular on those from a migrant background, and on the factors that are associated
with their capacity to perform well despite adverse background conditions - their resilience®. For
example, students with a migrant background were found to achieve better academic results when
they are well integrated in the school environment and are expected to perform well.

The average science performance of foreign-born students whose parents were also born outside
the host country is 447 score points, well below the mean performance of non-migrant students
(500 score points). Second-generation migrant students perform between the two, with an average
score of 469 pointst!!, This difference is reduced after taking students’ socio-economic status into
account, as students with a migrant background tend to have lower socio-economic status. But
these performance gaps, and the extent to which socio-economic status accounts for these gaps,
vary widely across countries and economies. Among the countries with relatively large migrant
student populations, the gaps are largest in Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Slovenia and
Sweden'12,

107 European Commission (2019). Beyond achievement. A comparative look into 15-year-olds’ school engagement, effort and

perseverance in the European Union.

This benchmark is based on the OECD PISA survey. Students scoring below level 2 are considered underachievers.

109 See the Education and Training Monitor 2017, chapter 1.2.1; and EU Note on the PISA results.

110 Academic resilience: succeeding academically despite facing education-related adversity. See: European Commission
(2019). Against the Odds — Academically resilient students with a migrant background and how they succeed.

OECD, PISA 2015 Databases, Table I.7.4a. The progress during one year of schooling accounts for 30-40 points.

112 OECD, PISA 2015 Databases, Table 1.7.4a.
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After taking their socio-economic status into account, migrant students are more than twice as
likely as their non-migrant peers to underachieve in science. Yet, 24% of socio-economically
disadvantaged migrant students are considered resilient. In general, there are greater proportions
of academically resilient students among the native population and second-generation migrant
students than first-generation migrant students!*3,

There are various aspects to consider when explaining these differences between EU Member
States. In general, higher proportions of academically resilient students with a migrant background
are more common in Member States where the geographical/cultural/educational settings were
closer to those of the countries of origin. Examples include the migration to Slovenia from nearby
countries, or a long history of migration from particular countries (e.g. the Indian population in the
United Kingdom; or the French, Portuguese and Belgian populations in Luxembourg)**4.

Figure 27 - Proportion of resilient students, by EU Member State
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Source: European Commission (2019). Against the Odds - Academically resilient students with a migrant background and how
they succeed.

Note: Restricted EU18 student dataset from OECD PISA 2015. N = 38 802 (lowest ESCS**® quartile only). Only countries with
relevant shares of students with migrant backgrounds are included.

Regarding associations with resilience at the individual level, there is a strong positive association
with academic expectations. Although expectations are in part formed by past achievement, the
role of parents and teachers in supporting higher expectations is well-recognised as a potential
area for intervention to increase the resilience of students with a migrant background**®,

The analysis also found that not repeating a grade has a strong association with resilience
status'!”. However, disengagement from education in the form of skipping and/or being late for
school is negatively associated with resilience status. More generally, inappropriate student
behaviour (based on the principals' perception on students skipping classes, lacking respect for
teachers and using alcohol or illegal drugs) appears as to be strongly associated with
underachievers in schools.

113 OECD (2018). The Resilience of Students with an Immigrant Background: Factors that Shape Well-being, OECD Reviews
of Migrant Education.

114 Ibid.

The PISA index of economic, social and cultural status was created on the basis of the following variables: the

International Socio-Economic Index of Occupational Status (ISEI); the highest level of education of the student’s parents,

converted into years of schooling; the PISA index of family wealth; the PISA index of home educational resources; and

the PISA index of possessions related to ‘classical’ culture in the family home.

Wigfield, A., and Eccles, J. S. (2000). Expectancy-value theory of achievement motivation. Contemporary Educational

Psychology.

117 OECD (2018). The Resilience of Students with an Immigrant Background: Factors that Shape Well-being, OECD Reviews
of Migrant Education.
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Looking at school factors, there is a positive association between schools undertaking internal
evaluation and their students’ academic resilience. This suggests that schools which reflect on their
students’ needs and outcomes are better able to develop support for specific groups of students.
Likewise, the use of student testing to monitor teachers performance provides ‘reflect and learn’
opportunities for school leaders. It also provides an opportunity to collect more up-to-date data on
any learning gaps and the changing needs of students in order to effectively tailor the ways
students are taught.

The provision of study rooms (for students to complete homework, etc.) also has a positive
association with resilience. This is particularly relevant for socio-economically disadvantaged
students, who are less likely to have many educational resources available at home.

Resilience is positively associated with attending a school that has, on average, students with
higher socio-economic status. This type of environment can (a) facilitate affiliation with peers who
are academically stronger, (b) allow schools to focus more on at-risk students with a migrant
background given that fewer other students may be in academic need, and (c) may also reflect a
more advantaged local geographical area that is better resourced (e.g., libraries, transport, etc.),
which experiences lower levels of community stress, both of which affect academic outcomes?!!8,
The higher the school’s average socio-economic status, the lower the share of low achievers in the
school*'®, Thus, the social background of students is a highly relevant variable not only for
individual students, but also for the impact that schools can have on learning.

Larger class sizes had a positive association with resilience. In general, the evidence on the impact
of class sizes on student outcomes is inconclusive!?®, Analysis provided by the OECD found that, on
average, students in larger classes score higher in science. Other studies'?! show that larger
schools and public schools tend to be associated with smaller shares of low achievers in some
Member States (Bulgaria, Germany, Ireland, Malta, and Slovenia for large school size; in Greece,
Lithuania, Malta and Slovenia for public schools). On the other hand, higher school autonomy and
accountability are negatively related to the share of low achievers in a few Member States (in
Lithuania, Malta, and Slovenia for school autonomy; in Greece, Croatia, Luxembourg, and Malta for
school accountability; the exception for accountability is Slovakia).

Delivering Equality of Opportunity in Schools in Ireland

Since May 2005 Ireland has been running a programme known as DEIS (Delivering
Equality of Opportunity in Schools) aiming at prioritising and effectively addressing
educational needs of students from disadvantaged communities. As from 2017, the
country set for the first time specific targets for literacy and numeracy in
disadvantaged schools. One of the goals is to increase the number of pupils in urban
primary schools performing at the highest levels in maths by 42% by 2020. Also,
measurable targets on continuing professional development and leadership will be
established and progress will be assessed annually. In addition, the programme
includes a new model for identifying schools for inclusion, targeted support for
school leaders and teachers, additional psychologists and dedicated career guidance
counsellors for second-level schools. Moreover, measures for reducing school
uniforms and other direct costs and expanding the school meals programme are also
available.

Source: European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice (2016). Structural indicators for monitoring and education
and training systems in Europe - 2016.

Leventhal, T. and Brooks-Gunn, J. (2000). The neighborhoods they live in: The effects of neighborhood residence upon
child and adolescent outcomes. Psychological Bulletin.

Costa P. and Biagi F. (forthcoming). School policies and low achievers in science: evidence from PISA 2015. A JRC
Technical Report.

Hattie, J. (2009). Visible learning. Oxford: Routledge, with a small, positive effect of smaller class sizes, or OECD (2016).
PISA 2015 Results in focus; which found that, on average, students in larger class sizes score higher in science.

OECD (2016). Pisa 2015 results (volume II): policies and practices for successful schools.
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2.4.3. Engagement and achievement - the role of non-traditional
competences

The PISA 2015 survey included a computer based test of students’ competences in science,
reading, mathematics and problem solving. The digital platform used for the test recorded some of
the students’ behaviours during the test session into log files, for instance the time students’ spent
at each task and the action they took to solve a given task. Data from the log files can be
combined with the students’ results on each task and the background information captured in
guestionnaires. A recent study analysed this combination of data, giving valuable insights about
students’ non-traditional competences, like school engagement, effort and perseverance!?2.

There are noticeable differences among countries in non-traditional competences. However, what
matters most for young people’s development of non-traditional competences are individual
characteristics such as parental education and migrant background. School characteristics such as
the provision of extracurricular activities and a positive school climate play a smaller role, but still
have the potential to make a positive impact on students’ competences. This conclusion is
consistent with literature on the effectiveness of school programmes suggesting that schools can
have a positive effect on students’ non-traditional competences, especially if interventions are
carried out at a younger age.

The study shows that some student profiles are more in need than others of specific programmes
and attention by schools and policy makers. For example, if the goal is to boost young people’s
engagement in science, then emphasis should be put on girls, in order to improve gender equality
in scientific fields (science, engineering, technology and mathematics).

Looking at how students keep up their performance over the course of the OECD PISA test, it is
noteworthy that, considering individual level characteristics, students from the most advantaged
socio-economic backgrounds tend to have a higher chance of being 'persistently good' than
'persistently bad' compared to students coming from families with less income and fewer
educational qualifications. Likewise, boys and native students have a considerable advantage over
girls and students with a migrant background.

Generally, relevant school-level factors show that extracurricular activities have positive effects,
while problematic student behaviour has a negative effect.

France - Improving basic skills and reducing inequalities from early stages
of education

Educational authorities in France launched a comprehensive set of measures to
improve basic skills from the first grades of primary education - some of them
targeting all pupils, some targeting those in disadvantaged schools (éducation
prioritaire). From September 2019, the starting age of compulsory education will be
lowered to 3. The halving of class size in the first two grades of primary education
will be extended to all disadvantaged schools, and there are plans to strengthen
teacher training in order to provide differentiated teaching. The first evaluations
show that differentiated teaching is essential when reducing class size to have a
positive impact. Cost-free tutoring for homework is being extended to lower
secondary schools. New evaluations of pupils” outcomes, schools and education
systems have been designed to support policy-making; enable teachers to adapt
teaching to pupils’ needs; provide inspectors with indicators on school performance;
and give students feedback on their results.

For additional information see the French Ministry of Education.

122 Findings in this section are based on the study European Commission (2019). Beyond achievement. A comparative look

into 15 year-olds’ school engagement, effort and perseverance in the European Union. Details about methodology,
sample sizes etc. can be found in the report.
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2.4.4. Recent policy response

The Eurydice network??® provided an overview of recent reforms in EU Member States to reduce
the share of low achievers in their countries!?4. It concluded that there have been very few policy
changes and reforms across the structural indicators on achievement in basic skills over the past 5
years and these areas (except for the introduction of national standardised tests). Specifically,
while most countries organise national standardised tests and publish national reports on
achievement, not all three basic skills are treated equally and science is given less attention. Many
countries use student performance data in external school evaluations but only half have issued
national guidelines to include tackling student underachievement as a topic in initial teacher
education. Finally, while most countries provide some type of central support to schools with large
numbers of disadvantaged students, there is a great variety of approaches in terms of the
organisation of the support, the target groups and actions funded.

2.5. Transition from education to the labour market

The share of recent graduates in employment, at 81.6% in 2018, has almost reached the EU
target of 82%. This indicates a general recovery in the prospects for recent graduates in the
labour market after the financial crisis of 2009. However, some countries continue to suffer from
the effects of the crisis on the employment levels of recent graduates.

Tertiary graduates enjoy a higher employment rate (85.5%) than those holding an upper-
secondary or post-secondary vocational qualification (79.5%). Recent graduates of general upper-
secondary qualification have a much lower employment rate of 66.3%. Between 2017 and 2018,
the employment rates of recent EU graduates increased by 2.2 pps for those with a medium-level
diploma in general education; by 2.9 pps for those with a medium-level vocational diploma; and
by 0.6 pps for those with a tertiary diploma.

There continues to be a stable flow of learners into upper-secondary vocational education and
training. The share of new entrants into VET, at 60% in 2018 (with the other 40% entering
‘general’ education programmes), changed little since 2014. This is likely influenced by the
relatively good employment prospects for graduates of vocational education and training,
especially for those who take part in VET programmes with a substantial component of work-
based learning. In 2016, 56.7% of VET graduates reported having a substantial work-based
learning experience as part of their studies.

2.5.1. Progress towards the EU target on the employment rate of recent
graduates

The employment rate of recent graduates in the EU continued to increase in 2018 since bottoming-
out in 2013, in line with the growing employment rates of the overall working-age population. In
2018, the employment rate of recent graduates from upper-secondary and tertiary education
reached 81.6%. Tertiary graduates enjoyed a higher employment rate (85.5%) than those holding
an upper-secondary or post-secondary vocational qualification (79.5%). Recent graduates of
general upper-secondary qualification had a much lower employment rate of 66.3%. In some
countries the gap between graduates of vocational and general education diminishes after young
people spend some years in the labour market. While in Germany the gap is high and persistent, in
France the gap is very large for recent graduates, but closes almost entirely after 3 years have
passed since graduation. In some countries, 3 to 5 years after graduation the employment rate gap
between general and vocational graduates even reverses (in Czechia, Estonia, Luxembourg or
United Kingdom). Between 2017 and 2018, the largest increase in employment rates was
registered for graduates of vocational education and training.
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Eurydice Network website.
European Commission/Eurydice/EACEA (forthcoming). Structural Indicators for Monitoring Education and Training
Systems in Europe 2019.
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Figure 28 - Employment rate of recent graduates, EU28 average, 2006-2018
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Source: Eurostat, EU Labour Force Survey. Online data code: [edat Ifse 24].
Note: the indicator measures the employment rates of people aged 20 to 34 having completed education 1-3 years before the
survey with a medium-level qualification diploma (ISCED levels 3 and 4) or high-level qualification diploma (ISCED levels 5-8)
and who are currently not enrolled in any further formal or non-formal education or training, out of the people in the same age
group. Chart also includes data from LFS ad-hoc module 2009 providing recent graduate employment rates disaggregated by
general/vocational orientation for the EU27, provided as a special extraction from Eurostat to DG EMPL.

The global recession had a notable impact on the employment rates of recent graduates, that was
similar to, or even more pronounced than the impact on the general working-age population. In the
EU, the average employment rate of recent graduates dropped from 82.0% in 2008 to 75.4% in
2013. However, the impact of the crisis varied greatly across countries - both in severity and
timing. For example, in the case of Germany, recent-graduate employment rates were actually
lower before the crisis (2006 and 2007) than in any other year afterwards. Several other countries
had a similar pattern, with the financial crisis having a limited impact (or no impact at all) on
graduate employment rates (Austria, Sweden, Malta and Belgium). In other countries the impact of
the crisis was more pronounced. For example, after the financial crisis, recent graduate
employment rates dropped in Greece by 28.3 pps; in Spain by 26.1 pps; in Croatia by 24.1 pps; in
Cyprus by 23.7 pps; in Estonia by 21.9 pps; in Italy by 21.2 pps, in Bulgaria by 20.4 pps; in Latvia
by 20.7 pps; in Ireland by 19.6 pps; and in Romania by 18.6 pps. In some of these countries, the
effects of the crisis are still being felt. The employment rate of recent graduates is still below its
2008 level in Greece, Italy, Romania, Spain, Croatia and Cyprus.

Figure 29 - Changes of recent-graduate employment rates across the EU28, 2006-2018
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Source: Eurostat, EU Labour Force Survey. Online data code: [edat Ifse 24].

Note: the indicator measures the employment rates of people aged 20 to 34 having completed education 1-3 years before the
survey with a medium-level qualification diploma (ISCED levels 3 and 4) or high-level qualification diploma (ISCED levels 5-8)
and who are currently not enrolled in any further formal or non-formal education or training, out of the people in the same age
group. The year next to the country name indicates the year when the lowest recent graduate employment rate was registered.
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In a shorter term perspective, the employment rate of recent graduates between 2017 and 2018
increased in the EU by 1.4 pps, most notably in Cyprus (+7.3 pps), Latvia (+6.1 pps) and Croatia
(+5.3 pps). However, in countries with small numbers of recent graduates, any year-on-year
changes need to be monitored with caution, because the data can be highly sensitive to short-term
distortions in the labour market or changes in the survey sample. Employment rates of recent EU
graduates increased by 2.2 pps for those with a medium-level diploma in general education, by 2.9
pps for those with a medium-level vocational diploma and by 0.6 pps for those with a tertiary
diploma.

In almost all countries, recent graduates from medium-level general education pathways are at a
disadvantage in employment rates. Nevertheless, a few countries stand out for the severity of this
disadvantage (at least during the initial years after graduation): Belgium, France and Italy. On the
other hand in Greece, with low overall rates of employment for recent graduates, the differences
between different education levels and pathways are not as pronounced. In Germany, despite the
high overall employment rates of recent graduates, those with a medium-level general education
diploma also face a rather pronounced disadvantage, though the absolute number of such
individuals was relatively small.

In some countries, particularly countries with primarily school-based vocational education and
training, VET graduates do not enjoy as strong an employment premium as in other countries. This
is the case for Bulgaria and Cyprus in particular, where recent graduates from VET have lower
employment rates than any other group of recent graduates. Low employment premium for VET
graduates is also evident in Greece, Latvia, Lithuania, and Finland. In the case of Finland, the
relatively low employment premium of recent VET graduates may be related to a sudden jump of
15.9 pps in the employment rate of recent graduates from general education compared to 2017.

Figure 30 - Employment rate of recent graduates by country, level of educational
attainment and type of education, 2018
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Source: Eurostat, EU Labour Force Survey. Online data code: [edat Ifse 24].

Note: the indicator measures the employment rates of people aged 20 to 34 having completed education 1-3 years before the
survey with a medium-level qualification diploma (ISCED levels 3 and 4) or high-level qualification diploma (ISCED levels 5-8)
and who are currently not enrolled in any further formal or non-formal education or training, out of the people in the same age
group.

Countries aiming to increase the employability of recent graduates can choose to implement a
broad range of policy actions. A number of such policy actions, targeted at facilitating the transition
from the education to the labour market, have been selected for more consistent monitoring by the
Eurydice network as structural indicators'2®, Such actions/indicators include:

125 For more details, see Figure 67 in this document: Transition from the education to the labour market.
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the systematic use of regular labour market forecasting (Indicator 1);
compulsory involvement of employers in quality assurance (Indicator 2);
requirements and incentives for work placements for all students (Indicator 3);
career guidance for all students in higher education institutions (Indicator 4); and
the systematic use of regular graduate tracking surveys (Indicator 5).

The implementation of policies in labour market forecasting (Indicator 1), compulsory involvement
of employers in quality assurance (Indicator 2), and graduate tracking surveys (Indicator 5) is
relatively widespread, meaning that at least half of EU countries have measures in place under
each of these indicators. Nonetheless, between 2015 and 2019, a number of reforms to support
employability of recent graduates took place.

Indicator 1) As of 2015, Greece started using labour market forecasting systematically. This
happened thanks to an action plan for labour market forecasting drafted by the Ministry of Labour
and the National Institute of Labour and Human Resources in May 2015 and approved by the
European Commission on 15 May 2015. Furthermore, Estonia in 2015 launched an upgraded labour
market monitoring and skills forecasting system "OSKA’128,

Indicator 2) In Czechia, employers have been required to be involved in external quality assurance
since 2016. An amendment to the Higher Education Act introducing a new system of quality
evaluation for higher education institutions was approved in 2016. Czechia also set up a new
accreditation agency - the Accreditation Bureau.

Indicator 3) The area where most work is still needed is incentives or requirements for work
placements for all students. This type of policy is implemented only in 9 EU countries, suggesting
that most students in Europe are not obliged or incentivised to undertake work experience as part
of their studies. Many countries offer incentives or require work placements, but these are often
only for professional higher education.

Indicator 4) The most widely implemented policy to promote graduate employment in 2019 is
career guidance for all students in higher education institutions (Indicator 4). This policy is
implemented in 26 EU countries — and no reforms took place in the last 5 years.

Indicator 5) Hungary in 2018 enhanced graduate tracking methods, including the initiation of more
systematic use of graduate tracking surveys. In Croatia, the data within administrative registers
(such as the Higher Education Information System; the Student Loan Centre; and other public
registers on tax, social security, health and labour) were linked together enabling regular tracking
of almost all graduates. Croatia’s Educational Authority also carries out surveys on graduates’
careers regularly at 1, 3 and 5 years after graduation. The aim of the surveys is to inform
applicants for degree programmes about career prospects and to make it easier to adapt degree
programmes to the jobs market.

