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Equal access to higher education for all
The Baseline Study
Main findings
Student population
1. Increased inclusion in higher education:
· In 2007, higher education included 29% of the generation, in 2010 – 39.4%.
· The increase in the inclusion of the female part of population is even more apparent: in 2007 it included 31% of the generation, in 2010 – 44% of the generation.
· The participation of women in the student population in Serbia was 55.6%.
2. Social background of students
· There was no data based on which we could directly illustrate the relationship between the material status and higher education. All the indirect indicators showed that there were proportionally fewer students in families of lower material status than in families of average (middle) or higher material status (socio-economic background).
· Children whose parents had lower-than-high-school education were almost not present among the student population, both among the students of final years and among the newly-enrolled students. As much as 38% of the students had parents with higher-than-high-school education.
3. Territorial differences
· Higher education inclusion and participation was different from one region to another. The differences were decreasing, although slowly.
· Young people who lived in the university centers and in the cities with higher education institutions enrolled in the faculties and university colleges more often than young people who lived in smaller places.
· These differences were increasing when the level of study was increased: the smallest were at the basic professional studies, and the largest were at PhD academic studies.
4. Roma in the student population
· Roma represented the least educated segment of Serbian population. They were represented among the students with less than one per mill.
· The largest number of Roma students (50%) studied in Vojvodina.
5. Students with disabilities
· There was not enough data to assess the trends in higher education inclusion of persons with disabilities.
Statistics
· In spite of some significant improvements, the official statistics still does not follow the higher education in a satisfying way.
· The following deficiencies were noticed in the methodology and procedure of data collection:
· some relevant aspects were not monitored (material status of students);
· some data were collected in a way which did not guarantee that the data would be complete (the students were allowed not to provide the answer to the question on their nationality and on difficulties in performing everyday activities);
· some data were not collected from all students (only the students who enrolled in the first year for the first time provided the data on the previously completed school);
· sometimes the data were not complete because the students did not provide the complete information/data when filling-in the forms;
· the collected data were sometimes coded in a way that made it impossible to use otherwise available information (place of residence was, for example, coded up to the level of municipality).
· Even when there were data, they often could not be compared with the structure of the entire population, except in the Census years.
Regulations
· The inexistence of a transparent and easily-accessible unique informative center about scholarships, loans and other types of support during the schooling.
· There was no clear legislative framework for the application of the affirmative measures on the level of entire republic for the enrollment in the first year of studies and the accommodation of the students belonging to the “sensitive” groups in dormitories.
· There were no regulations about the provision of assistive technology.
· The authorities were behind schedule with the adoption of bylaws (application of anti-discrimination laws in schools, categorization of persons with disabilities).
· Regulations on data collection were not well-organized and they were not fully harmonized and in accordance with one another.
Measures
· There were no complete data on how much the studies cost the student’s family and the community. The studying expenses were mostly covered by the parents.
Based on the surveys conducted by the Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia (Living Standards Measurement Study and Household Budget Survey), it could be estimated how much the households spent on education, especially higher education.
· The schooling of 42.8% students was funded from the state budget. The other students paid the tuition fees on their own (self-funded).
· Scholarships and loans (6,100 RSD per month) were received by 12% of students.
· The convenience of living in a dormitory was used by 7% of students.
· Subsidized nutrition in student restaurants was used by 20% of students.
· 80% did not use any type of support.
· 60% did not qualify for receiving any kind of support.
· There were no data on the effects of implemented measures.
· Measures were not specifically targeted (apart from the affirmative action measures).
· Measures were allocated according to the excellence criterion and that was why they were not directly directed towards the social dimension of higher education.
Student standard
· Student centers mostly satisfied the needs for accommodation. 
28% of the students that applied for dormitories did not get a spot. Five cities that had HE institutions did not have dormitories. Based on these data, it can be estimated that, at that moment (2010-2011), about 6,000 students, or about 3% of the student population, had problems with accommodation.
· Most facilities in dormitory complexes were not adjusted to the needs of students with disabilities (apart from a dormitory complex in Belgrade)
· Local self-governments gave scholarships to a significant number of students – the practice was different from one local community to another. There were no systemic data on the number of students and types of scholarships.
· Scholarships were usually allocated on the basis of success, and not based on needs.
· Local self-governments where universities and university colleges were located took more care on the accessibility of public facilities to persons with disabilities.
· Higher education institutions in increasingly large numbers adjusted their facilities to the easier mobility of persons with disabilities.
· HE institutions were still insufficiently equipped with assistive technology.