2.5.2. Vocational education and training and work-based learning

Given the importance of VET in providing an education and training pathway for many young
people across Europe, it is worth looking in more detail at how VET performs across EU Member
States and how attractive it is for learners. One measure of attractiveness is the number of
students choosing VET pathway. At least three indicators are available to measure this: (i) the
number of new entrants; (ii) the number of enrolled students and (iii) the number of graduates.
Each of these indicators need to be interpreted with caution. For example, the number of enrolled
students is strongly influenced by the average duration of the programme. On the other hand, the
indicator of new entrants into VET is likely to be more sensitive to short-term changes and may be
under-reported in case programme orientation data is not available. Finally, the indicator on
graduates may also cover diplomas issued as part of processes for recognition of prior learning, in
which case those graduates may not have participated in a formal programme prior to graduation.

126 gA Kutsekoda - Estonian Qualifications Authority, the OSKA platform.
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There continues to be a healthy flow of learners into upper-secondary VET. Between 2014 and
2017, the number of new entrants into VET as a percentage of all new entrants at upper-secondary
level increased from 57% to 60% at EU level'??. Increases were particularly pronounced in Estonia
(+11 pps), Greece (+12 pps), the United Kingdom (+28 pps) and Slovenia (+26 pps). However,
enrolment in upper-secondary VET as part of total enrolment in secondary education decreased in
Denmark, Portugal and Slovakia.

Figure 31 - New entrants, enrolled learners and graduates at ISCED 3 VOC, 2017

Entrants Enrolment Graduates G;::I;an::z t/ Gr::tl::;ez /
31% 89%
BE : 439 501 71 364 16%
BG 30 753 132 932 16 138 12% 52%
cz 62 839 281 177 57 725 21% 92%
DK 28 530 114 940 30 931 27% 108%
DE 450 535 1136 356 319 068 28% 71%
EE 8 106 17 982 2 627 15% 32%
IE : 19 280 25012 130%
EL 41 721 99 132 28 626 29% 69%
ES 216 731 599 747 165 332 28% 76%
FR 314 538 1078 016 586 594 54% 186%
HR 29 787 114 910 31 402 27% 105%
IT 323 218 1 566 407 322 002 21% 100%
CY 1661 4 818 1238 26% 75%
LV 8 923 23 591 3916 17% 44%
LT 7 331 20 133 4 692 23% 64%
LU 3993 16 067 3511 22% 88%
HU 29 865 97 724 20718 21% 69%
MT 3 325 4 916 2122 43% 64%
NL 117 579 570 592 146 661 26% 125%
AT 66 646 238 161 72 399 30% 109%
PL 177 793 684 955 166 681 24% 94%
PT 40 015 162 613 34 989 22% 87%
RO 105 847 413 229 98 997 24% 94%
SI 21 378 66 513 14 003 21% 66%
SK 34 643 130 768 30 822 24% 89%
FI 52 534 261 660 69 395 27% 132%
SE 37 877 186 467 28 220 15% 75%
UK 1287 174 1752 287 769 585 44% 60%

Source: Eurostat, UOE (UNESCO-OECD-Eurostat data collection). Online data code: [educ uoe ent01], [educ uoe enrs05] and
[educ _uoe gradO1].

Note: the table includes the number of new entrants, enrolled learners and graduates from vocational programmes at the
upper-secondary (ISCED 3) level. Note as regards the UOE data for France: this data includes several programmes and
diplomas in ISCED 35, some of which are considered as intermediate (i.e. a student can obtain a ‘CAP’ certificate and continue
afterwards in a ‘Bac Pro’ programme). However, the UOE data do not consider such a student as a new entrant which partly
explains the imbalance between ‘new entrants” and ‘graduates’.

127 Eurostat, UOE (UNESCO-OECD-Eurostat data collection). Online data code: [educ uoe ent01]
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Comparing the data between new entrants, enrolled learners and graduates in VET could provide
insights that are worth further exploration, but should be interpreted with caution due to possible
data gaps and/or differences in coverage. For example, comparing these three indicators, there
seems to be very few graduates of VET as compared to the total number of enrolled students in
some countries like Belgium (16%), Bulgaria (12%), Estonia (15%), Latvia (17%) and Sweden
(15%). The EU average for the number of VET graduates as a percentage of the number of
students enrolled in VET is 31%. These countries also have a low number of VET graduates as a
percentage of VET entrants. This could be a sign that these countries may have problems with
students dropping out or with students who continue to be registered in programmes for a long
time. Furthermore, in some countries the number of graduates is significantly larger than the
number of entrants —particularly in France, Finland and the Netherlands, despite stable or even
increasing number of new entrants since 2014. A possible explanation is that a big proportion of
diplomas issued in those countries are acquired through learning outside formal education system,
recognising skills and competencies acquired through informal learning and/or re-entrants into
programmes at the same level towards which they have already started studies before, which are
not included in the 'new entrants' figure.

It can also be helpful to examine the content of VET programmes. For example, it is often argued
that much of the positive impact of VET on employability is due to curriculum-related work-based
learning. While there are many definitions and types of work-based learning, the type that appears
to have the strongest impact on graduates’ employment rates is real work experience during
studies that is linked to the curriculum. This can be organised as an apprenticeship, i.e. a long-
term training course with half or more of the time dedicated to learning in a workplace, often
remunerated, and lasting more than 6 months. There can also be ‘lighter’ arrangements, where
work-based learning is unpaid and/or of shorter duration. Overall, in the EU in 2016, 67.1% of
those holding a medium-level vocational qualification and 66.2% of those holding a tertiary
qualification said they acquired some practical work experience during their education. For 56.7%
of VET graduates and 40.0% of higher education graduates, this work experience was related to
the curricula they studied*?28.

But although more than 50% of VET graduates in most countries said they had some kind of
curriculum-related work experience, this was the case for less than 30% of VET graduates in
Croatia, Ireland, Spain, Bulgaria, Greece and Romania. Relatively low rates of work-based learning,
with less than 50% of VET graduates reporting curriculum-related work experience was also
identified in Cyprus, the United Kingdom, Slovenia, Portugal and Italy. In many of countries,
traineeships are the main form of this type of experience. In only a few countries with advanced
apprenticeship systems (such as Austria and Germany) do apprenticeship-type forms of work
experience predominate!?®. Strengthening apprenticeships and work-based learning has been high
on Member State agendas as a way of supporting the VET sector.

Policy interventions to support VET can also focus on: (i) increasing access to VET and
qualifications for all; and (ii) supporting teachers, notably by training the trainers. Another
challenge is making apprenticeships more attractive for learners and employers, either by
strengthening employer and social partner involvement, or by using apprenticeships to promote
entrepreneurial culture. There is also scope to introduce structural changes to: (i) make VET
pathways more flexible; (ii) broaden access to VET; and (iii) improve progression opportunities
(including through more widespread validation of non-formally acquired skills or prior formal
learning). Last but not least, formal VET, labour market training and guidance can all be better
planned by using skills-anticipation tools, outcome indicators, and graduate tracking.

128 Eyrostat, EU Labour Force Survey, 2016 ad-hoc module on young people in the labour market. Online data code:

[Ifso 16feduc]
129 1bid.
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2.6. Adult learning

Despite the high level of importance given to adult learning, progress towards achieving the 15%
EU target for this indicator has been slow. In 2008, about 9.5% of the adults took adult learning -
and the share increased only to 11.1% in 2018. People with low levels of qualification - those
most in need of access to learning - are the least likely to benefit from it in nearly all EU
countries. However, some countries have succeeded in providing ample training opportunities for
unemployed adults or migrants. Age also matters: younger adults (25-34) are almost three times
more likely to participate in learning than adults aged 55-64.

Across the EU, financing of adult learning reaches around EUR 200 billion per year. Employers
(private and public) bear the greatest share of this expenditure, by providing company-sponsored
non-formal job-related training, with little reported contribution from individuals or the public
sector to such form of learning. Individuals on the other hand mostly invest in formal education
and training or non-job-related non-formal learning. Finally, the public sector mostly covers the
costs of training provided as part of active labour market policies, but it also shares some of the
costs of formal educational programmes.

2.6.1. Progress towards the EU target on adult learning

The policy importance of adult learning has increased in recent years as part of the discussion on
the changing nature of work and ongoing technological transformation. Changes in the technology
used at work are already being felt by 43% of adult employees in Europe, according to the
European Skills and Jobs Survey!3°, In addition, OECD estimates suggest that 46% of workers are
at risk of either losing their job or seeing their job change significantly because of automation over
the next two decades?3!,

One key way to analyse adult learning is by assessing the rate of participation in it. Back in 2003,
the Council of the European Union set a target of having, by 2010, 12.5% of adults participating in
education and training during the last 4 weeks (this target was later raised to 15% by 2020). Over
the years, there has been some growth of adults participating in learning in the EU - from 7.1% in
2002, to 9.5% in 2008, to 11.1% in 2018. However, despite some very promising examples
(notably France, Portugal, Hungary, Estonia and Finland), overall progress on this indicator has
been slow and in some cases the impact of methodological adjustments cannot be isolated to
analyse the evolution over time in a comparable way (which is particularly the case in France).

Adult participation in education and training depends mainly on participation in non-formal
education and training. While participation in formal education continues to be low - a little above
3%%'32, a few Member States, notably Portugal, Hungary, Ireland and France, have seen
considerable progress in the participation in non-formal education and training.

130 Cedefop (2018). Insights into skill shortages and skill mismatch: Learning from Cedefop’s European skills and jobs

survey.

Nedelkoska, L. and G. Quintini (2018). Automation, skills use and training, OECD Social, Employment and Migration
Working Papers, No. 202.

In the Adult Education Survey (which is conducted every 5 years since 2007) on participation in education and training in
the 12 months before the survey participation in formal education is low too. In 2007 it reached 6.6%, and in 2016 -
5.8% (at that time participation in non-formal education reached respectively 31.6% and 42.6%).
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Figure 32 - Adults’ participation in learning, 2003, 2009 and 2018.
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Source: Eurostat, EU Labour Force Survey. Online data code: [trng Ifse 01].

Note: countries are sorted in ascending order, based on the share of adults participating in learning in 2009. No data available
for Sweden for 2003. An extensive revision of the questionnaire of the French Labour Force Survey (in use from 1 January 2013
onwards) explains the level shift break for France, which had an impact also on the EU aggregates. Some other countries also
revised their data collection methodology for this indicator, but in most of those cases the revisions had more limited impact on
the indicator. The red line denotes the ET2020 benchmark for adult learning set at 15%.

Access to adult-learning opportunities is significantly influenced by a variety of socio-demographic
characteristics. The two most important factors are age and educational attainment level. Younger
adults aged 25-34 are almost three times more likely to participate in learning than older adults
aged 55-64. Similarly, those holding a tertiary degree are more than four times more likely to
participate in learning than people with at most a lower-secondary qualification.

Figure 33 - Share of adults participating in learning during the last 4 weeks, EU28
average, by sex, age-group, educational attainment level, labour market status, country
of birth and size of the company they work for, 2018
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Source: Eurostat, EU Labour Force Survey. Online data code: [trng

[trng Ifs 13].

Note: the adult learning participation by company size is calculated for employed persons only.

Ifse 01], [trng Ifse 02], [trng Ifse 03], [trng Ifs 07] and



https://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=trng_lfse_01&lang=en
https://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=trng_lfse_01&lang=en
https://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=trng_lfse_02&lang=en
https://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=trng_lfse_03&lang=en
https://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=trng_lfs_07&lang=en
https://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=trng_lfs_13&lang=en
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To identify background factors influencing adult learning, it is possible to calculate the degree of
‘advantage or disadvantage in learning’. This concept measures the rate of participation in learning
for a specific socio-demographic group, and compares it to the average rate of participation in
learning of the total adult population aged 25-64 in each country. The result indicates the
difference in participation rates of the selected socio-demographic group as compared to the
general population (see Figure 34). This indicator can be used to devise more targeted policy
interventions to promote adult learning.

On average in the EU, low-qualified adults are at the most significant disadvantage in learning,
followed by older adults, inactive adults, and migrants from within the EU. Unemployed adults and
adults working in micro-companies have only a very slight disadvantage, while migrants from
outside the EU on average participate in adult learning more than the general adult population.
However, average learning disadvantage at the EU level may hide very diverse patterns of
disadvantage within and across countries. For example, age is a very important factor in Croatia,
Greece, Poland, Malta and Germany. Irrespective of total rates of adult participation in learning, in
these countries employed adults aged 55-64 take part much less in learning activities compared to
the general population. On the other hand, age does not seem to be such a restrictive factor in the
United Kingdom, Sweden, Finland, Lithuania (where this is possibly in part due to an active third-
age university network!33), Italy, France, Ireland and Denmark (see Figure 34).

Figure 34 - Relative disadvantage in access to learning, for selected socio-demographic
groups underperforming in adult participation in learning, 2018

opoimon | ouls 3564 Lowquaied UnemploVed 1nacive aduts Eu28 migramts "EUZ® " micro
companies
-42% -61% -4% -22% -10% 9% -4%
BE 8.5 -48% -62% 45% -6% 13% 68% -21%
BG 2.5 -72% 100% -24%
cz 8.5 -52% -72% -40% -36% 11% -14% -16%
DK 23.5 -31% -37% 21% 2% -2% 9% -15%
DE 8.2 -61% -48% 2% 26% -32% 48% -5%
EE 19.7 -47% -62% 2% -47% -5% -55% -18%
IE 12.5 -34% -65% 28% -7% -19% 78% -10%
EL 4.5 -73% -82% -13% 20% -67% -11%
ES 10.5 -55% -65% 22% -8% -39% -20% -12%
FR 18.6 -27% -62% -23% -30% -35% -35% 3%
HR 2.9 -86% -83% -48% 48% -41%
IT 8.1 -38% -75% -38% -7% -58% -56% -28%
CY 6.7 -57% -78% -15% 18% -39% 58% -33%
LV 6.7 -55% -63% 1% -16% -61% 0%
LT 6.6 -35% -64% -56% -30% 82% -15%
LU 18 -54% -59% 65% -46% -14% 23% -26%
HU 6 -57% -52% -55% -27% -28%
MT 10.8 -63% -62% -44% -54% 6% 8% -17%
NL 19.1 -39% -48% -3% -35% 1% 50% -10%
AT 15.1 -44% -63% 8% -19% -3% -5% -11%
PL 5.7 -67% -82% -14% -54% 119% -16%
PT 10.3 -51% -54% 28% -15% 19% 17% -31%
RO 0.9 67%
SI 11.4 -48% -75% 5% -36% -48% -2%
SK 4 -53% -78% -60% -20% 33%
FI 28.5 -34% -45% -13% -21% -12% 33% -10%
SE 29.2 -28% -29% 56% 12% -18% 41% -16%
UK 14.6 -32% -60% -10% -43% 7% 33% -8%

Source: Eurostat, EU Labour Force Survey. Online data code: [trng Ifse 01], [trng Ifse 02], [trng Ifse 03], [trng Ifs 07] and
[trng Ifs 12].
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See Electronic Platform for Adult Learning in Europe’s website - Universities of the third age in Lithuania. Situation of
2018.
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https://ec.europa.eu/epale/en/resource-centre/content/universities-third-age-lithuania-situation-2018
https://ec.europa.eu/epale/en/resource-centre/content/universities-third-age-lithuania-situation-2018
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Note: relative disadvantage is calculated as the rate of participation in learning by a specific socio-demographic group
expressed as a percentage of the rate of participation in learning on average of the total adult population aged 25-64 in each
country. The category ‘workers in micro companies’ is defined as employed individuals, reporting that there are fewer than 10
employees in the enterprise or part of the enterprise where they are working. The category ‘migrants’ (both intra-EU and extra-
EU) is defined by citizenship, denoting by ‘migrants’ those people who hold citizenship from a country other than the country
where they are resident at the time of the survey.

Low-qualified adults are at a particular learning disadvantage in Bulgaria, Czechia, Greece, Croatia,
Italy, Cyprus, Poland, Slovenia and Slovakia*34. In these countries, the participation rates in adult
learning of low-qualified adults stand at around one quarter of those of the general population. On
the other hand, in Sweden, Finland, the Netherlands, Germany and Denmark, low-qualified adults
are relatively less disadvantaged in terms of access to adult learning (although the disadvantage
remains significant).

Countries vary significantly in terms of access to learning opportunities for unemployed adults. In
some countries, unemployed people are more likely to participate in learning than the general
population. Such countries include Luxembourg (65% more likely), Sweden (56% more likely),
Belgium (45% more likely), Ireland (28% more likely), Portugal (28% more likely), Spain (22%
more likely) and Denmark (21% more likely). On the other hand, in other countries unemployed
adults are much less likely to participate in learning. This is the case for Slovakia (60% less likely),
Lithuania (56% less likely), Hungary (55% less likely), Croatia (48% less likely), Malta (44% less
likely), Czechia (40% less likely) and Italy (38% less likely). This is likely due to different policy
choices about the provision of active labour market policies in these countries.

Across Europe there is also a great variety in the levels of enrolment of economically inactive
adults in adult learning3®. Inactive adults in countries with very low overall adult participation in
learning (such as Romania, Bulgaria, Croatia) are more likely to participate in learning than the
general population. Conversely, inactive adults in some other countries are highly disadvantaged
(i.e. much less likely to participate in adult education). This is the case in Czechia, Estonia,
Luxembourg, Malta'3®, the Netherlands, Poland, Slovenia and the United Kingdom.

There are also very different patterns for migrants across the different Member States, reflecting
different migration routes and different source and destination countries. EU migrant citizens are
relatively advantaged - as regards participation in learning - in Portugal, Belgium, Czechia, the
United Kingdom and Malta, compared to the national population of their country of destination.
They are conversely at a disadvantage in Italy, Spain, Cyprus, France, Germany, Sweden and
Ireland. Non-EU citizens are relatively advantaged in Poland, Lithuania, Ireland, Belgium, Cyprus,
the Netherlands and Germany. On the other hand they are very disadvantaged in Greece, Latvia,
Italy, Estonia and Slovenia.

Finally, concluding this part of analysis based on Figure 34, adults working in companies with fewer
than 10 persons employed (‘micro-companies’) are at a significant disadvantage in terms of
relative access to learning in Croatia, Cyprus, Portugal, Italy, Hungary, Luxembourg, Bulgaria and
Belgium. They are exceptionally advantaged in Slovakia, as well as, even if the advantage was
relatively small, in France.

Another way to analyse adult learning is to assess whether the learning activity is job-related or
not. A job-related activity can be identified by the fact that it is either sponsored by an employer or
declared to be job-related by the individual himself or herself. Job-related non-formal adult

134 As contextual information, however, the differences in the proportion of the population aged 25-64 with low educational

attainment (ISCED 0-2 - ‘the low-skilled’) between different Members States should be taken into account when
interpreting this indicator. The share of low-qualified adults in 2018 was 21.9% on average in the EU and ranged from
5.2% in Lithuania, 6.1% in Czechia, 7.6% in Poland to 38.3% in Italy, 39.9% in Spain, 46.7% in Malta and 50.2% in
Portugal, as measured by the EU Labour Force Survey, [edat Ifse 03].

A person is economically inactive, according to the International Labour Organisation definition, if he or she is not part of
the labour force. So, inactive people are neither employed nor unemployed. In the EU Labour Force Survey (which covers
the working-age population) the inactive population can include students, pensioners and stay-at-home parents, for
example, provided that they are not working at all and not available or looking for work either. In this analysis the data
refers to inactive, working-age adults, who are between 25 and 64 years of age.

Malta’s Public Employment Service (PES) Jobsplus offers free training courses aimed at helping individuals acquire
transversal or specific skills which are labour market related. Furthermore it has in place the following schemes: Training
Pays, Work Exposure Scheme, Work Placement and Traineeships Scheme. Inactive adults can also access these free
training courses and schemes, thus there are opportunities for such cohort.
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learning is often reported to be the most prevalent type of adult learning: out of all adult learners
in non-formal education or training, 79.2% of adults said they had participated in at least one job-
related non-formal learning activity during the previous year. Nevertheless, non-job-related adult
learning also plays an important part in adult learning in many countries. When evaluating the
share of all adult-learning activities, it must be taken into account that a single individual can
undertake a number of different learning activities during the reporting period. For example, in
2016 nearly half of adults who took part in learning participated in more than one learning
activity*37,

Based on the data from EU Adult Education Survey, it can be estimated that 30.1% of all non-
formal learning activities undertaken by adults in 2016 in the EU were non-job-related learning
activities. Non-job-related non-formal adult-learning activities play a particularly important role in
Hungary, Cyprus and France, where nearly half of all non-formal learning activities are not job-
related. On the other hand, in Bulgaria, Lithuania and Slovakia, job-related non-formal adult
learning activities predominate, with 10% or fewer of all non-formal learning activities being not
job-related. Currently used standard indicators probably underestimate the prevalence of non-job-
related non-formal learning activities. In many cases, adults who undertake multiple learning
activities take part both in job-related and non-job-related adult non-formal learning.

2.6.2. Sources of financing in adult learning

Adult learning is funded in a variety of different ways across the EU. However, the latest data
reveals one common feature: there seems to be little cost-sharing between businesses, individuals
and public sector. For example, in the EU Adult Education Survey, only around 20% of individuals
said that they fully or partly contributed to their non-formal learning costs, and most of these
contributions were for learning that was not job-related. Most individuals also said that they
received little financial support from the public sector for non-formal learning activities (though
they may not always be aware of support provided directly to the training provider). Likewise, very
few companies said they benefited from public incentives to provide training. All in all, companies
seem to invest exclusively in job-related non-formal learning, while individuals invest primarily in
non-job-related non formal learning. Some cost-sharing is only more evident between the public
sector and individuals in the formal education sector - 55% of respondents of the EU Adult
Education Survey, who undertook formal learning, said that they covered their learning costs in
part or in full.

By combining different data sources, it is also possible to estimate the level of investment in adult
learning by these different groups. Individual expenditure on non-formal learning is reported in the
EU Adult Education Survey. Company expenditure is reported in the EU Continuing Vocational
Training Survey. And part of public sector expenditure (training-related expenditure for the
unemployed or at risk of unemployment) is collected and reported in the labour market policy
database of the European Commission. Based on these three data sources, it is estimated that
annual expenditure on adult learning in the EU is around EUR 100 billion. However, this is a very
incomplete estimate, as it does not cover several types of investment for which data is not
available, such as: (i) expenditure for formal education by individuals and the public sector; (ii) the
training costs of public sector for its employees; and (iii) the training costs of employees working in
micro-companies with fewer than 10 persons employed. For example, the participation rate in
training of public sector employees, who represent 26% of all employees in the 25-64 age group, is
comparable to the participation rate of the same age group in private enterprises, indicating that
there is also substantial investment in training for its employees by the public sector. Another 30%
of individuals in the EU work for micro-enterprises, where the participation rate in learning is only
slightly lower than the average participation rate among the employed people in general. This
suggests that the total expenditure for staff training (including private sector, public sector and
micro-enterprises) is likely to be in the range of EUR 120 billion a year, and more than EUR 180
billion a year if the data also include individual expenditure on non-formal learning as well as public
expenditure on active labour market policies (but still excluding all the expenditure on formal adult
education). All this suggests that the total amount of investment in adult learning could be
comparable to the level of investment in research and development (R&D) in the EU, which in 2017
amounted to EUR 320 billion.

137 European Commission (2018). The 2018 Education and Training Monitor.
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Figure 35 - Investment in adult learning, in millions of EUR, 2015/2016

Total Comp?ny Share Indiviqual Share ALMI?* Share
expenditure (%) expenditure (%) expenditure (%)
AT 3578 1324 37% 695 19% 1559 44%
BE 3422 2 580 75% 200 6% 642 19%
BG 161 129 80% 25 16% 7 4%
CY 77 46 60% 21 28% 9 12%
Ccz 767 610 79% 120 16% 38 5%
DE 26 155 15 416 59% 4 559 17% 6 180 24%
DK 3274 2 105 64% 154 5% 1014 31%
EE 133 100 75% 18 14% 16 12%
EL 524 296 56% 162 31% 67 13%
ES 8 103 4 135 51% 2736 34% 1231 15%
FI 1818 578 32% 235 13% 1005 55%
FR 21713 13 321 61% 2 247 10% 6 144 28%
HR 326 168 52% 61 19% 97 30%
HU 726 346 48% 353 49% 28 4%
IE 1952 1201 61% 175 9% 577 30%
Ir 9 555 4514 47% 2 280 24% 2761 29%
LT 117 79 67% 14 12% 25 21%
LU 372 316 85% 29 8% 27 7%
LV 81 45 55% 22 27% 15 18%
MT 55 45 82% 8 14% 2 4%
NL 4 883 3753 77% 679 14% 451 9%
PL 1450 1 000 69% 398 27% 51 4%
PT 1194 503 42% 212 18% 480 40%
RO 337 289 86% 46 14% 2 0%
SE 2 940 2020 69% 267 9% 652 22%
SI 354 282 80% 56 16% 16 4%
SK 337 251 74% 78 23% 8 2%
UK 7 416 5171 70% 2 245 30%

Source: Eurostat, EU Adult Education Survey - AES (reference year: 2016), special data extraction for DG EMPL; Eurostat, EU
Continuing Vocational Training Survey - CVTS (reference year: 2015), special data extractions for DG EMPL; DG EMPL, Labour
market policies (LMP) database (reference year: 2015).

Note: *ALMP means ‘active labour market policy’. Company expenditure data (collected via the CVTS) only includes data from
private sector enterprises with 10 employees or more (thus excluding expenditure in micro-enterprises and the whole
employment in the public sector). CVTS data for Germany has quality issues (item non-response, imputation). Individual
expenditure data (collected via the AES) only includes data on private individual expenditure on non-formal learning, thus
excluding expenditure on formal education. All this data also does not include public expenditure on publicly provided or co-
financed education and training programmes for adults.

2.7. Learning mobility

In 2017, 11.6% of higher education graduates were mobile, meaning that they studied abroad,
partly or entirely. On average in Europe, 8% of them had a temporary experience abroad (so
called ‘credit mobility’), and 3.6% of them graduated in a country which wasn’t the one where
they received their upper secondary diploma (‘degree mobility’). Different EU countries display
different combinations of credit mobility and degree mobility, reflecting the availability of different
funding schemes or geographical factors as well as network effects.


https://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=1143&intPageId=3227&langId=en
https://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catId=1143&intPageId=3227&langId=en
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Promoting worldwide learning mobility is a key objective of the EU and its countries. To this effect,
EU countries adopted a learning mobility target for higher education, which regrettably still cannot
be fully calculated to the lack unavailability of data from a number of non-EU economies, first and
foremost the US.

Within the EU, Luxembourg, Cyprus, the Netherlands, and Finland (in descending order) have high
shares of mobile tertiary graduates. EU mobility programmes approximately half of the credit
mobility stays occurring in the EU, and at least three quarters of these stays in as many as 15 EU
countries.

Inward degree mobility measures the graduates coming into a country to take a degree, and can
be read as a measure of the attractiveness of the education system. On this indicator, the United
Kingdom leads the way - both in absolute numbers and in the percentage of tertiary graduates
who came from abroad to take their degree in the country.

2.7.1. Progress towards the EU target on learning mobility

Research has long established the positive outcomes of taking a study period abroad. Learning
mobility is associated with future mobility, higher earnings, and lower unemployment. It also
correlates with improved mutual understanding, openness, and citizenship skills**®. Transnational
learning mobility is one of the major objectives of the European Education Area.

In 2011, EU countries agreed on a target that ‘by 2020, an EU average of at least 20% of higher
education graduates should have had a period of higher education-related study or training
(including work placements) abroad, representing a minimum of 15 European Credit Transfer and
Accumulation System (ECTS) credits or lasting a minimum of three months’. This target refers to
worldwide outward mobility, i.e. mobility from EU countries to both EU and non-EU destinations. It
covers two types of mobility, credit mobility and degree mobility*3°. Regrettably, due to the lack or
incompleteness of inward degree-mobility data for some destination countries, the calculation of
this benchmark remains underestimated4°.

In 2017, 11.6% of higher education graduates were mobile. On average in Europe, 8% of them
had a temporary experience abroad (so called ‘credit mobility’), and 3.6% of them graduated in a
country which wasn’t the one where they received their upper secondary diploma (‘degree
mobility”); 8% of them through credit mobility (a short-term type of mobility), and 3.6% graduated
in a different country. In Europe, Luxembourg, Cyprus, the Netherlands, and Finland (in
descending order) have the highest shares of outward mobile graduates. Figure 36 highlights the
different incidence of the two mobility components across Member States. For example, among the
best performers, the Netherlands and Finland register a percentage of credit-mobile graduates
(22.6% and 15.2% respectively) higher than the percentage of degree-mobile graduates. In
Luxembourg, on the other hand, there are more degree-mobile graduates (73.6% of all
graduates), most likely because of mobility to neighbouring countries. The prevalence of degree
mobility can also be observed in countries such as Greece, Slovakia or Cyprus.

European Commission (2019). Erasmus+ Higher Education Impact study. Final report. For further references see
footnotes 147-149 in the 2018 Education and Training Monitor.

Credit-mobile graduates are those who have had a temporary study period and/or work placement abroad and return to
their ‘home institution’ to complete their degree. Degree mobile graduates are those whose country of origin (i.e. the
country where their upper secondary diploma was obtained) is different from the country in which they graduate. While
data on credit mobility are collected in the countries to which students returned after their credit mobility stay (i.e. one of
the EU MS), data on degree-mobile graduates are collected at the level of the destination country. Consequently, the
calculation of EU outward mobile graduates relies on figures provided by all EU and non-EU destination countries. For an
overview of the learning mobility benchmark, see Flisi, S. and Sanchez-Barrioluengo, M. (2018). Learning Mobility II: An
estimation of the benchmark. A JRC Science for Policy Report JRC113390.

The main shortcoming in the calculation of the benchmark value is the lack of data on EU upper secondary graduates
graduating in the US. For further information, see the note to the first table in this chapter.
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Figure 36 - Degree and credit outward mobility of graduates, 2017 (%)
Total mobility (credit+degree) Credit mobility Degree mobility

ISCED 5-8 ISCED 5 ISCED 6 ISCED 7 ISCED 8 ISCED 5-8 ISCED 5 ISCED 6 ISCED 7 ISCED 8 ISCED5-8 ISCED 5 ISCED 6 ISCED 7 ISCED 8

BE 9.8 : 9.8 10.2 : 6.2 : 7.5 4.9 : 3.6 4.3 2.3 5.3 10.3
BG ELE n.a. Gl 7.6 12,3 1.4 n.a. 1.6 1.1 2.8 8.1 n.a. 8.3 6.5 Gl
cz? 11.9 : 8.4 14.9 20.6 8.0 : 5.1 11.0 14.1 3.9 319 3.3 4.0 6.5
DK 10.8 4.3 10.7 13.6 8 9.2 B 9.6 11.2 8 143 0.4 il 2.4 8.0
DE' 17.8 69.2 15.7 221 H 12.8 0.0 12.2 15.3 : 5.1 69.2 3.5 6.8 10.0
EE 3 n.a. 8 3 g 3 n.a. g 3 € 9.6 n.a. 7.8 10.1 19.9
IE : H : : H : H H : H 5.7 2.7 3.7 10.9 22.7
EL 13.9 n.a. 7.3 25.9 g 1.7 n.a. 2.5 0.2 g 12.1 n.a. 4.7 25.8 30.9
ES 9.6 1.4 15.4 9.8 : 7.7 1.1 14.0 6.2 H 1.9 0.3 1.4 3.6 4.3
FR 18.0 5.7 14.5 314 19.9 14.6 4.4 10.1 27.6 8.1 3.4 1.3 4.4 3.8 11.8
HR? 7.7 79.2 4.3 10.6 26.0 4.6 0.0 2.3 7.2 9.2 3.1 79.2 2.0 3.4 16.8
m? 13.6 16.6 8.9 17.3 48.7 9.1 0.0 6.5 11.5 28.2 4.4 16.6 24 58 20.5
Ccy 36.9 21.0 51.7 23.1 67.1 1.7 0.1 3.6 0.2 0.4 35.1 20.9 48.1 229 66.7
Lv 15.7 6.8 19.3 14.4 32.2 7.2 2.2 10.1 5.2 7.8 8.5 4.6 9.2 9.3 24.4
LT 15.4 n.a. 14.7 13.7 30.9 6.8 n.a. 7.4 5.1 8.8 8.6 n.a. 7.3 8.6 221
LU 80.5 8 86.8 85.5 77.5 6.9 8 12.3 0.5 0.0 73.6 6.9 74.5 85.0 77.5
HU? 7.9 6.6 5.9 12.1 11.6 3.8 0.3 2.9 6.4 1.4 4.1 6.4 3.1 5.7 10.2
MT 14.4 3.8 11.3 22,5 58 5.4 1.7 8.3 243 0.0 9.0 2.1 3.0 20.0 E5EG)
NL 24.9 11.1 25.2 259 : 22.6 6.3 24.4 20.9 : 2.3 4.9 0.8 5.0 14.0
AT 14.5 0.2 19.6 24.0 28.8 9.6 0.0 13.0 16.4 13.1 5.0 0.2 6.6 7.6 15.7
PL : n.a. : : : : n.a. : : H 1.0 86.9 0.6 1.2 14.1
PT 11.1 53 10.1 13.3 19.4 75 0.2 8.2 7.9 0.6 3.6 il 1.9 5.4 18.8
RO 7.6 n.a. 6.9 7.2 17.6 1.8 n.a. 1.8 1.9 1.1 5.8 n.a. 5.1 5.3 16.6
SP 6.5 1.8 52 9.7 13.2 2.8 0.6 3.0 3.5 0.6 3.6 1.2 2.1 6.1 12.6
SK 13.0 : 13.6 11.8 14.1 0.0 : 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.0 27.4 13.6 11.8 14.1
FI 19.0 n.a. 17.6 22.7 8.1 15,2 n.a. 14.6 175 2.4 3.8 n.a. 2.9 542 5.6
SE 15.5 2.7 15.1 21.2 12.8 10.9 0.4 11.2 15.1 5.9 4.6 2.3 4.0 6.1 6.9
UK 4.1 0.4 5.9 2.2 4.0 3.3 0.1 5.4 0.1 1.8 0.8 0.3 0.4 2.1 2.3

Source: Eurostat (UOE; 2017). Online data codes: [educ uoe mobc01] for credit-mobile graduates and [educ uoe mobg02]
for degree-mobile graduates in EU, EFTA, EEA and candidate countries and OECD, International graduates data, for degree-
mobile graduates who graduated in non-European countries (Australia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Israel, Japan, Korea,
New Zealand, Russia). [educ _uoe grad01] for total graduates; the data extracted on 15 June 2019.

Note: Total outward mobility rates for country X are calculated as (outward degree-mobile graduates from country X + outward
credit-mobile graduates who were not degree mobile from country X)/graduates originating in country X. Graduates originating
in country X are calculated as (total graduates in country X - inward mobile graduates from any other country to country X +
outward mobile graduates from country X to any other country). Credit and degree mobility are calculated considering only one
component at the numerator. Outward mobility rates for the EU are calculated with similar formulas, with the sum of outward
degree- and/or credit-mobile graduates from EU Member States at the numerator, while the denominator is computed as
(number of graduates in EU Member States - inward mobile graduates from non-EU to EU Member States + outward mobile
graduates from EU to non-EU countries). No information on outward credit mobility available for PL (derogation till end of
2018), EE and IE. No inward degree mobility data available for SI by country of origin; no inward degree mobility data available
for ISCED 5 for BE, ISCED 8 for ES, ISCED 5 and 8 for PL; this implies a potential underestimation of outward degree mobility
from other countries. No information on EU-origin degree mobile graduates who graduated in the US, which implies potential
underestimation for some EU Member States. (n.a.) not applicable; (:) not available; (1) no well-developed credit transfer
system is in place for vocational ISCED level 5 programmes; (2) data on graduates with credit mobility who were not degree
mobile is missing; total graduates with credit mobility is used instead.

About half of the EU credit mobility graduates had their stay abroad funded by the Erasmus or
other EU programmes. In seven EU countries (Cyprus, Greece, Romania, Latvia, Malta, Hungary
and Slovenia), this share increases to 95%. In these seven countries, European programmes
appear to provide the only real opportunity to go abroad for a short period, which might be due to
a lack of bilateral and multilateral exchange programmes at the national and institutional level, or
to limited options available to finance the mobility stay#!. The limited availability of other
resources could also explain why the overall share of credit-mobile graduates in most of these
countries is very low, below 4% (except for Latvia and Malta, where the shares are slightly higher,
at 7.2% and 5.4% respectively). On the contrary, in Denmark, Sweden and France, non-EU
programmes are the most frequent mobility scheme.
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Source: Eurostat (UOE; 2017). Online data code: [educ _uoe mobc01]; the data extracted on 15 June 2019.

Note: ‘Other programmes’ includes the categories ‘International/national programmes’ and ‘Other programmes’ as reported by
Eurostat. Values are the sum of the ISCED levels available for each country. The EU28 value is the sum of the available EU
countries. No information available for PL (derogation till end of 2018), EE and IE. Countries are ordered by increasing
prevalence of EU programmes. These data by type of mobility scheme refer to all credit mobile graduates, not only to those
who were not degree mobile. As a consequence, they do not correspond to the credit mobility component used in the
calculations for the benchmark.

2.7.2. Inward mobility

Inward student mobility is one of the most important channels driving migration of global talent. It
has significant potential benefits for the destination countries, in terms of the stock of human
capital available. In 2017, the highest rates of inward degree-mobile graduates were recorded in
the United Kingdom (34.2%), Luxembourg (26.1%), the Netherlands (17.9%), Austria and
Denmark (15.1%), and Belgium (14.9%). Values around 10% were found in Ireland (10.7%),
France (10.6%), Czechia (10.3%) and Sweden (10.3%). In all other countries, inward degree
mobility accounts for less than 10% of the total graduate population, with rates equal to or below
5% registered in 10 countries.

In the EU, the share of inward degree-mobile graduates tends to increase with the level of
education. Mobility rates are at:

e 3.8% for short-cycle degrees (ISCED 5);

e 7% at bachelor level (ISCED 6);

e 18% at masters level (ISCED 7); and

e up to 27.8% for PhDs (ISCED 8).

There is a positive relationship between educational attainment and inward degree-mobility rates
for most countries, although in some cases the highest levels are found at ISCED 7 level (e.g. in
Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Hungary, Malta, and Romania).

Figure 39 provides information on the area of origin of inward mobile graduates across EU
countries, distinguishing between the main macro-areas outside the EU. Overall, the vast majority
(above 60%) of degree mobile graduates come from another EU country. Inward degree mobility is
dominated by students originating in the EU in Luxembourg (77.3%), Austria (75.8%), Slovakia
(71.8%), and Denmark (69.5%); while it is largely limited to students from third countries in
Poland and Croatia.

Historical and language ties are important for explaining mobility patterns between countries. This
is clear in the case of Spain and Portugal, where, respectively, 52.8% and 35.5% of mobile
graduates come from the Caribbean, Central America and South America (see Figure 39). Likewise,
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the population of UK mobile graduates is composed of many graduates from Commonwealth
countries. Geographical proximity is another important factor: countries such as the Netherlands
and Luxembourg benefit from their central position in Europe, with many students from
neighbouring countries among inward mobile graduates. In the Netherlands, for example, 27% of
mobile graduates are of German origin, while in Luxembourg 17% of total graduates are from
Belgium and 27.5% from France“2. Similarly, in Poland, the high share of mobile graduates from
third countries is driven by graduates from neighbouring countries such as Ukraine (which accounts
for 50.8% of mobile graduates in Poland) and Belarus (8.6%).

Figure 38 - Inward degree-mobility rates for higher education graduates by level of
qualification and origin, 2017

Inward degree mobility rate Inward mobile graduates
Total Short-cycle Bachelor Master Doctoral . OFf which from
(all ISCED (ISCED 5) (ISCED 6) (ISCED 7) (ISCED 8) Total EU28
levels)

% % % % % N. %
BE 14.9 : 14.8 14.6 41.9 15 471 38.6
BG! 3.3 n.a. 2.4 4.4 5.7 1 966 38.0
cz 10.3 3.9 9.5 10.8 18.7 8 426 66.9
DK 15.1 21.3 7.6 24.2 52.5 10 993 69.5
DE 7.5 0.0 3.5 12.6 19.5 41 822 24.3
EE 8.6 n.a. 5.0 15.6 14.2 834 41.2
1E 10.7 3.4 6.6 22.9 30.0 7973 25.6
EL 1.6 n.a. 2.1 0.5 0.6 1218 65.0
ES 4.1 0.7 1.2 12.6 : 18 047 28.9
FR 10.6 3.8 7.9 17.3 50.7 77 509 13.9
HR 3.2 6.9 2.7 3.6 8.3 1099 10.7
T 5.1 6.7 4.7 5.2 11.3 19 615 20.8
cY 7.9 9.7 8.5 7.2 4.1 1014 66.8
LV 5.3 0.4 4.5 10.3 8.3 803 33.7
LT 3.4 n.a. 2.0 7.2 2.2 989 19.2
LU 26.1 30.5 8.4 42.8 167.5 869 77.3
HU 6.2 0.8 3.6 12.5 8.7 3863 41.1
MT 6.8 2.1 3.8 14.7 8.8 320 48.8
NL 17.9 0.0 10.8 33.2 62.3 24 031 60.7
AT 15.1 0.3 18.9 25.8 37.9 11 633 75.8
PL 1.9 n.a. 1.7 2.4 : 9921 9.8
PT 5.0 1.1 2.4 9.0 23.9 3784 22.0
RO 4.1 n.a. 2.4 6.7 4.2 5065 27.4
SI 3.4 1.4 2.4 5.3 8.2 557
SK 4.8 0.3 4.8 4.7 7.5 2625 71.8
FI 8.0 n.a. 5.4 11.4 34.3 4330 18.9
SE 10.3 0.2 1.9 21.9 59.2 7170 33.3
UK 34.2¢° 7.8¢ 20.3 85.9 81.6 201 003 23.7

Source: Eurostat (UOE; 2017). Online data codes: [educ _uoe mobg02], [educ uoe grad01]; Data extracted on 15 June 2019.

Note: inward degree-mobility rates are computed as inward degree-mobile graduates as a percentage of graduates originating
in the country (i.e. using the same denominator as for the benchmark), for higher education as a whole and within ISCED
levels. No information is available for BE (ISCED 5), PL (ISCED 5 and 8) and ES (ISCED 8). No inward degree-mobility data are
available for SI by country of origin. Data for CZ, IT, HU, MT, and SK use country of citizenship to identify the country of origin.
(e) own estimation based on Eurostat data; (n.a.) not applicable; (:) not available; (1) country estimations; (d) definitions
differ.

142 1t should also be noted that these might be ‘frontier’ graduates, commuting to Luxembourg for study purposes. However,

commuters are correctly considered as degree mobile if they study at tertiary level in a different country from the one
where they were awarded their upper secondary leaving certificate. It is not residence, but participation in education
abroad that defines mobility in line with what was convened by countries for the UOE data collection on mobility.
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Other reasons drawing graduates to certain countries include a desire to improve knowledge of
foreign languages; and the availability of English-language programmes in non-English speaking
countries, especially the Nordic countries'#3, Finally, university characteristics can also play an
important role. Higher teaching quality and better reputation are positively related to inward
degree-mobility, especially at bachelor and master level. On the other hand, research orientation
and excellence appear to be more relevant for degree mobility at doctoral level*4,

Figure 39 - Inward degree mobile graduates (ISCED 5-8) by area of origin, 2017
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Source: Eurostat (UOE; 2017). Online data code [educ uoe mobg02]; the data extracted on 15 June 2019.

Note: No information is available for SI (no disaggregation by country of origin); shares are computed on the available ISCED
levels for BE (missing ISCED 5), PL (missing ISCED5 and 8) and ES (missing ISCED 8). Data for CZ, IT, HU, MT, and SK use
country of citizenship to identify the country of origin. Countries are ordered by increasing shares of EU28 mobile graduates in
the total number of mobile graduates in the country.

2.7.3. Recent policy response

Access to mobility can be hindered by different types of barriers, including financial, administrative,
and linguistic barriers¥®. To help all students, particularly the ones from disadvantaged
background, taking part in transnational mobility, countries can put in place a variety of policy
measures. The European Commission and the Eurydice network monitor the set-up of these
measures via a ‘Mobility Scoreboard’*4é.

The lack of funding is one of the biggest obstacles to mobility, and students from disadvantaged

socio-economic backgrounds or students with disabilities are less likely to participate in mobility

programmes!?’. Countries can nonetheless set up targeted financial support to facilitate the

143 gSee footnote 163 of the 2018 Education and Training Monitor.

144 sanchez-Barrioluengo, M. and Flisi, S. (2017). Student mobility in tertiary education: institutional factors and regional
attractiveness. A JRC Science for Policy report. JRC108895.

145 Hauschildt et al (2015). Social and economic conditions of student life in Europe. Synopsis of indicators, Eurostudent VI
2016-2018;

King, R., Findlay, A. and Ahrens, J. (2010). International student mobility literature review, Report to HEFCE and co-
funded by the British Council, UK National Agency for Erasmus;

Souto Otero, M. (2008). The socioeconomic background of Erasmus students: a trend towards wider inclusion?,
International review of education 54(2).

146 Data on policy measures to support mobility in this subsection are mainly taken from European
Commission/EACEA/Eurydice (2016). Mobility Scoreboard: Higher Education Background Report. Update expected for
December 2019.

147 Hauschildt et al (2015). Social and economic conditions of student life in Europe. Synopsis of indicators, Eurostudent VI
2016-2018;

King, R., Findlay, A. and Ahrens, J. (2010). International student mobility literature review, A report to HEFCE and co-
funded by the British Council, UK National Agency for Erasmus;

Souto Otero, M. (2008). The socioeconomic background of Erasmus students: a trend towards wider inclusion?
International review of education 54(2).
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mobility of disadvantaged students. Most countries in the EU (except Bulgaria and Latvia) provide
needs-based grants, universal portable grants or targeted mobility grants'*®. Through universal
portable grants, countries can support student mobility in general (Denmark, Sweden, Finland,
Cyprus, Luxembourg and Malta manage to support more than 50% of their students with such
grants). Some education systems also provide targeted mobility grants to students from
disadvantaged socio-economic backgrounds. This is the case in France with the aides & la mobilité
internationale, and in Ireland, where students with disabilities can access the Fund for Students
with Disabilities49.

The portability of domestic support (grants and loans) can be a major factor in a student’s decision
to study abroad. Portability can be split between portability for credit and degree mobility. Degree
portability is the extent to which students can take the grant to pursue a full degree abroad,
whereas credit portability is the extent to which students can take a grant to pursue credits abroad
that satisfy the teaching-credit framework of the home country®®. In 2017-2018, the portability of
public support measures for the first and second cycle was more widespread for credit mobility
than degree mobility. Within the EU, 14 education systems guarantee portability for both credit and
degree mobility (the Flemish and German communities of Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Ireland,
France, Cyprus, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Austria, Slovenia, Finland, Sweden and the UK-
Scotland). A slightly larger group of 15 education systems offer portability of domestic support
measures for credit mobility (Czechia, Estonia, Spain, Croatia, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Hungary,
Malta, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, and the UK-England, Wales and Northern Ireland)*!. Most EU
countries apply some restrictions, whether geographical (e.g. Germany limits participation to EU
countries plus Switzerland) or scheme-based (e.g. Latvia, Lithuania, Portugal and Spain only offer
portability of domestic grants for recognised schemes such as Erasmus+).

In the EU, only six countries systematically monitor the participation of students by socio-economic
background (the Flemish Community of Belgium, Germany, France, Italy, Austria and the United
Kingdom) in transnational mobility. Three of them (Austria, France and the Flemish Community of
Belgium) set a national target to increase the learning mobility of disadvantaged students. Austria
set a target for 18% of mobile students to come from families without higher education
background by 2025. Belgium (Flemish Community) aims for 33% of mobile students to come from
under-represented groups by 2020 (defined as students receiving a grant, students with a job, and
students with a disability). And the 2017 annual programme of the French Erasmus+ Agency set a
30% target for disadvantaged students in Erasmus+ mobility programmes.

In addition to these measures, policy measures to support learning mobility include foreign
language education and automatic recognition of qualifications. On the former, Chapter 2.10 of this
report discusses language learning in greater detail. On the automatic recognition of qualifications,
this refers to the automatic right of an applicant holding a qualification of a certain level to be
considered for entry to a programme of further study in the next level in any other country within
the European Higher Education Area'®2. The automatic recognition of qualifications is particularly
important in supporting degree mobility. One of the objectives of the Bologna Process is to
establish convergent degree structures across Europe, thereby making it easier for students to be
mobile and study in different systems.

As of today, only a handful of education systems operate an automatic recognition system based
on mutual trust of the degrees issued in other countries within the European Higher Education
Area. However, some education systems have started signing regional multilateral agreements on
the mutual automatic recognition of qualifications. These new bilateral and multilateral agreements
on the mutual automatic recognition of qualifications are the most significant policy development in
the analysed period. The Benelux agreement - between Luxembourg, the Netherlands, and the
three language communities of Belgium - was signed in 2015. Shortly after, in 2016, Denmark,

148 European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice (2018). The European Higher Education Area in 2018: Bologna Process

Implementation Report.
149 gee the Irish HEA website.
150 European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice (2016). Mobility Scoreboard: Higher Education Background Report. A Eurydice
Report.
See summary table in the annex of this report.
The European Higher Education Area (EHEA) is an international collaboration on higher education. It is the result of
the political will of 48 countries with different political, cultural and academic traditions, to implement structural reforms
and shared tools to: (i) increase staff and student mobility, and (ii) facilitate employability.

151
152


https://eacea.ec.europa.eu/national-policies/eurydice/sites/eurydice/files/bologna_internet_0.pdf
https://eacea.ec.europa.eu/national-policies/eurydice/sites/eurydice/files/bologna_internet_0.pdf
https://hea.ie/funding-governance-performance/funding/student-finance/fund-for-students-with-disabilities/
https://eacea.ec.europa.eu/national-policies/eurydice/content/mobility-scoreboard-higher-education-background-report_en
http://www.ehea.info/

Finland, Sweden, Iceland and Norway signed the Nordic Declaration on the Recognition of
Qualifications Concerning Higher Education. In 2018, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania also signed an
intergovernmental agreement on the automatic recognition of higher education qualifications,
which entered into force in the academic year 2018/2019.
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3. Other indicators in education and
training

The set of adopted EU targets (‘benchmarks’) discussed in Part 2 of this report largely monitors
participation in education, with an exception being the target on underachievement in basic skills,
which monitors learning outcomes in mathematics, science and reading. Yet, on top of teaching
basic skills, education is expected to help pupils develop a broader set of key competences*>3. Key
competences are those that all individuals need for personal fulfiiment and development,
employability, social inclusion and active citizenship. They are developed from early childhood
throughout adult life, and through formal, non-formal and informal learning.

This year’s Monitor treats three of them in the following chapters: digital competences;
entrepreneurship education; and multilingualism.

Digital and entrepreneurship competences are becoming crucial components for individuals’ societal
functioning and labour market inclusion. They are also considered critical for Europe’s future
innovation capacity, entrepreneurial gains and market competitiveness. Via the Standing Group on
Indicators and Benchmarks, EU countries recently expressed high interest in developing better
measurement for learning outcomes in these two sectors.

The 2019 Monitor addresses the themes of digital and entrepreneurship education, despite
limitations in the existing data collections. As to entrepreneurship education, in order to have
comparable European data, there still needs to be work on definition development, and equally
development of dedicated instruments for data collection. On digital skills, the main challenge is to
improve the EU coverage of existing surveys, or develop new data collections.

Finally, on top of the adopted EU targets, the Monitor regularly presents data on foreign language
learning. Multilingualism contributes to mutual understanding and mobility within the EU - and as
such, it is an integral component of the vision for a European Education Area. Despite never
generating an adopted EU benchmark on multilingualism, indicators on language learning are
considered an important part of the ET 2020 monitoring framework.

3.1. Primary and secondary education in the digital age

The progressive integration and effective use of digital technologies requires pedagogical,
technological and organisational change. On top of access to digital tools and infrastructure, there
is a need to mobilise educational staff and stakeholders to reach this goal.

In 3 out of 4 EU Member States, digital competence are considered as an essential competence
that teachers are expected to have. Yet teachers report that ‘ICT skills for teaching’ is one of their
greatest training needs. Those with less than 5 years’ experience are much more likely to feel well
prepared in the use of digital technologies for teaching.

In the last decade, there has been significant investment in digital equipment and infrastructure in
schools. Still, many schools in the EU lack access to high-speed internet.

153 European Commission (2019). Key competences for lifelong learning. The 8 key competences include: literacy

competence; multilingual competence; mathematical competence and competence in science, technology and
engineering; digital competence; persona, social and learning to learn competence; citizenship competence;
entrepreneurship competence; cultural awareness and expression competence.



https://publications.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/297a33c8-a1f3-11e9-9d01-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
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On average, 30% of lower secondary pupils in the EU use their own smartphones for learning at
school at least once a week, a trend that has emerged only in the last 7 years. The investment
needed to bring schools up to an effective level of access to digital technology for learning is also
changing. For example, many schools operate a ‘bring your own device’ system, where pupils’ own
equipment is used in classrooms.

Digital technologies can support a variety of assessment methods aimed at different educational
purposes, and they are increasingly adopted for national testing purposes. Still, capacity building
for digital assessment is needed for learners, teachers, schools and education systems alike.

A growing body of evidence suggests that digital technologies and the internet can: (i) enrich
education; (ii) offer new learning opportunities; and (iii) facilitate problem-based, personalised and
interactive learning. In addition, digital technologies can improve learning outcomes in education
and promote equity in learning for disadvantaged or disabled students!®*. For this to happen,
specific conditions need to be in place. They range from having the right equipment, to
infrastructure, technical support, pedagogical support, vision, leadership, skills promotion systems,
and policy structures!®5. Without such conditions, research also shows that general programmes
for increasing access to digital equipment risk having no effect on students’ outcomes or - even
worse - have detrimental effects on academic achievement>¢,

3.1.1. Intensity of use of digital technologies for learning

Teachers design the learning activities of their students and are thus instrumental for implementing
digital teaching and learning practices. A majority of students in the EU currently have teachers
using digital technologies in at least a quarter of their classes (71% at primary level, 58% at lower
secondary level; and 65% at upper secondary level). The intensity in use of digital technologies in
classrooms across the three education levels, which almost doubled from 2011/2012, appears to
be greatest in countries located in Norther Europe®’. As for the more intense users of digital
technologies, respectively 19%, 15% and 30% of European students have teachers who use digital
technologies in more than 75% of their lessons in primary, lower secondary and upper secondary
schools (Figure 40).

Figure 40 - Intensity of use of digital technologies in lessons by teachers over 12
months (ISCED 2, in% of students, country and EU level, 2017-18)
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Source: European Commission (2019) European Survey of Schools: ICT in Education (ESSIE).
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Rodrigues, M. and Biagi, F. (2017). Digital technologies and learning outcomes of students from low socio-economic

background: An Analysis of PISA 2015. A JRC Science for Policy report.

The European Commission has responded to these needs by developing jointly with a high number of international

experts the SELFIE tool. By using SELFIE, schools can diagnose what is working well in the use of digital technologies,

where improvement is needed and what their priorities should be. The findings can help schools see where they are at

and, from there, start a conversation on technology use and develop an action plan. SELFIE can then be used at a later

stage to gauge progress and adapt these actions. See European Commission’s website on SELFIE and JRC (2015). A

European Framework for Digitally-Competent Educational Organisations.

156 See Escueta et.al (2017). Education technology: An Evidence-Based Review. NBER Working Paper; and OECD (2015).
Students, Computers and Learning: Making the Connection, PISA.

157 European Commission, DG CNECT (2019). 2™ Survey of Schools: ICT in education.
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A recent OECD report shows that the overall use of digital technologies in primary and secondary
schools increased in the Member States surveyed over the past decade'®8,

Students use digital technologies for basic activities, such as internet searches, messaging, text
editing, or using simple multimedia (i.e. presentation software). An average of 68% of lower
secondary students and 73% of upper-secondary students across the EU use the internet at school
for learning purposes at least weekly. In lower secondary education, this varies from 50% in
Slovenia to nearly all students in Denmark. More advanced digital practices are rare, and students
report they are less competent in digital problem solving and in more advanced digital content
creation. However, on average students feel more confident than teachers in approaching more
complex activities, such as programming.

Almost all students in upper-secondary education (90%) and primary education (94%) have
teachers who use digital technologies to prepare lessons®®. And around 60% of students at all
levels have teachers who use digital technologies to communicate with parents. Teachers report
being very confident using digital technologies for activities such as emailing a file or producing a
document, but less competent in creating more advanced digital content. Teachers also feel less
confident in more complex digital tasks such as coding, programming or robotics.

In the classrooms, computers are used for many reasons: practising maths, science or foreign
languages; simulations; writing; or just searching for information. In primary education, the
increase in the use of digital technologies is almost equally distributed across education in maths,
science and reading, with all three disciplines seeing large net increases. At the primary school
level, the largest increase in the use of digital technologies took place in independent study
practices particularly in maths, but also in science and reading. In general, these are practices
where students read books, textbooks or other resources, or look up information on the internet
during class. On the other hand, there was little change in the reading of science textbooks versus
using the internet for finding information over the past decade. In secondary education, use of
digital technologies decreased only in some levels of and specific practices in maths education in
some Member States, while it increased in other parts of maths and science education in most
Member States. Aggregated data from the SELFIE tool*®® show that the teaching practice which is
most closely linked to fostering students’ digital competence is engaging students in using digital
technologies in cross-curricular projects.

Figure 41 - Innovation in the use of digital technologies in primary and secondary
schools (2006-16)
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Source: OECD (2019). Measuring Innovation in Education 2019. - Figure 14.11.

158 OECD, Measuring Innovation in Education 2019.

159 Eyropean Commission (DG CNECT) (2019). 2" Survey of Schools: ICT in education
160 Data from the SELFIE tool from 25 October to 31 December 2018.
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Note: The index synthesises innovation in computer and ICT use in school and during lessons, conditioned to the availability of
computers in schools or lessons. The magnitude can be interpreted as an average effect size (multiplied by 100): levels below
20 can be considered as small, between 20 and 39 as moderate, and over 40 as large. The value on top is the composite index
in ICT use computed by summing the absolute values of increases and decreases. For Finland (2011-2016), Ireland (2011-
2016), Chile (2011-2015) and Portugal (2011-2016) the index has been calculated for an interval different from 2006-16 due
to the unavailability of data.

Another way to use digital technologies for learning is by setting up projects with teachers and
students from different schools, who collaborate by using digital technologies. Over the last 14
years, teachers and students have conducted more than 83,300 eTwinning!®! projects both at
European and national level. The core idea of eTwinning is to co-create educational projects in a
collaborative way using digital technologies. In addition to their focus on how to use digital
technologies, eTwinning projects primarily cover school curriculum subjects, and use digital
technologies to touch on a wide variety of themes, including humanities, sciences, arts, and even
sports. Finally, eTwinning projects offer a novel opportunity to teachers for on-the-job-training in
digital professional learning communities.

3.1.2. Teacher preparedness to use digital technologies

Teachers commonly report that a lack of equipment (or malfunctioning equipment) prevents them
from using digital technologies. They also point at two additional barriers: a lack of teaching
models on how to use digital technologies, and their own insufficient personal skills in digital
technologies.

In several EU countries, less than half of the teaching population had ‘use of ICT for teaching’ in
their initial teacher education: Sweden (36.7%), Spain (38%), Austria (40.5%), Czechia (44.5%),
Lithuania (45.3%), Portugal (46.9%), Denmark (46.7%), Croatia (47.3%), and the Netherlands
(49.2%)'%2, When asked about their sense of preparedness for using digital technologies for
teaching, 39.4% of teachers in the EU felt well or very well prepared for the use of digital
technologies for teaching. In Austria and Finland, only 1 in 5 teachers confirmed feeling well
prepared for the use of ICT in teaching. The proportion of teachers feeling well prepared for ICT for
teaching remains below 30% also in the French Community of Belgium (27.9%), Czechia (27.7%),
France (28.7%), the Netherlands (29.3%) and Estonia (27.7%). Only in Cyprus (61.8%), Hungary
(65.7%), Romania (69.6%) and Slovenia (67%) more than 60% of teachers felt well prepared for
the use of digital technologies for teaching.

Policy makers in the EU partially addressed the need of teachers of being better prepared to use
ICT skills for teaching in the last years. In the group of newly educated teachers (those who
received their initial teacher education after 2013), use of digital technologies for teaching was
included in initial teacher education for at least 70% of teachers in all EU Member States, except
Austria (68.3%). On average, younger teachers also feel better prepared to use ‘'ICT skills for
teaching’ than their more experienced colleagues. In the group of teachers trained after 2013, only
Austria (33.1%) have less than half of the respondents reporting that they did not feel well
prepared for using digital technologies for teaching after initial teacher education. 12 Member
States have more than 60% of teachers in this group reporting to feel well prepared, with Cyprus
and Slovakia reaching 70%, and Hungary, Romania, and Slovenia around 80%.

The use of ‘teachers competence frameworks’ can support better identification of the objectives of
initial teacher education, and define the competence standards that teachers are expected to have.
In a majority of European education systems, teachers’ competence frameworks also address
digital competences'®3. In general, the frameworks emphasise that teachers have to know how to
integrate digital technologies into their teaching, use digital material for educational purposes and
create digital learning environments.
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See eTwinning website

Data on use of ICT for teaching in initial teacher education and teachers’ sense of preparedness from OECD TALIS 2018,
Tables 1.4.13 and Tables 1.4.20.

Data on the use of teachers’ competence frameworks from European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice (2019). Digital
Education at School in Europe. A Eurydice Report. Expected date of release: September 2019
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Six Member States adopted a specific digital competence framework for teachers (Spain, Croatia,
Lithuania, Austria) or describing the standards of effective school practices (Estonia and Ireland).
In two of them, the digital competence frameworks for teachers also describe the digital standards
for pupils and school heads (in Ireland) and the digital competences school heads should aspire to
(in Croatia). Yet the use of these digital competence frameworks is only mandatory for the
development of initial teacher education programmes in Estonia, Lithuania and Austria. Several of
the digital competence frameworks currently used in Europe have been developed based on the
Digital Competence Framework for Educators®4,

Consistently with the fact that teachers rank ‘use of ICT skills for teaching’ high in the list of
training needs, and with the notion that teachers’ are expected to be digitally competent, the 'use
of ICT skills for teaching’ remains a priority topic for initial teacher education, formative appraisal
and continuing professional development of teachers.

3.1.3. Digital equipment and infrastructure in European schools

Across the EU, there has been significant investment in digital equipment and infrastructure in
schools in the last decade. However, the lack of high-speed internet access is hindering the
development of digital teaching methods in European schools.

The EU broadband target calls for all schools to have access to Gigabit internet connectivity by
202585, Being connected to the internet offers many advantages to schools, such as: (i) accessing
up-to-date resources and specialised material; (ii) using platforms for collaboration; and (iii)
supporting active learning and project work. Schools are increasingly using more bandwidth-heavy
applications such as video conferencing, video streaming, online software, cloud computing, and
virtual and augmented reality. The use of such applications call for increased broadband capacity.
Despite a clear increase in fibre connections in recent years'®®, average internet connectivity
exceeds 100 megabits per second®” in only 11% of primary schools, 17% of lower secondary
schools and 18% of upper-secondary schools (Figure 42).

Figure 42 - Internet speed (ISCED 2, in% of students, country and EU level, 2017-18)
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The ‘DigCompEdu’ has been developed for educators at all educational levels, which the objectives of: (i) describing
digital competence for educators; (ii) helping them assess their skills; and (iii) identifying their training needs. For further
information see Redecker, C. (2017). European Framework for the Digital Competence of Educators: DigCompEdu.

The Commission is using the Digital Education Action Plan to promote funding opportunities provided by the EU for
connectivity. A voucher scheme will also be developed to support connectivity in schools.

166 Compared with European Survey of Schools: ICT in Education (ESSIE 2011-2012).

167 Which represents only a tenth of the broadband target speed of at least one gigabit/s.
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Despite the recent increase in use of devices in schools, the OECD found a marked drop in the
availability of school-owned computers, laptops and tablets over the last decade!®®. This might
mark a growing awareness in Member State education systems about the appropriate level of
availability of digital equipment for their schools’ pedagogical purposes. In parallel, students
increasingly own the digital devices used for learning at school - be they tablets, smartphones or
laptops. This way of using equipment for instruction is labelled as ‘bring your own device’, and can
be understood as a policy response to reduce the digital investment burden faced by schools. For
example, on average 30% of lower secondary students in the EU (with large variations across EU
Member States) use their own smartphones for learning at school at least once a week.

The ‘Digitally equipped and connected schools’*®® index (Figure 43) qualifies information on IT
infrastructure and equipment in education institutions’?, The index indicates large differences in
Member States’ policies and budget allowances for equipping schools in a digital environment. The
index should be understood alongside other information about the digitalisation of education, as
mere access to digital technologies does not automatically translate into high rates of use, nor into
innovative teaching methods or better learning outcomes.

Figure 43 - Digitally equipped and connected schools (ISCED 2, in% of students, country
and EU level, 2017-18)
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A new estimate of the costs of equipping a standard classroom to make the most of digital
technologies for learning was recently published?”’*. The model covers four categories of
investment: digital equipment; network requirements; professional development of teachers; and
access to content. The model covers both standard equipment, such as laptops and networking
components, and more novel digital tools such as 3D-printers, maker kits and hybrid courses. The
model results estimate costs of a basic, intermediate and cutting-edge level school equipment. The
estimate for fully equipping one cutting-edge classroom in the EU today is between EUR 230 and
EUR 550 per student per year, depending on the cost levels in different EU Member States. The
granularity of the model’s construction can help policy makers to estimate the cost of further
investments on top of already existing provisions.

168 OECD (2019). Measuring Innovation in Education 2019, Figure 14.10,

169 Eyropean Commission, DG CNECT (2019). 2" Survey of Schools: ICT in education.

170 The index includes data for the schools’ number of digital tools, the share of fully operational equipment, connectivity,
speed and access to digital content.

17t European Commission DG CNECT (2019). 2™ Survey of Schools: ICT in education, HECC model.

Education and Training Monitor 2019 September 2019


http://www.oecd.org/publications/measuring-innovation-in-education-2019-9789264311671-en.htm
https://ec.europa.eu/digital-single-market/en/news/2nd-survey-schools-ict-education
https://ec.europa.eu/digital-single-market/en/news/2nd-survey-schools-ict-education

* XKk

r*t* 9 1

3.1.4. Digital technologies, learning outcomes and assessment

Browsing the internet for schoolwork by students is associated with better learning outcomes in
science!’2. On the other hand, activities such as using digital simulations for learning have a
negative association with science learning outcomes. Such contrasting findings indicate that
teaching methods are as crucial as technological tools in promoting learning outcomes. A recent
review!”3 of the impact of digital technologies in education shows that general programmes merely
providing computers in classrooms in primary and secondary education have neither positive nor
negative effects on learning outcomes. However, digital systems designed to tailor learning
pathways for students produce consistent improvements in learning outcomes, in particular for
mathematics. There is still a lot more to be learned on how digital technologies and teaching can
be used to improve learning outcomes, such as how teachers interact with software and systems.

Digital technologies can support a variety of assessment methods for different educational
purposes. They also have the potential to span the traditional divide between formative and
summative assessment by: (i) embedding direct or indirect feedback in high-stakes assessment
practices; and (ii) facilitating the assessment of natural tasks.

A recent Eurydice report!’® finds that in half of Member States’ education systems, digital
competence are never assessed at school through national testing. Only Austria has tests in digital
competence at all school education levels. Latvia tests digital competence only at lower secondary
level, while nine'”® other Member States have national tests on digital competence at both lower
and general upper secondary level. In nine'”’® Member States digital competence are tested only at
general upper secondary level.

Countries carry out national tests for two main reasons: to evaluate and certify the competences of
individual students; and to collect data that can be used to support students and teachers, and to
evaluate schools and/or the education system as a whole. In most cases, the assessment of
individual students’ digital competence is the main focus of national tests, while only four Member
States test pupils for quality assurance purposes (Croatia in lower secondary education; and
Czechia, Estonia and Serbia in lower and upper secondary education). The testing of digital
competence for quality assurance purposes is never carried out at primary level.

Although many more Member States have national tests at the upper-secondary level compared to
other education levels, the cohort of students tested is limited. In 11 Member States’” digital
competence tests carried out for assessment/certification purposes only involve students on a
particular educational pathway (e.g. STEM), or those who decide to take the specific test (for
example for reasons linked to higher education admission requirements). Only in Bulgaria,
Denmark, Malta and Romania are all upper secondary education students required to take a
national test to assess their digital competence. In the four Member States where digital
competence are assessed for quality assurance purposes, the cohort of students is limited as these
tests are usually carried out on a sample basis.

The national tests carried out for assessment/certification purposes can either be a specific test in
digital competence or related subject area (e.g. ICT), or a test in another competence area (e.g.
mathematics), which also includes an assessment of digital competence. The latter approach exists
only in a few Member States. In France this approach is used for lower secondary students, and in
Denmark for lower and general upper secondary students.

Capacity building for digital assessment practices is needed for learners, teachers, schools and
education systems alike. Learners should learn how to participate in co-construction of the
education process, and they should be engaged in technologically supported self-assessment and

172 Rodrigues, M. and Biagi, F. (2017). Digital technologies and learning outcomes of students from low socio-economic
background: An Analysis of PISA 2015.

173 Escueta et.al (2017). Education technology: An Evidence-Based Review. NBER Working Paper.

174 Data on use of national tests to assess pupils’ digital competences from European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice (2019).

Digital Education at School in Europe. Expected date of release: September 2019.

Czechia, Denmark, Estonia, Greece, France, Croatia, Cyprus, Malta and Austria.

176 Bulgaria, Lithuania, Hungary, Poland, Romania, Slovenia and the UK-England, UK-Wales and UK-Northern Ireland.

177 Greece, France, Croatia, Cyprus, Lithuania, Hungary, Poland, Slovenia and the UK-England, UK-Wales and UK-Northern
Ireland.
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peer-assessment. Teachers are crucial in this learning process, as they act as the moderators of
students’ self-reflection and peer reflection. Teachers are also sensitive to students’ different
abilities, levels of knowledge, and need for support. At the system level, assessment frameworks
should integrate various assessment approaches and clear strategies on how to use the outcomes.
In particular, assessment frameworks should be developed so that they can feed ‘big data’ results
from student learning systems back into the learning process.

3.2. Entrepreneurship education

Developing and promoting entrepreneurship as a key competence for lifelong learning has been a
key policy objective in the EU for many years. Even though there are different approaches and
levels of engagement at the national level, entrepreneurship education is today a reality in most
Member States.

About 48% of primary and secondary school students in Europe report having taken part in a
practical entrepreneurial experience’®, Participation in such educational experiences is mostly
optional (almost 30%) and only a few countries make attendance in such experiences compulsory
in the curriculum. In higher education, entrepreneurship education is even more based on
voluntary attendance, and registers lower participation rates. Approximately 35% of tertiary
students report having taken part in a practical entrepreneurial experience.

Participation in entrepreneurship education increases the likelihood of engaging in entrepreneurial
activities later in life by 35% on average. Of this 35%, a 7 percentage point’s increase is due to
improved self-perceptions by participants of their entrepreneurial skills.

Finally, partnerships between schools, businesses and community organisations help foster
entrepreneurial learning, and also build learning networks among teachers. In Europe, only 19%
of lower secondary teachers reported participating in observation visits to businesses, public
organisations or non-governmental organisations in the previous year.

3.2.1. The impact of entrepreneurship education

The European Commission has strongly supported two key entrepreneurship policies in recent
years: (i) fostering an entrepreneurial mind-set; and (ii) improving the quality and efficiency of
education and training through entrepreneurship education”®. Education policy makers in the EU
today recognise entrepreneurship skills as key skills that are applicable in many areas. Since 2018,
education policy makers have also agreed on the importance of offering all pupils the opportunity
of at least one entrepreneurial experience during their compulsory school education*®®. Having an
entrepreneurial mind-set is considered crucial for innovation, employment and participation in
society.

See European Commission (forthcoming). The Impact of Entrepreneurship Education in Europe. The survey is a self-
reported assessment of young adults’ perceived learning gains from their exposure to entrepreneurship education at
primary, secondary and tertiary level based on panel surveys in all EU Member States and the EEA countries. The study
takes the exposure to a practical entrepreneurial experience as the departure point and links this empirically to students’
sense of entrepreneurial self-efficacy and their recent entrepreneurial activities. EU28 averages. Note that the concept
definition and methodology of this study yields results that might differ from previous studies.

European Parliament resolution on promoting youth entrepreneurship through education and training of 8 September
2015); Two European Commission Communications of 30 May 2017 on a renewed EU agenda for higher education and on
school development and excellent teaching for a great start in life; A European Communication Rethinking education:
Investing in skills for better socio-economic outcomes of 20 November 2012; The Entrepreneurship 2020 Action Plan of 9
January 2013; and Council conclusions on entrepreneurship in education and training, Official Journal C17/2 of 20
January 2015.

Council of the EU (2018). Council recommendation on Key Competences for Lifelong Learning of 22 May 2018.
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Entrepreneurship education is the process of equipping learners with entrepreneurial skills that
enable them to act upon opportunities and ideas, and transform these opportunities and ideas into
something of value for others. Education systems organize entrepreneurship education in a variety
of ways, either as a separate activity or integrated in the curriculum as a cross-curricular
objective®!, Although it is a relatively recent area of research, existing evidence shows the
benefits of entrepreneurship education for the individual as well as for society. By reinforcing
entrepreneurship education, schools, vocational education institutions and universities can have a
positive impact on the entrepreneurial dynamism of our economies. In short, entrepreneurship
education makes young people more innovative in social, public and private sectors®2,

In Europe, students can be exposed to practical entrepreneurial experiences during school or
tertiary education, either by compulsory or voluntary attendance. A practical entrepreneurial
experience is an educational experience where the learner has the opportunity to come up with
ideas, identify a good idea, and turn the idea into action. The aim of such an opportunity is for
learners to develop the skills, confidence and capability to spot opportunities, identify solutions and
put their own ideas into practice in a learning environment that recognises and values failure as a
learning tool. Evidence shows that in countries where practical entrepreneurial experiences are not
yet a part of the formal curriculum, they may be offered through extracurricular activities, national
programmes and initiatives with the participation of external partners!®3. The involvement of
stakeholders from the wider community is crucial, as it ensures that the entrepreneurial experience
is relevant to the ‘real world’, outside the educational setting84.

The Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, conducted by the Global Entrepreneurship Research
Association, GERA, collects information on ‘basic school entrepreneurial education and training’. In
2018, the index showed that Sweden, Latvia, Denmark and Netherlands had a high penetration of
entrepreneurship education; but the penetration of entrepreneurship education was quite low in
Croatia, Austria, Slovakia, Greece, Poland and Italy85.

According to a study from the European Commission®®, about 48% of primary and secondary
school students in Europe report having taken part in a practical entrepreneurial experience, either
on a voluntary (almost 30%) or compulsory basis (almost 18%). The level of participation in such
experiences has increased compared to previous analyses. This finding is notable given that the
study olrLI7y took into consideration exposure to practical entrepreneurial experiences, not courses or
classes™®’.

Within the EU, Bulgaria and Romania registered the highest percentage of penetration of practical
entrepreneurial experiences in this same survey. In countries like Spain, Luxembourg, Denmark,
France and Latvia, fewer than 40% of students were exposed to this type of experience, and in
Finland it was fewer than 30%. At the same time, according to the results of the European
Innovation Scoreboard 201888, Bulgaria and Romania are considered to be modest innovators;
while Luxembourg, Denmark or Finland are recognised as top innovators. This apparent
contradiction highlights that since entrepreneurship education is defined and implemented in
different ways (as a separate subject, integrated in the curriculum or as a cross-curricular
objective), measuring its level of penetration across Europe is particularly challenging®®.

181 Eyropean Commission/EACEA/Eurydice (2016). Entrepreneurship Education at School in Europe. A Eurydice report. The
report covers 26 EU Member States; data from Germany and Ireland is not available.

182 Eyropean Commission (2015). Entrepreneurship Education: A road to success, news published on 28 January 2015.

183 European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice (2016). Entrepreneurship Education at School in Europe. A Eurydice report.

184 European Commission (forthcoming). The Impact of Entrepreneurship Education in Europe. EAC Entrepreneurship
Education Survey.

185  Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (2018). EU Member States over 2.5 in Basic Entrepreneurial Education and Training on a
scale from 1 to 5. See:

186  European Commission (forthcoming). The Impact of Entrepreneurship Education in Europe. EAC Entrepreneurship
Education Survey.

187 For instance the 2012 Eurobarometer survey ‘Entrepreneurship in the EU and beyond’ highlighted that only 23% of EU
respondents had taken part in any course or activity at school relating to entrepreneurship, defined as turning ideas into
action and developing one’s own project.

188  European Commission (2018). European innovation scoreboard. Released on 22 June 2018. The scoreboard provides a
comparative analysis of innovation performance.

189 European Commission (forthcoming). The Impact of Entrepreneurship Education in Europe. EAC Entrepreneurship
Education Survey.
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For instance, the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor collects information on ‘basic school
entrepreneurial education and training’. In 2018, the index showed that Sweden, Latvia, Denmark
and Netherlands had a high penetration of entrepreneurship education; but the penetration of
entrepreneurship education was quite low in Croatia, Austria, Slovakia, Greece, Poland and Italy9°,

The study from the European Commission looked in particular at formal participation in practical
entrepreneurial experiences within and outside formal education. This means that countries that
integrated entrepreneurship education transversally as a cross-curricular objective (as in the case
of Finland for instance) may show a low percentage of penetration for practical entrepreneurial
experiences, compared to the countries implementing entrepreneurship education mostly through
extracurricular education. Another issue that may have affected the survey results is its
methodology. The methodology was based on panel surveys®! and investigating adults’ memory of
their own participation and their perceived learning gains, which may have introduced biases that
are difficult to address.

At EU level, the entrepreneurial experience most commonly reported by respondents was a
practical entrepreneurial experience at school on a voluntary basis (around 30%)°2, Overall, the
share of respondents participating in a practical entrepreneurial experience on a compulsory basis
in primary and secondary school was about 17%. At university or college level, the share of
respondents that attended entrepreneurship education was about 35% across the EU, with more
respondents reporting voluntary participation than compulsory courses. Progress has been made
recently in delivering entrepreneurship education within universities and in cooperating with the
business sector!®3. In spite of this progress, further efforts are needed to build interdisciplinary
approaches and support the teaching of entrepreneurship and innovation in higher education
institutions in the EU'%4,

The term ‘self-efficacy’ has gained recognition in the entrepreneurship literature as a crucial
personal attribute of people who recognise and exploit opportunities. People with high self-efficacy
usually believe that they can bring every activity to a successful conclusion and feel that they can
control their own success, without depending on external factors such as the intervention of others
or good luck'®®. The study by the European Commission investigated the impact of
entrepreneurship education on entrepreneurial self-efficacy, i.e. on whether respondents thought
they had the skills to turn ideas and opportunities into action. On average, the proportion of
respondents who participated in a practical entrepreneurial experience and reported
entrepreneurial self-efficacy was 62.5% in the EU (Figure 45). Bulgaria was the country where the
largest share of respondents reported entrepreneurial self-efficacy (about 81%), with Luxembourg
having the lowest share (about 43%). This finding is consistent with the reported rates of
participation in entrepreneurship education.

The 2018 Global Entrepreneurship Monitor data: EU Member States over 2.5 in ‘Basic Entrepreneurial Education and
Training’ on a scale from 1 to 5. See: Global Entrepreneurship Monitor website.

The methodology of the study was based on survey panels (i.e. pre-recruited respondent panels). Respondents become
‘panellists’ by completing a profiling questionnaire in which the data collected included demographic and other personal
characteristics; this allowed for pre-screening through probability sampling to maximise sample representativeness.

This result confirms what has been highlighted by previous research on the topic. See, for example, European
Commission/EACEA/Eurydice (2016). Entrepreneurship Education at School in Europe. A Eurydice report.

C. Volkmann C., Audretsch D. B. (2017). Entrepreneurship Education at Universities Learning from Twenty European
Cases; Davey T., Meerman A., Galan Muros V., Orazbayeva B., Baaken T. (2018). The state of university-business
cooperation in Europe.

HEInnovate is a guiding framework developed by the European Commission and the OECD to support innovation and
entrepreneurship in higher education. It includes a self-assessment tool and country reviews providing recommendations
for change and improvement, where needed. The tool has been used by more than 1 000 higher education institutions all
around the world. So far 5 country reviews have been undertaken (Bulgaria, Hungary, Ireland, Poland and the
Netherlands) and 4 more (Austria, Croatia, Italy, Romania) will shortly be published. On the role of higher education
fostering an entrepreneurial mind-set among students, see also OECD (2018). Entrepreneurship and Higher Education.
European Commission (2012). Effects and impact of entrepreneurship programmes in higher education.
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Figure 44 - Reported self-efficacy: Overall results by country and across the EU28 (%)
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Source: European Commission, DG EAC, The 2018 Entrepreneurship Education Survey.
When respondents were asked whether they participated or were involved in any entrepreneurial
activity (meaning if they had played a leading role in turning an idea or opportunity into action
generating social, cultural or commercial value in the last 12 months), the average share of

respondents across the EU reporting entrepreneurial action was 39%.

Figure 45 — Reported entrepreneurial activity in the last 12 months: overall results by
country and across EU28 (%)
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Source: European Commission, DG EAC, The 2018 Entrepreneurship Education Survey.

Exposure to entrepreneurship education is important because it increases the likelihood of
engaging in entrepreneurial activity later in life by 35% on average. Of this 35%, a 7 percentage
point’s increase is due to improved self-perceptions by participants of their entrepreneurial
skills9¢,

196 European Commission (forthcoming). The Impact of Entrepreneurship Education in Europe. EAC Entrepreneurship

Education Survey.
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From this, it appears that people’s belief in their ability to turn ideas and opportunities into action
can be increased by educational interventions, a finding that is supported by earlier case-study
research!®’. For example, the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor shows a strong correlation between
perceived entrepreneurial capabilities and early-stage entrepreneurial activity*®®. This shows how
all forms of education (formal, informal and non-formal) are important in developing
entrepreneurial skills.

Students that participate in entrepreneurship education are more likely to start their own
businesses, and their companies tend to be more innovative and more successful than those led by
people without entrepreneurship education backgrounds. Moreover, entrepreneurship education
lowers the risk of being unemployed, and increases people’s chances of finding steady
employment, better jobs and better salaries!9°.

3.2.2. Policy response

Back in 2016, only 5 education systems in the EU had a specific strategy on entrepreneurship
education (Belgium, Croatia, Sweden, Finland, Estonia, and UK-Wales), while 15 had broader
strategies which also covered other policy areas (Austria, Bulgaria, Czechia, Denmark, France,
Greece, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, and the UK-
Northern Ireland and Scotland). Another 7 education systems had no relevant national strategies
for entrepreneurship education (Italy, Cyprus, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Malta, Portugal, and
the UK-England)?°°. However, for instance in the Netherlands, entrepreneurship can be offered as
(an elective) part of the curriculum or part of the work based learning. Greater employability is the
most common strategic objective of entrepreneurship education. Important factors to promote
entrepreneurship education include: (i) setting up national strategies to support entrepreneurship
education; (ii) the availability of funding; and (iii) appropriate training and support for teachers and
educators.

One of the elements hindering the development of entrepreneurship education at national level is
the lack of a shared understanding of entrepreneurship as a competence, which can be developed
based on a progression between education levels. In order to fill this gap, the European
Commission in 2016 published a framework for entrepreneurship competence, EntreComp2°l.
EntreComp focuses on how people and organisations can address challenges and seize
opportunities. Since its publication, the EntreComp framework has been widely used in the formal
education sector, lifelong learning, inclusion initiatives, and businesses.

To inspire students and foster their entrepreneurial spirit, teachers need a wide range of creative
and entrepreneurial skills. They also need to encourage students to embrace failure as a learning
tool and to actively engage students through hands-on, real-life learning experiences. Teachers can
be trained in entrepreneurship education in their initial training, their continuous professional
development, or both. By studying in an institution that offers entrepreneurship education in a
broad sense, prospective teachers can develop skills that enable them to be innovative and
entrepreneurial in their own teaching. However, the integration of entrepreneurship education into
initial teacher education curricula is not regulated in most EU countries. Only five EU education
systems treat entrepreneurship education as a compulsory topic in initial teacher education, at
least for some prospective teachers (Denmark, Estonia, Latvia, Austria and Slovakia)2°2.

An average of 58% of teachers in the EU said that the teaching of cross-curricular skills necessary
for entrepreneurial learning (such as creativity and problem solving) was included in their initial
teacher training?®3. And only 43% of EU lower secondary teachers report that they felt ready to
teach such skills in their classroom practice??®. Typically, teacher training focuses on specific
subject areas, and focuses less frequently on practical skills. However, between 2013 and 2018,
there has been an overall increase in teachers’ participation in training activities such as the

197
198

European Commission (2015). Entrepreneurship Education: A road to success, news item published on 28 January 2015.
Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) data (2018). Index of ‘total early-stage entrepreneurial activity’, which captures
the percentage of the population aged 18-64 who are either a nascent entrepreneur or owner-manager of a new
business.

European Commission (2015). Entrepreneurship Education: A road to success, news published on 28 January 2015.
European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice (2016). Entrepreneurship Education at School in Europe. A Eurydice report.

201 Eyropean Union (2016). EntreComp: The Entrepreneurship Competence Framework.

202 pyropean Commission/EACEA/Eurydice (2016). Entrepreneurship Education at School in Europe. A Eurydice report.

203 OECD, TALIS 2018, Table 1.4.18.

204 OECD, TALIS 2018, Table 1.4.20.
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teaching of cross-curricular activities in several EU Member States2°®. To implement
entrepreneurship education, a school needs a clear vision, strong leadership, and alignment of the
curriculum to its learning goals. Entrepreneurial learning can be fostered by partnerships with
businesses and community organisations and by setting up learning networks among teachers. In
Europe, only 19% of lower secondary teachers reported having participated in observation visits to
business premises, public organisations or non-governmental organisations in the previous year2°®,

3.3. Foreign language education

Multilingualism contributes to mutual understanding and mobility within the EU and helps to
increase productivity, competitiveness and economic resilience. The EU is home to many official,
regional and minority languages. Foreign language skills can promote mobility and social
integration. Non-European languages are being widely spoken in many European cities as a result
of immigration.

Overall in Europe, between 2005 and 2015, the number of pupils exposed to compulsory language
learning grew, both in primary and secondary education. English is the foreign language most
students learn during compulsory education, followed by French, German and Spanish.

Education systems set proficiency levels to be reached by students in foreign languages at the end
of lower secondary and upper-secondary education - typically A2 and B2 respectively. However,
the only source of comparable data on language proficiency in Europe, shows that only 42% of
tested students reached the level of independent user (B1+B2 in the Common European
Framework of Reference for languages) in their first foreign language, and only 25% reached this
level in their second foreign language. Moreover, a large number of pupils did not even achieve
the level of a basic user: 14% failed to achieve this basic level for their first foreign language and
20% failed to achieve it for their second foreign language.

Foreign language skills play an increasingly important role in making young people more
employable and equipping them for working abroad. They are also a factor in competitiveness.
Improving language education in Europe promotes mutual understanding and mobility within the
EU and helps to increase productivity, competitiveness and economic resilience. Language forms
the basis of the cognitive and social development of a child; and the benefits of multilingualism
influence all aspects of life. The lack of language skills is a barrier to mobility within the EU, for
both education/training and access to the European labour market.

3.3.1. Europe’s multilingualism

Europe’s languages are an important part of the continent’s cultural heritage. Europe’s linguistic
landscape has been shaped by regional diversity, centuries of nation-making, and recent
migrations — and from outside — Europe. In addition to over 60 languages in Europe with an official
status, and the 26 official state languages, the EU is home to a multitude of indigenous regional or
minority languages, spoken by some 40 million people.

In the EU, there is also a number of living languages that are spoken in regions of different sizes
and with different degrees of official recognition. These languages include minority, indigenous, and
regional languages. For example, they include Breton, Welsh, Irish, and Scottish Gaelic. Sami is
recognised as a national minority language in Finland and Sweden. German and French are
recognised as minority languages in Italy in the special-status autonomous regions of Trentino-
South Tirol and the Aosta Valley respectively. Sardinia, another autonomous region of Italy,

205 pylgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czechia, Denmark, UK-England, Estonia, Finland, Belgium (Flemish Community), France, Italy,
Latvia, the Netherlands, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Spain and Sweden.
206 OECD, TALIS 2018, Table 1.5.7.
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recognises the Sardinian language as an official language. And finally, several EU Member States
recognise minority languages at various levels of territorial governance. Examples include the
Romansh Ladino, Cimbrian and Mocheno in certain communes of the mountainous North of Italy;
the Mirandese language in three small municipalities in north-eastern Portugal and the Kashubian
language in Poland.

Intra-European migrations, either as part of the EU’s right to free movement or pre-dating this
right, have resulted in a sizeable presence of Spanish and Portuguese being spoken in
Luxembourg, and of Polish being spoken in Ireland and other countries. Russian is spoken by
sizeable populations in the Baltic States. In Bulgaria, Turkish is spoken as a first language by 8.5%
of the population, reflecting Bulgaria’s period of Ottoman control. There are also Hungarian-
speaking minorities in Romania (1.2 million) and Slovakia (460 000).

Post-war immigration from outside the EU brought languages to the EU that were previously rarely
spoken in Europe. As a result, there is now a strong presence in the EU of Turkish and various
dialects of Arabic, especially Moroccan. Among the migrants originating from Turkey there are also
non-Turkish ethnicities such as Kurds, speaking Kurdish languages, and different Assyrian groups
who partially preserved the heritage of the ancient Aramaic language. Other languages spoken in
Europe as a result of migration include Pashtu, Persian, Mandarin Chinese, Urdu, Hindi and various
languages of sub-Saharan Africa.

All these languages contribute to Europe’s linguistic diversity. While seeking to preserve Europe’s
linguistic diversity and heritage, the EU is working with Member States to improve Europeans’
language skills. Regional minority languages can be valued as an integral part of a person’s
language abilities along with their national language and a foreign language.

Language skills are critical to make the European Education Area a reality. Raising the ambition for
foreign language learning will make it more likely that students will have the language skills
necessary for studying and working in another EU Member State. Increased mobility for language
teachers will also help deal with the shortages of qualified language teachers that are currently
faced by several countries.

3.3.2. Teaching foreign languages at school

In 2002, all EU countries agreed on taking action to teach ‘at least two foreign languages from a
very early age’?®?. A recent report based on Eurydice data offers an insight into how EU countries
implement language learning in school education??®, Between 2005 and 2014, the proportion of
primary school children in Europe learning at least one foreign language grew from 67.3% to
83.7%. European children generally start learning a first foreign language as a compulsory subject
during primary education. In most EU countries, the age when a first foreign language becomes a
compulsory subject in school ranges between 6 and 8.

207
208

Presidency conclusions of the European Council in Barcelona, March 2002.
Data in this section from European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice (2017). Key data on teaching languages at school in
Europe — 2017 edition.
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Figure 46 — Starting ages of first and second foreign languages as compulsory subjects
2016.
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Source: European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice (2017). Key data on teaching languages at school in Europe.

Note: In Belgium (German Community), all children enrolled in pre-primary education start learning French as early as 3 years
old. French is a ‘foreign’ language in the sense that it is not the first language of Belgium (German Community), but at the
same time French is the official language of Wallonia where the German-speaking community lives. Several countries (including
France and Sweden) have introduced reforms that are not yet visible in the Eurydice data collection and therefore not in this
chart.

The starting age for the second foreign language tends to be higher, and ranges from 11 to 13.
Usually, this corresponds with the end of primary education or the beginning of secondary
education (with the exception of Luxembourg, where all students learn a second foreign language
from the age of 7). In line with developments in the primary school curriculum, the proportion of
lower secondary school pupils learning two foreign languages also grew between 2005 and 2014,
from 46.7% to 59.7%.

Another way of analysing the teaching of languages at schools is to look at the recommended
minimum number of hours dedicated to teaching foreign languages. In most European countries,
the share of instruction time dedicated to language learning during primary school ranges between
5% and 10%. Belgium (German Community), Greece, Spain, Croatia, Latvia, and Malta, apply a
higher-intensity model. In Luxembourg, Luxembourgish, German and French are studied
throughout all stages of school education, reflecting the specific linguistic context of the country.
Recommended minimum instruction time for foreign language teaching at secondary level shows at
actually decreased in most EU Member States between 2010/11 and 2015/16 (Figure 47).

Figure 47 — Trends in the recommended minimum number of hours of compulsory
foreign language teaching in full-time compulsory general secondary education
2011 - 2016
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Source: European Commission/Eurydice/EACEA (2017). Key data on teaching languages at school in Europe.

Note: *the UK applies flexible time allocation except Scotland, where foreign languages are not compulsory (see also previous
figure). Countries are sorted by hours in ascending order. In Austria, ‘AHS’ stands for ‘Allgemein bildende hdhere Schule’ and
*NMS’ for ‘Neue Mittelschule’.

Education and Training Monitor 2019 September 2019


https://eacea.ec.europa.eu/national-policies/eurydice/content/eurydice-briefkey-data-teaching-languages-school-europe_en
https://eacea.ec.europa.eu/national-policies/eurydice/content/eurydice-briefkey-data-teaching-languages-school-europe_en

e

=

European |
Commission

Recently, EU ministers for education reaffirmed their commitment to promoting language learning
and language awareness more broadly2%®. The role of teachers is also critical in language learning.
Investing in initial education and continuing development of teachers (not only for the portfolio of
languages that can be taught in schools but also to help teachers deal with linguistic diversity in
the classrooms), is the top policy priority for the coming years. The next most important priority is
to ensure dedicated support for the mobility of learners and teachers. English is the foreign
language learnt by most students during compulsory school education, followed by French, German

and Spanish.

Figure 48 - Proportion of pupils learning English, French, German and Spanish as foreign
languages in lower secondary education, 2017

BE fr
BE fl
BG
CZ
DK
DE
EE
IE
EL
ES
FR
HR.
IT
CY
LY
LT
LU
HU
MT
ML
AT
PL
PT
RO
SI
SK
FI
SE

English
0%
44.8

51.4
89.4
07.9

100.0
101.3°
05.8

not applicable

09.5
100.2°
09.3
97.9
09.6
09.9
97.3
07.2
58.5
71.0
100.0
93.9
09.9
08.2
95.0
09.9
08.5
97.0
09.4
100.0

French
L

not applicable
99.9
2.0
3.0
9.7
24.0
3.0
55.0
47.6
41.9
not applicable
1.4
64.2
85.6
2.6
3.8
not applicable
0.5
31.5
55.5
4.3
3.3
69.7
g2.2
1.8
1.6
5.7
15.0

German
O
1.5

0.0
6.0
47.9
76.1
not applicable
10.9
227
458.0
4.6
15.5
46.2
Q.3
0.6
13.5
12.0
not applicable
29.9
13.1
49.9
not applicable
70.0
1.5
12.2
30.7
43.0
10.8
19.5

Spanish

%

not applicable®

0.0
1.6
2.4

not applicable®

4.2
0.2
17.9
0.1

not applicable

54.1
0.1
23.1
0.6
0.2
0.0
0.0
0.2
10.9
1.8
1.1
3.7
19.5
0.5
1.9
0.7
2.5
42.6

Source: Eurostat, UOE. Online data code: [educ uoe lang01].
Note: The lower secondary education = ISCED 2. *The French Community of Belgium and Denmark do not offer Spanish
courses, hence the reported value is 'not applicable'. ®Spain and Germany report values over 100%. These should be
interpreted as including extra-curricular language courses. The linguistic composition of a country can explain some the scores
above. E.g. English is only the second foreign language taught in Flemish schools, while French is the first foreign language.
This reflects the cultural, linguistic and political context of Belgium.
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3.3.3. Assessment of the command of languages

Command of foreign languages encompasses speaking skills, listening comprehension, writing,
reading, knowledge of the cultural context, and knowledge of a multitude of different language
registers. This means that language learning is not only a task for language teachers. Integrating
languages into other subjects or other parts of school life provides a more authentic learning
experience, as pupils are learning in real-life situations.

School curricula set expected proficiency levels for language learning. Typically, expected
proficiency levels are higher for the first foreign language than the second one. For the first foreign
language, most countries require pupils to reach level B2 in the Common European Framework of
Reference at the end of upper secondary (and it varies between A2 and B1 at the level of lower
secondary education)?°,

As of today, the 2011 European Survey on Language Competences?!! remains the only language
test ever conducted at European level. The survey tested 54 000 pupils in 16 educational systems,
and covered the two most widely taught foreign languages in all concerned education systems. The
survey tested writing, reading and listening comprehension. It did not test oral expression. The
pupils sitting the test were between the end of lower secondary and the beginning of upper
secondary school, with most of them aged 14-15.

The survey showed (Figure 49) low overall level of skills in both first and second foreign languages
tested. Only 42% of tested students reached the level of independent user (B1+B2 in the Common
European Framework of Reference for languages) in their first foreign language, and only 25%
reached this level in their second foreign language. Moreover, a large number of pupils did not
even achieve the level of a basic user: 14% failed to achieve this basic level for their first language
and 20% failed to achieve it for their second foreign language.

Figure 49 - Percentage of pupils achieving different CEFR levels in first foreign language
(average scores for reading, listening and writing)

SE(EN) 1 6 IS 25 T
MT (EN) 21 7 I 22 1 1 —
NL (EN) = 14 [E—: S— 30 I e ———
EE (EN) oy 20 o — Jg—
SI (EN) mwgmm 22 i 25 ey
HR (EN) i 23 o 1 —  S—— e —
EL (EN) nspsmssss 23 E— I E— 22 . -
BE DE (FR) memmgmmm 29 ISP 21 g
ESLC average Nl 28 [ 1o [ T * EE G S|
BG (EN) Iz g 29 T —— i6
BE FR (EN) Immjpmmss 36 ey 19 [ o B
PT (EN) Iy G 33 e
ES (EN) Iz 35 e 14
PL (EN) ooz 34 g
BE NL (FR) ssyEes a1 EEEeeTeEe—— 15 oo
FR (EN) s s 3 a0 ——— e ——
UK ENG (FR) s s 3 (s 48 I 7 2
0 10 20 30 40 30 60 70 80 L 100

mBeginner (Pre-Al) Basic (A1) mAdvanced basic (A2) wmIndependent (B1) mAdvanced independent (B2)

Source: The 2011 European Survey on Language Competences, full report available here.

Note: The foreign language tested is indicated in brackets next to the country label. The first foreign language tested was
English in all countries except for the Belgian Flemish Community, the Belgian German Community and the UK where the first
foreign language tested was French.
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European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice (2017). Key data on teaching languages at school in Europe - 2017 edition
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See: the 2011 European Survey on Language Competences website.
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Figure 50 — Percentage of pupils achieving different CEFR levels in second foreign
language (average scores for reading, listening and writing)
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Source: The 2011 European Survey on Language Competences, full report available here.

Note: The foreign language tested is indicated in brackets next to the country label. The first foreign language tested was
English in all countries except for the Belgian Flemish Community, the Belgian German Community and the UK, where the first
foreign language tested was French.

National education systems also conduct national tests of the language skills of their pupils. These
national tests are not coordinated at European level. In 2015, a European Commission study
looked at national language examinations in secondary schools to assess the comparability of
results across Europe. Unfortunately, the study concluded that national assessments do not allow
for robust international comparisons?*2.

In all countries, except Belgium (French Community) and Italy, the foreign language certificate
issued by national testing systems indicates the assessment results and/or provides information on
the attainment levels achieved by students?!3. At the time of the 2015 study, seven countries used
the attainment scale defined by the Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR) for their
national assessments (Estonia, France, Latvia, Lithuania, Austria, Romania, Slovakia and Finland).
Eight countries reported on student achievement using a different scale (Denmark, Greece, Latvia,
Lithuania, Luxembourg, Hungary, Sweden and the UK-Scotland). Latvia and Lithuania refer to both
the CEFR scale and their own scale in their language testing certificates.

In a recent 2018 Flash Eurobarometer among 15-30 year-olds, 85% of respondents stated that
they wished to improve their proficiency in a language they have already learned (mainly English).
This indicates that the survey respondents were not satisfied with the level they achieved at the
end of compulsory education or they did not have a chance to maintain their level. One third of
surveyed young Europeans said they were unable to study in a language other than the one they
used in school (i.e. often the mother tongue).

212
213

European Commission (2015). Study on comparability of language testing in Europe.
European Commission/Eurydice/EACEA (2017). Key Data on Teaching Languages at School in Europe, 2017 Edition.
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4. Investment in education

4.1. Overview of spending on education

Key findings

In 2017, EU Member States invested on average 4.6% of their GDP in their education systems.
This share has been slightly but continuously decreasing since 2014, when it was 4.9%. At EU
level, investment in education as a proportion of total public expenditure has remained
remarkably stable between 2014 and 2017, at 10.2%.

On average, EU countries spend 32% of their public education expenditure on pre-primary and
primary education; 41% on secondary, post-secondary and non-tertiary education; and 15%
on tertiary education. A breakdown of recent trends in expenditure by education level reveals a
minor shift of resources from secondary and post-secondary education (-1.3%) towards
greater investment in pre-primary and primary education (+1.4%), as well as tertiary
education (+1.7%).

Salaries constitute the largest proportion of education budgets across the European Union,
representing 62% at EU level, and ranging from 45% in Sweden to 82% in Greece.

Public spending?'? on education can be analysed using different indicators, depending on the
purpose of the analysis. These indicators are outlined in the bullet points below.

e Public expenditure on education as a percentage of GDP portrays the absolute public
investment put into education in relation to the productive capacity of the country.

e Public expenditure on education as a percentage of total public expenditure
measures the priority given to education compared to other areas of public spending.

¢ The real change in year-on-year expenditure shows by what percentage overall
spending has changed compared to the previous year, adjusted for inflation.

¢ Expenditure per student is calculated by dividing total expenditure at each education
level by the number of (full-time equivalent) students enrolled in the corresponding level of
education.

In 2017, EU Member States invested 4.6% of their GDP in their education systems on average.
This proportion has been slightly but continuously decreasing since 2014, when it stood at
4.9%. As important contextual information, however, it should be noted that GDP in the EU28
grew in real terms by 2.3% in 2015, 2.0% in 2016 and 2.5% 201725,

Investment in education as a proportion of total public expenditure remained remarkably stable
between 2014 and 2017, at 10.2%. It is important to note that spending levels only partially
reflects discretionary decisions, as they incorporate spending constraints linked to exogenous or
non-discretionary factors, such as demographic change and salary adaptations.

In 2017, 4 Member States expanded their investment in education by more than 5% in real
terms compared to the previous year (Bulgaria, +8.4%; Czechia, +5.3%; Latvia, +10%; and
Portugal, +6.4%), whereas Romania cut spending on education by 15%. Increases in 21 out of
28 Member States are a sign of recovery in investment in education. Taken together, the
changes amounted to an average year-on-year change of 0.5% in 2017 at EU level.

214 The data presented in this section comes from the COFOG data base (‘General Government Expenditure by

Function’).
215 Eyrostat, ‘real GDP growth rate - volume’ [TEC00115]
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Figure 51 - Public expenditure on education, 2017 (%)

Year-on-year real change* As a% of total public expenditure As a% of GDP
2014 2015 2016 2017 2014 2015 2016 2017 2014 2015 2016 2017
Ceo | s | a3 | 03 | 05 | 102 | 102 | 102 | 102 | a5 | a8 | a7 | so

EE 0.7 3.3 -0.1 1.9 11.5 11.9 11.8 12.1 6.4 6.4 6.3 6.3
BG 12.0 3.2 -9.1 8.4 9.5 9.8 9.8 10.2 4.1 4.0 3.4 3.6
cz 3.6 0.5 -7.1 5.3 12.1 11.8 11.3 11.9 5.1 4.9 4.5 4.6
DK 6.5 1.3 -0.6 -2.7 12.9 12.9 12.9 12.7 7.1 7.0 6.8 6.5
DE 0.8 0.9 1.8 1.1 9.6 9.5 9.4 Q.3 4.2 4.2 4.1 4.1
EE -5.9 sl -3.2 3.7 14.9 15.1 14.6 14.8 5.6 6.0 .8 .8
IE 0.0 1.8 4.0 3.0 11.6 11.4 12.1 12.4 4.3 3.3 3.3 3.3
EL -6.1 -1.1 -4.2 -2.1 8.6 7.8 8.2 8.2 4.3 4.2 4.0 3.9
ES 0.6 3.0 2.0 2.5 9.1 9.4 9.6 9.7 4.1 4.1 4.0 4.0
FR 1.2 1.6 2.0 1.1 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6 5.5 5.4 5.5 5.4
HR -2.9 2.3 2.6 0.5 10.0 10.0 10.2 10.5 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.7
IT -1.0 -0.1 -1.8 0.4 7.9 7.9 7.8 7.9 4.0 3.9 3.8 3.8
cY -9.7 1.1 2.8 0.9 12,3 14,7 15,5 15,3 6.0 6.0 5,9 5,7
Lv 5,6 0.0 -4.8 10.0 15.5 15.5 14.8 15.2 5.9 5.9 5.5 .8
LT -3.7 -2.4 -4.0 -1.7 15.5 15.5 15.1 14.8 5.4 5.4 5.1 4.9
LU =33 1.3 1.2 3.8 11.2 11.1 10.9 10.9 4.7 4.7 4.6 4.7
HU 14.5 3.3 -5.9 4.5 10.3 10.2 10.5 10.8 51 5.1 4.9 51
MT 4.5 6.8 Gl 1.7 13.4 13.3 14.3 13.9 5.5 5.3 5.2 4.9
NL 0.6 1.4 2.2 1.2 11.6 11.7 12.0 12.1 5.3 5.2 5.2 5.1
AT -0.4 0.9 1.9 0.8 s 9.6 9.8 9.9 SRE 4.9 =3 4.8
PL 3.7 3.6 -3.3 3.3 12.4 12.7 12.1 11.9 5.3 5.2 5.0 4.9
PT -1.3 -7.4 -3.8 6.4 11.0 10.5 10.7 10.9 5.7 5.1 4.8 5.0
RO 9.2 5.8 0.3 -14.9 8.4 8.5 9.6 8.4 3.0 3.1 3.3 2.8
SI -4.4 -4.8 1.2 1.6 12.0 11.6 12.2 12.6 6.0 5.5 5.5 5.4
SK 6.3 5.4 -7.2 0.0 9.8 9.3 9.3 9.4 4.1 4.2 3.8 3.8
F1 -0.4 -0.8 1.5 -3.6 11.0 10.9 10.9 10.5 6.4 6.2 0.1 5.7
SE 2.3 2.4 4.4 2.3 12.9 13.1 13.4 13.7 6.6 6.5 6.7 6.8
UK 3.3 -0.8 -0.5 =2.3 12.0 11.7 11.6 11.3 5.2 5.0 4.8 4.6

Source: Eurostat, General Government Expenditure by Function (COFOG), online data base: [gov_10a exp].
Note: The ‘real’ change is a change that is adjusted by inflation.

On average, EU countries spend 32% of their public education expenditure on pre-primary and
primary education; 41% on secondary and post-secondary non-tertiary education; and 15% on
tertiary education. A breakdown of recent trends in expenditure by education level reveals a
minor shift of resources from secondary and post-secondary education (-1.3%) towards greater
investment in pre-primary and primary education (+ 1.4%), as well as tertiary education
(+ 1.7%).

Different countries focus their expenditure on different stages of education. For example, in

2017 Lithuania spent 18% of its education budget on pre-primary and primary education, while
Sweden allocated 63% of its education budget to pre-primary and primary education.
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Source: Eurostat, COFOG, online data base: [gov_10a exp].

Note: One important limitation of the current COFOG register is that pre-primary and primary education are reported
together in a single category of spending. Some countries treat pre-primary education as ‘social protection’ spending rather
than education. This accounting issue limits comparability between countries. The category ‘other’ contains: ‘not definable
by level’, ‘subsidiary services to education’, ‘R&D education’ and ‘not elsewhere categorised’. Another point is post-
secondary is included in the secondary education expenditure category. Non- availability of the post-secondary data for
Bulgaria yielded it to be counted as zero in calculations counted as zero.

Figure 53 below shows the real percentage change in public expenditure on education between
2016 and 2017 (as diamonds) together with its components i.e. the education sectors (as
stacked bars). The total growth (adjusted for inflation) of 0.5% in expenditure on education in
the EU28 resulted from the following weighted components: a +0.5 percentage point
contribution from the ‘pre-primary and primary’ sector, a -0.5 percentage point contribution
from the ‘secondary and post-secondary, non-tertiary’, a +0.3 percentage point contribution
from the ‘tertiary sector and a +0.3 percentage point contribution from ‘other’ expenditure.

Below a certain level of expenditure, more spending is associated with better outcomes (for
example, the OECD puts this level at USD 50 000 in cumulative spending per student aged 6 to
15216), At the same time, some Member States with similar levels of expenditure (below USD
50 000) achieve better outcomes than others. This means there is no guarantee that greater
public spending will automatically produce better results. This evidence points to the critical
importg;;ce of increasing efficiency and ensuring effectiveness without leaving anyone
behind<*”.

216 OECD (2016). PISA 2015 results (Volume II): Policies and Practices for Successful Schools, pp. 185-86. The amount
USD 50 000 is expressed in purchasing power standard.
European Commission (2018). The 2018 Education and Training Monitor.
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https://publications.europa.eu/fr/publication-detail/-/publication/d576345f-e888-11e8-b690-01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF/source-103344948

Figure 53 — The 2016-2017 real changes in public expenditure on education and their
components (education sectors)
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Source: European Commission, DG EAC, based on Eurostat data, COFOG. Online data code: [gov_10a_exp].

Note: The total changes in education expenditure are expressed as a percentage. The components of changes (education
sectors) are ‘points’. The expenditure growth of 0.5% in the EU resulted from the following unweighted elements (not
shown in the figure): +0.5% on the ‘pre-primary and primary’ sector;-1.3% in the ‘secondary and post-secondary, non
tertiary’; +1.7% in the ‘tertiary’ and + 2.7% in ‘other expenditure’.

Education in the EU is predominantly funded by public budgets. Public spending on education
includes : (i) funding for schools, colleges and universities; (ii) funding for institutions offering
education-related services (i.e. ministries or departments of education); and (iii) funding for
bodies that provide subsidiary services related to the core activities of education
(administration, inspection, operation or support of transportation, food or lodging).

Spending differs within and across countries by level of education and category of spending.
Categories of spending include: ‘compensation of employees’, including gross salaries and social
contributions for teaching and non-teaching staff;

e ‘intermediate consumption’, which covers the purchase of non-durable goods (e.g. teaching
materials such as teaching manuals) and services needed to provide education (e.g.
heating, electricity, cleaning and maintenance services) ;

e ‘gross capital formation’, which includes investment in fixed assets and durable goods (such
as computers) and buildings(the depreciation of fixed assets is also included);

o ‘other expenditure’ which, for simplicity, was computed by adding up the residual variety of
transactions, including subsidies in the form of transfers to households and payments to
private schools.

Salaries constitute the largest proportion of education budgets across the European Union,
ranging from 45% in Sweden to 82% in Greece. Gross capital formation is the smallest
budgetary item at EU level, where it represents 6% of the overall education expenditure in
education. Gross capital formation exceeds 10% only in Czechia, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and
Finland.
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Figure 54 - Public expenditure on education by category of expenditure, 2017
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Source: Eurostat, General Government Expenditure by Function (COFOG), online data base: [gov_10a_exp].

4.2. Impact of demographic change on expenditure

Key findings

Real expenditure on education increased in almost all EU countries in the 2000s. It then
remained broadly unchanged at EU level between the end of the 2000s and the mid-2010s,
despite wide fluctuations at national level. The pattern of variation was rather similar across all
educational levels, from primary to tertiary: an increase in half of the countries, and a drop in
the others half.

Even rather small yearly variations in expenditure can have a strong impact on Member States’
education systems when they are added up over 15-25 years. So far, trends in education
expenditure have been largely independent of various demographic trends. Only in tertiary
education the movements in spending were somewhat aligned with the changes in the student
population. With the school-age population expected to decline, the coming years are likely to
see increases in the expenditure per student in most Member States, even if the total
education expenditure does not rise.

Real expenditure?!® on education increased in all EU countries (except Italy) in the 2000s.

National patterns then diverged during and after the economic crisis that hit Europe at the end
of the 2000s (Figure 55). In about half of EU countries, expenditure continued to grow after the
economic crisis, while in the other half it decreased. However, the total level of expenditure
remained higher than at the beginning of the century in all but four Member States (Portugal,
Italy, Finland and Greece).

As a result, at EU level, education expenditure remained broadly unchanged between the end of
the 2000s and the mid-2010s, despite wide fluctuations at national level. The pattern of
variation was rather similar across all educational levels, from primary (including pre-primary)
to tertiary: an increase in half of the countries, and a drop in the others (Figure 55).

218 Expressed at constant 2010 prices by using the implicit deflator for final consumption expenditure of the general

government.

Education and Training Monitor 2019 September 2019


https://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?query=BOOKMARK_DS-471197_QID_-E521B35_UID_-3F171EB0&layout=TIME,C,X,0;GEO,L,Y,0;UNIT,L,Z,0;SECTOR,L,Z,1;COFOG99,L,Z,2;NA_ITEM,L,Z,3;INDICATORS,C,Z,4;&zSelection=DS-471197INDICATORS,OBS_FLAG;DS-471197UNIT,PC_GDP;DS-471197COFOG99,TOTAL;DS-471197SECTOR,S13;DS-471197NA_ITEM,TE;&rankName1=UNIT_1_2_-1_2&rankName2=SECTOR_1_2_-1_2&rankName3=INDICATORS_1_2_-1_2&rankName4=NA-ITEM_1_2_-1_2&rankName5=COFOG99_1_2_-1_2&rankName6=TIME_1_0_0_0&rankName7=GEO_1_2_0_1&sortC=ASC_-1_FIRST&rStp=&cStp=&rDCh=&cDCh=&rDM=true&cDM=true&footnes=false&empty=false&wai=false&time_mode=ROLLING&time_most_recent=false&lang=EN&cfo=%23%23%23%2C%23%23%23.%23%23%23

European |
== Commission

Figure 55 - Percentage change in real public expenditure on education compared to
2001-2003

90
80
70
60

50
40 A
30 A A

20
AA A A A
10

. S— Al A7 A}
-10
-20

-30
PT IT FI EL RO HR UK SI AT EE SE EU FR HU NL BE DE IE CZ ES LT DK PL CY LV MT BG LU 5K

2014-2016 4 2007-2009

Source: European Commission, DG EAC based on Eurostat data, COFOG and national accounts. Online data codes:
[gov_10a exp] and [nama_10_gdp].

Figure 56 — Percentage change in real public expenditure on education between 2007-
2009 and 2014-2016 at different educational levels
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Source: European Commission, DG EAC, based on Eurostat data, COFOG and national accounts. Online data codes:
[gov_10a exp] and [nama_ 10 gdp].

The number of students is the main demand factor for educational provision. One might expect
that education expenditure would adjust to variations in the number of students. Yet in recent
years, there has been no correlation between overall demographic change and trends in public
expenditure on education. Figure 57 shows the lack of significant association between these two
trends.

Because the bulk of expenditure goes to teacher salaries, the number of teachers could provide
for an alternative demographic-related driving factor for expenditure. However, the analysis
shows that variations in education spending are also uncorrelated with changes in the number
of teachers (Figure 58, panel ‘a’). A possible conclusion is that trends in education expenditure
might depend on the overall situation of public finances, largely irrespective of demographic
changes. For instance, EU countries pursuing reduction of budget deficits and government debt
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(by cutting spending or raising taxes or both) tended to reduce education expenditure by
cutting teacher salaries and/or by freezing recruitment of new teachers?®, irrespectively of
demographic changes in the student population.

Breaking down the same analysis by educational level, a statistically significant correlation?2°
between changes in the number of students or teachers and changes in expenditure appears at
tertiary level only (Figure 58, panels ‘b’, ‘¢’ and ‘d’). Thus tertiary education expenditure seems
to be somewhat responsive to demographics. A tentative explanation may hint at institutional
elements. In particular, higher education institutions often have more autonomy than schools
over hiring and dismissing teaching staff and might thus adapt faster than schools to
demographic changes.

Figure 57 - Percentage change in real expenditure vs. percentage change in student
numbers between 2007-2009 and 2014-2016 at different educational levels
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European Commission (various years). Education and Training Monitor. Country Analysis.
The correlation is significant at 5% level.
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Figure 58 — Percentage change in real expenditure vs. percentage change in teacher
numbers between 2007-2009 and 2014-2016 at different educational levels
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It is also possible to make projections about how expenditure per student could evolve over a
certain time horizon. This requires the development of different scenarios for total real
expenditure on education, and combining these scenarios with Eurostat demographic
projections. In what follows below, we show the results of these projections. The key
assumption is that changes in education expenditure will also remain independent from
demographic trends in the future. The focus is on pre-primary, primary and secondary
education??! (henceforth ‘school education’) up to 2030 and 2040, using the population aged
between 3 and 18 as a proxy for the number of students in school education??2.

According to Eurostat projections, the school-age population is expected to decline in most
Member States in the coming years, with the pace of decline increasing after 2030. By 2040,
the drop could reach or exceed 20% (compared to 2020 levels) in Lithuania, Croatia, Bulgaria,
Italy, Portugal and Greece. By contrast, the school-age population could increase by more than
10% in Malta, Luxembourg and Sweden??3,

Figure 59 - Eurostat population projections (2030, 2040) for 3-18 year-olds (index
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Source: European Commission, DG EAC, based on Eurostat data, population projections. Online data code: [proj 18np].

This corresponds to ISCED levels 2 to 3.

Compared to the real number of students in school education, this proxy also includes people aged under 18 who
have already left education and excludes people aged over 18 who are still in secondary education. However, the
impact of people aged over 18 who are still in secondary education tends to offset the impact of people aged under
18 who have already left education. As a result, the value of this proxy is very close to the real number of students in
school education: 85.5 million as against 88 million in the EU28 in 2015. BE is excluded from the analysis because a
large number of students are still in secondary education after 18 and using this proxy would lead to underestimating
the number of students and thus overestimating expenditure per student. The scenarios do not cover tertiary
education. This would require additional assumptions on the proportion of young people of a certain age group
participating in tertiary education.

The baseline projections are used here. For details about the projections and their assumptions, see Eurostat,
Population on 1st January by age, sex and type of projection. Online data code: [proj 15npms].
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These are the three alternative scenarios for real expenditure on education up to 2030 and 2040
developed here:

e Scenario 1: No change in real expenditure compared to the 2014-2016 average;

e Scenario 2: 1% yearly increase in real expenditure compared to the 2014-2016 average;

e Scenario 3: 1% yearly decrease in real expenditure compared to the 2014-2016 average.

While the starting point of the three scenarios may look similar, the impact on real expenditure
per student — based on the Eurostat projections for the school-aged population, which point to a
decline thereof in many Member States - would be very different in each of them (Figure 60):

Scenario 1) Expenditure per student would increase in many Member States, especially in the
long term, due to declining student numbers.

Scenario 2) Expenditure per student would strongly increase in most Member States. By 2030,
it would decrease only in Malta, Luxembourg and Austria, where the impact of rising student
numbers would prevail.

Scenario 3) Here we would see expenditure per student decreasing in most Member States by
2030, except for Portugal, Finland, Italy, Lithuania and Croatia.

Figure 60 — Change in real expenditure per student in school education according to
different scenarios (index 2014-16 = 100)
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Scenario 2: 1% yearly increase in real expenditure compared to the 2014-2016
average
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Scenario 3: 1% yearly decrease in real expenditure compared to the 2014-2016
average
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Source: European Commission, DG EAC, based on Eurostat data, COFOG and population projections. Online data codes:
[gov_10a exp] and [proj 18np].
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The main conclusion of this analysis is that even rather small yearly variations in expenditure,
when cumulated over 15-25 years?24, may have a strong impact on Member States’ expenditure
per student. So far, expenditure trends have been largely independent of demographic changes.
However, EU countries will have to address some future demographic challenges affecting
expenditure on education. Two of these challenges are now very prominent in many countries:
how to handle teacher shortages or oversupply of teachers??®; and how to adapt the school
network to ensure adequate infrastructure and quality of education. Various policy responses to
both challenges have already been put in place. The box below provides some examples of
existing measures at country or education system level.

Addressing demographic challenges to expenditure on education
Teacher shortages
The teacher-supply action plan in Ireland

The teacher-supply action plan is part of the 2019 action plan for education
launched on 7 March 2019. It contains a range of actions which were developed to
address the challenges of recruiting teachers. At primary level, the challenge was
recruiting substitute teachers, while at post-primary level, the challenge was
recruiting teachers in specific subject areas, such as science subjects, modern
languages, Irish and home economics. Consultation with partners and stakeholders
has been a central feature of the development of the plan. Actions in 2019 include:
a campaign to promote the teaching profession; the development of new four-year
undergraduate programmes to train post-primary teachers and students on
postgraduate programmes in post-primary priority subject areas; and a recruitment
portal for teachers.

See Action Plan for Education 2019 for more details.

Forecasting the teaching workforce in Lithuania

Lithuania’s population is declining and the teaching workforce is rapidly ageing.
Nearly half of the country’s general education teachers are 50 years and older. To
address these challenges and anticipate teacher shortages, Lithuania developed a
forecasting pilot tool in 2018, with support from the European Commission’s
Structural Reform Support Programme. The model provides short-term and
medium-term forecasts on the teaching workforce. The model takes into
consideration changes in pupil humbers; the ageing teaching population; the low
graduation rates of initial teacher education students; the low employment levels of
initial teacher-education graduates; and other policy changes such as a change in
the school system so children start primary education at a younger age. Based on
the most likely scenario, the model forecasted that 3 077 teachers who worked in
schools in 2018 will retire by 2022. Taking into account drop-out rates and low
employment rates, it was forecast that only 126 new teachers were likely to enter
schools in 2018/2019. The highest cumulative shortage in the period 2018-2022
was forecast for primary school teachers, which added up to a shortfall of almost
700 teachers. Lithuania is now planning to allocate more resources to support
further development of the model to ensure the reliability and comparability of the
forecasting results.

Source: Research and Higher Education Monitoring and Analysis Centre (MOSTA) (2018). Forecasting the
teaching workforce in Lithuania. Final project report.

224 In cumulative terms, scenario 2 implies an increase in real expenditure of 15% by 2030 and 27% by 2040 compared

to the 2014-2016 average. Conversely, scenario 3 implies a decrease of 13% by 2030 and 21% by 2040.

225 gSee Part 1 for more details.
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School infrastructure

Public-private partnerships for school infrastructure investments in the Flemish
Community of Belgium

In the face of demographic pressures and the need to expand its school network,
the Flemish Community of Belgium has attracted private investment through
design-build-finance-maintain (DBFM) schemes. With a total investment of €1.5
billion, the public-private partnerships involve the construction of 200 new low-
energy facilities, increasing the number of schools by more than 5%. Venture
partners that invest in school buildings through the DBFM scheme have to maintain
them to an agreed standard for 30 years. In return, school boards pay them a
leasing fee, partly subsidised by the public Agency for Educational Infrastructure. At
the end of the 30-year leasing period, ownership is transferred to the school boards
without any additional costs. DBFM schemes have been successful thanks to the
scope of the projects and their effectiveness in supplementing public resources with
private equity to create sustainable facilities.

See National Reform Programme 2019 for more information.

Clustering as part of school network consolidation in Portugal

In 2005, Portugal started a consolidation process to address the school network’s
inefficiency and regional inequalities. Within a decade, Portuguese educational
authorities closed 47% of the country’s public schools, most of them primary
schools in rural areas. To address the problem of inefficiency and regional
inequalities, the Ministry of Education began by cooperating with local governments
and school executive boards to close down underperforming schools with fewer than
20 students and above-average annual repetition rates in 2005/2006. Even though
the consolidation efforts were legally mandated, their implementation required the
agreement of the municipalities, school leaders and parents that the changes would
improve the learning experience of affected students. As part of the consolidation
process, nearly all public schools (98%) were re-organised into clusters comprising
schools from one or more education levels under a single administration. Several
features of the reform contributed to the success of the reorganisation. Firstly, the
reform was guided by a clear vision and criteria that specified which schools should
close and what they would be replaced with. Secondly, it was recognised that
parents needed to be convinced of the reforms’ benefits for them and their children,
so incentives, including free transport, were provided. Thirdly, municipalities
supported cluster leaders in assuming their new responsibilities.

Source: OECD (2018). Responsive School Systems. Connecting Facilities, Sectors and Programmes for
Student Success.
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5. Annex: Additional tables

Figure 61 - Early childhood education and care: legal framework and starting ages,
2018/2019

Starting age of
Universal legal entitlement to

ECEC Compulsory ECEC Compulsory primary education
BE fr 2y 6m 6
BE de 3 6
BE fl 2y 6m 6
BG 5 7
cz 3 5 6
DK 6m 6
DE 1 6
EE 1y 6m 7
IE 6
EL 4 6
ES 3 6
FR 3 6
HR 6 7
IT 6
cYy 4y 8m 5y 8m
LV ly 6m 5 7
LT 6 7
LU 3 4 6
HU 3 6
MT 5
NL 5 5
AT 5 6
PL 3 6 7
PT 4 6
RO 6
SI 11m 6
SK 6
FI 9m 6 7
SE 1 7
UK-ENG 3 5)
UK-WAL 3 5
UK-NIR 4
UK-SCT 3 5

Source: European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice (forthcoming). Structural Indicators for Monitoring Education and Training
Systems in Europe - 2019.

Note: abbreviation 'y’ means years, m means months. A universal legal entitlement to ECEC exists when every child of a certain
age has an enforceable right to benefit from ECEC provision. FR: Compulsory ECEC at age 3 starting 2019/2020.
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Figure 62 - Early childhood education and care: selected quality aspects, 2018/2019

1 Stait 4. Parent support
. Par: upporf
1.1. At least one 12 CFD 2. Curriculum s;oLgar:?l;J;gei i
staff member with pr%fftsilgpal or educational offered as
has a tertiary ey o guidelines targeted 4.1. Home- |/ Parenting
quallflcatl_on in for support Iea_arnlng programmes
education Tt guidance

BE fr [ J [ )
BE de [}
BE fl [ [ ]
BG [}
cz
DK ® e
DE [ J [} [} [ ] [ ]
EE ) ) [ [ ®
IE ° ®
EL [
ES [ J [ J L]
FR [ ] [} [ J [} [ ]
HR ° ® [} [} L]
IT
cYy [ J
LV ° ° °
LT ([ ] ([ ] [} [} [ [ )
LU ° ° °
HU ° PY For under 3s
MT [ J [} [ ]
NL [ J
AT [ J [ [ [
PL e
PT o °
RO [ J [} [
SI o o (] [ ] [ [
SK
FI [ J [ ] [ J [}
SE [ J [ ]
UK-ENG o ° ® bt >
UK-WAL L ® o ®
UK-NIR o ° b -
UK-SCT ° ° i ° ®

Source: European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice (forthcoming). Structural Indicators for Monitoring Education and Training
Systems in Europe - 2019.

Note: ™ = children aged 3 years or older??®; @ = the entire ECEC phase (from birth to the start of compulsory education).

1. Tertiary qualification in education = minimum 3 years ISCED 6.

2. CPD refers to continuing professional development.

226 refers to children aged 2 years or older in France, 2.5 years or older in Belgium (fr and fl) and to children aged 4 years

or older in Greece, the Netherlands and Liechtenstein.
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Figure 63 — Early leavers from education and training: summary table, 2018/2019

2. Policies for increasing the flexibility and
permeability of education pathways:

1. National data

! 2.1.Providing 2.2. 2.3.Recognising __
collection on alternative Facilitating skills and/or 3. Policies for Ianguag_e
ELET based on education and transitions qualifications support for students with
a stgdent training pathways e a different mother tongue
TREJEEEr education and
training
systems

BE fr ([ ] ([ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
BE de [ ] [ ] [ ]
BE fl (] (] [ ] [ ] [ ]
BG [ ] [ ] [ ]
Ccz ([ ] [ ] [ [ [}
DK [ ] [ ] [ ]
DE [ ] [ ] [ ]
EE ([ ] ([ ] [ ]
IE ([ ] [ ] [}
EL [ ] [ ] [ [ ]
ES ([ ] [ ] [ ] [
FR ([ ] ([ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
HR [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
IT [ ] [ ] [ [ [ ]
CYy ([ ] [ ] [ [}
LV [ ] [ ] [ [ [ ]
LT ([ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ J
LU [ ] [ J [} [} [
HU ([ ] [ ]

MT [ ] [ ] [ [ [ ]
NL ([ ] [ ] [} [ )
AT [ ] [ ] [} (]
PL ([ ] [ ] [ ] [ J
PT [ ] [ ] [ [ [ ]
RO ([ ] [ [ [}
SI [ ] [ [ [ ]
SK ([ ] [ ] [ J
FI [ [ J [ J [ J [ ]
SE ([ ] ([ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
UK-ENG ([ ] ([ ] [ ] [ ]
UK-WAL (] ([ ] [ ] [
UK-NIR [ [ J [ ]
UK-SCT ([ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ J

Source: European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice (forthcoming). Structural Indicators for Monitoring Education and Training
Systems in Europe - 2019.
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Figure 64 — Early leavers from education and training: summary table 2, 2018/2019

6. Policies to help early leavers re-enter the

4. Policies 5. Education and education and training system:
encouraging the career guidance in
inclusion of ELET in schools, ISCED 2 6.1.Second 6.2. Education 6.3. Youth
ITE and/or CPD and 3" chance education and career guarantee
guidance

BE fr [ J (] ([ ] [ ] [ ]
BE de (] [ [

BE fl [ J (] ([ ] [ ] [ ]
BG [ ] [ J [ [ J
cz ([ ] [ ] [ ] [
DK ([ ]

DE [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
EE [} ([ ] [ ([ ] [ ]
IE [ ] [ ] [ ]

EL [ ] [ ] ([ ] [ ]
ES [ ] [ ] [ ] [ [
FR [ J [ ] [ ([ ] [ ]
HR [ ] [ ] [ ]
IT [} ([ ] [ [ ]
CcYy [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
LV [ J [ ] [ ([ ] [ ]
LT ([ ] [ ] [ [
LU (] [ ] ([ ] [ ]
HU [ ] [ ] [ ] [ J
MT [ ] [ J [ J [ ] [}
NL [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
AT (] [ ] [ ([ ] [ ]
PL ([ ] [ ] [ [
PT (] [ ] [ ([ ] [ ]
RO ([ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
SI [ ] [ J [ J [ ] [}
SK [ ] [ ]

FI [ ] [ ] ([ ] [ ]
SE [ J (] [ ] [ ] [ ]
UK-ENG [ J [ ]

UK-WAL [ ] [ ]

UK-NIR [ ([ ]

UK-SCT (] (] [ ] [ ]

Source: European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice (forthcoming). Structural Indicators for Monitoring Education and Training
Systems in Europe - 2019.

Note: * Education and career guidance provided both as a compulsory part of the curriculum and by school guidance services
in lower and upper secondary education.
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Figure 65 — Tertiary educational attainment: summary table on higher education,

2018/2019
1.Quantitative
targets for
widenin o 3. Recognition of . 5. Performance-
pricpaton | %poctcome | ormalornon | SRR | e unang
attainment of b lEL ) Eif entry to high%r re:quired =i with a social
under- students education lextemalos dimension focus

represented
BE fr [ J [ J [ J
BE de [
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BG [} [
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DE [ J [ J [ J
EE (]
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EL (]
ES [ J [} [} [}
FR ([ ] ([ ] [ ] (] (]
HR [ J [ J [ J
IT ([ ] [ ] (] (]
CY [ ]
LV
LT [ J [ J [ J
LU [ ]
HU [} [}
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RO [} [} [} [}
SI [
SK
FI (] [ ]
SE [} [}
UK-ENG ([ ] [} [ ] [ (]
UK-WAL [} [} [} [} [}
UK-NIR (] [ ] (] (]
UK-SCT [ J [ J [ J

Source: European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice (forthcoming). Structural Indicators for Monitoring Education and Training
Systems in Europe - 2019.
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Figure 66 — Underachievement in reading, maths and science: summary table on
achievement in basic skills, 2018/2019
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Source: European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice (forthcoming). Structural Indicators for Monitoring Education and Training
Systems in Europe - 2019.
Note: 'R' = reading; 'M' = mathematics; 'S' = science.
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Figure 67 — Transition from education to the labour market: summary table
on graduate employability, 2018/2019

1. Regular
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Source: European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice (forthcoming). Structural Indicators for Monitoring Education and Training
Systems in Europe - 2019.
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Figure 68 — Learning mobility: summary table on learning mobility, 2017/18

Portability of grants and (. Percentage of higher education Automatic recognition of
yorg institutions using ECTS qualifications

Full Partial No Yes Partial No
BE fr L] 100% L]
BE de o° 100% °
BE fl o° 100% [ ]
BG [ ] National system, ECTS compatible [ ]
cz [ 75%-99% [ ]
DK o’ 100% ®
DE o’ 75%-99% °
EE [ N 100% [ ]
1E o’ 75%-99% °
EL o 100% o
ES o 100% (]
FR o° 75%-99% ([
HR ([ N 100% °
T [ 100% °
cY o° 75%-99% °
LV o National system, ECTS compatible ([ ]
LT o 100% L]
LU o° 100% [
HU [ N National system, ECTS compatible (]
MT o 100% °
NL o’ 100% ®
AT o° 100% ([
PL ([ N 100% [ J
PT [ L 100% (]
RO (] 100% °
SI o° 100% L J
SK ([ N 100% [
FI ([ & National system, ECTS compatible (]
SE @’ National system, ECTS compatible [ ]
UK-ENG o National system, ECTS compatible ([ ]
UK-WAL o National system, ECTS compatible (]
UK-NIR o National system, ECTS compatible [
UK-SCT o’ National system, ECTS compatible (]

Source: European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice (forthcoming). Structural Indicators for Monitoring Education and Training
Systems in Europe - 2019.

Explanation to Figure 68:

Portability of student grants and/or loans

Portability of all available domestic student support measures (grants and/or loans) for both credit and degree mobility,
a) without restrictions

Yes b) with some restrictions related to geography (country limitations), and/or types of programme, and/or field of
study or time period.
Portability for credit mobility
c) without restrictions
Partial d) with restrictions related to geography (country limitations), and/or types of programme, and / or field of study or
time.
No portability for degree mobility or not all major support measures with portability for degree mobility.
No No portability: public grants and/or loans are only provided if students study in the home country or are portable only in
exceptional cases (no equivalent programme is available in the home country).
Automatic recognition of qualifications
Yes All higher education qualifications issued in other EHEA countries are recognised on an equal level with qualifications in
the home country.
partial Automatic recognition takes place with a subset of European countries; for other countries specific procedures are in
place for recognition.
No There is no automatic recognition at system level.
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coM Communication of the European Commission

CPD Continuing professional development

DG EAC Directorate-General for Education and Culture,
European Commission

DG EMPL Directorate-General for Employment, Social Affairs
and Inclusion (European Commission)

EACEA Education, Audiovisual and Culture Executive
Agency (European Commission)

ECEC Early childhood education and care

ECTS European credit transfer and accumulation system

EENEE European Expert Network on Economics of
Education

EHEA European Higher Education Area

ET 2020 The EU’s strategic framework for European

cooperation in education and training
EUROPE 2020 The EU’s ten-year jobs and growth strategy
EUROSTAT Statistical office of the European Union

GDP Gross Domestic Product
HEIs Higher education institutions
IEA International Association for the Evaluation of
Educational Achievement
ICCS 2016 International Civic and Citizenship
Education Study by IEA
ISCED International Standard Classification of Education
ITE Initial teacher education
. JRC Joint Research Centre (European Commission)
AT Austria FR France LFS EU Labour Force Survey (Eurostat)
BE Belgium HR Croatia OECD Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
BE fr  Belgium - HU Hungary Development
. OER Open Educational Resources
French Spfakmg IE Ireland 0J Official Journal of the EU
community IT Italy PIAAC Programme for the International Assessment of
. B LT Lithuania Adult Competencies (OECD)
BE fl Belgium . PIRLS Progress in International Reading Literacy Survey
Dutch speaking LU Luxembourg (IEA)
community LV Latvia PISA Programme for International Student Assessment
iU — MT Malta (OECD)
BE de  Belgium PPS/p.p. Purchasing Power Standard / percentage points
German speaking NL Netherlands QA Quality assurance
community PL Poland SILC EU statistics on income and living conditions
B Bulgari PT Portugal SWD Staff Working Document of the European
utgaria . Commission
cYy Cyprus RO Romania TALIS Teaching and Learning International Survey (OECD)
cz Czechia SE Sweden TIMSS Trends in International Mathematics and Science
Sl Slovenia Study (IEA)
DE Germany SK Slovakia UNESCO United Nations Educational, Scientific and
DK Denmark ) Cultural Organization
EE Estonia UK United UOE Common data collection of the UNESCO Institute
Kingdom for Statistics, OECD and Eurostat
E; Sre?ce UK-ENG  England VET Vocational education and training
pain
UK-NIR Northern
EU European
Ireland
Union
I Finland UK-SCT  Scotland

UK-WLS Wales
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28 individual country reports
&

a set of contextual indicators
&

online visualisation tools
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