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Abstract:
One of the most often repeated goals in modern society is making education available to all on equal terms, regardless of social origin, culture or individual characteristics such as age, gender or the socio-economic status of an individual. However, in relation to gender inequality within learning environments, in the Czech Republic the traditional roles of men and women are still deeply inscribed. The results of the present study are primarily based on an Adult Education Survey which provides high quality data on the participation rates of the Czech population in formal and non-formal adult learning and education (ALE). Despite equal gender participation rates in ALE, the presented findings show that men participate more in job-related training and job-related purposes, while women manage domestic tasks, a situation which reflects the predominance of women in part-time employment, earning a lower monthly income and obtaining less work-related learning. This socio-economic profile influences not only women’s income but also affects their access to education and becomes the main barrier in the concrete form of family-related responsibilities and costs. Moreover, for women more personal-related learning has been shown to predominate as opposed to job-related education.
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Inequalities in access to adult learning and education (ALE) is a central research issue in the field (see e.g., Boeren 2016; Boyadjieva and Ilieva-Trichkova 2017; Desjardins and Rubenson 2013; Weedon 2012), despite a significant increase in ALE participation during the last two decades, a fact which may give the impression of the gradual disappearance or at least weakening of inequalities, and an increasing democratization of access to continuing education. According to Rubenson (2018) and other authors (Desjardins 2015, 2017), we are witnessing an increase in ALE participation across many countries of the world. This movement is particularly noticeable in the countries of the former communist Central Europe (Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary, Slovenia), which experienced a dramatic increase in participation in continuing education between 2011 and 2016 as the share of the participating population of 25–64 years of age increased from 30–35% to 45–50%.
Another concurrently developing trend to be considered is the gradual improvement of the position of women in secondary and tertiary education. According to many studies (see Breen et al. 2010; Buchmann, DiPrete and McDaniel 2008; Fleischmann and Kristen 2014), it is possible to trace a decrease in differences between men and women within their early education, a finding which is also reflected in the reduction of cumulative disadvantages in early childhood education (DiPrete and Eirich 2006). Some authors (Buchmann, DiPrete and McDaniel 2008; DiPrete and Buchmann 2006; DiPrete and Buchmann 2013; Matějů et al. 2012) have even concluded that inequality has changed in favor of women, who are beginning to benefit more than men in terms of results, skills and educational aspirations across all levels of the formal education system.
[bookmark: _Hlk13999914]These two trends can be placed into a context with the findings of certain ALE researchers (Baert, De Rick and Van Valckenborgh 2006; Cincinnato et al. 2016). Keeping in mind the declining importance of attributed social categories to explain participation in ALE, an increasingly urgent question arises: How do these trends affect gender differences and inequalities within current ALE? Have these tendencies led to a reduction in or to the exacerbation of disparities? It is these issues that the present paper focuses on.
A number of authors (Bask and Bask 2015; Estevéz-Abe 2005; DiPrete and Eirich 2006) point out the persistence of inequalities across the labor market, as employers are generally more motivated to support men’s job-related educational activities. Results show that, due to the unstable career path of women, i.e. interrupted by maternity/parental leave and non-work/family responsibilities, investment in women's education and development is seen to be much less guaranteed and less profitable than investment in men.
Though the issue of gender differences and inequalities in ALE is an important phenomenon (Desjardins, Rubenson and Milana 2006), only relatively few studies so far have dealt with it empirically (Boeren 2011; Dämmrich, Kosyakova and Blossfeld 2015; Hoobler, Wayne and Lemmon 2009; Macleod and Lambe 2007). These researchers have predominantly analyzed ALE through available data from IALS 1994–1997, PIAAC 2010–2012 and AES 2007, along with international surveys published in 2011.
The key findings of this research can be summarized in five categories:
(1) 	In most major types of continuing education (formal and non-formal), little to no differences between men and women have been found (Boeren 2011; Macleod and Lambe 2007).
(2) 	Gender inequalities appear to be significant only within sub-types of non-formal education, based on (a) job/non-job orientation, and (b) the necessity of financial reimbursement on the part of the employer. As a rule, men are much more involved in job-oriented education and training paid by employers, while women are more involved in learning and training not directly connected with their jobs, and are thus more likely to pay for it themselves (Albert, García-Serrano and Hernanz 2010; Blais, Duqueite and Painchaud 1989; Boeren 2011).
(3) 	These differences, however, are not universal, but show significant inequality based on the actions of institutional structures in each country (Wozny and Schneider 2014). The crucial role is played by family policy measures taken to promote the participation of women in ALE and egalitarian gender culture, a stance which is represented by beliefs and values concerning women's rights to active participation in the labor market. The more developed the country's family policy and the more egalitarian the gender culture is, the lower gender inequalities and differences in employment-related learning and its reimbursement by employers have been found to be (Dämmrich, Kosyakova and Blossfeld 2015).
(4) 	Among women, those with higher education (ISCED 5, 6) and working full-time in positions with high authority are significantly more greatly predisposed towards ALE (Smith 2002), i.e. women with high power, responsibility and qualifications, all of which often go hand in hand with the highest level of education attained (Dämmrich, Kosyakova and Blossfeld 2015).
(5) 	The main perceived barriers to participation in ALE for most women are the lack of time for learning due to care responsibilities toward family members as well as the lack of financial resources (Boeren 2011). These obstacles are quite often due to the fact that women in many countries are primarily responsible for family care (Inglehard and Norris 2003) and are employed in less paid jobs (DiPrete and Eirich 2006).

Purpose of the study
Building on existing research regarding differences in ALE participation between men and women, this study aims to determine to what extent these findings are also valid for gender differences and inequalities in the Czech Republic, a post-socialist Central European country.
On the one hand, the Czech Republic has been found to maintain a highly unequal gender culture along with the absence of a supportive family policy which would address the participation of women in ALE (Dämmrich, Kosyakova and Blossfeld 2015; Křížková, Marková Volejníčková and Vohlídalová 2018). On the other hand, a significant increase has been noted in both the overall participation of adults in ALE (AES 2016), and the deepening involvement of women in tertiary education (Doseděl and Katrňák 2017; Simonová and Soukup 2009), including the increasing returns and profits in recent years from these endeavors (Simonová and Hamplová 2016).
In other words, the Czech Republic can serve as quite an appropriate case study for understanding the mechanisms of change/persistence regarding gender inequalities under the pressure of democratization trends in education. These tendencies are not only transforming lifelong learning structures, but also leading towards the equalization of educational opportunity for men and women in secondary and tertiary education. Thus these trends can reduce the potential cumulative disadvantage women have been found to experience beginning with early education (Bask and Bask 2015; DiPrete and Eirich 2006).
Based on this focus, we formulate the following research questions:
· Does participation in the two main forms of ALE – formal and non-formal education – differ between men and women?
· Does participation in job-oriented and employer-financed training differ between men and women?
· What impact on gender-related participation in non-formal education is made by individual socio-economic characteristics?
· What are the perceived barriers preventing men and women to participate in ALE?
Based on research on gender issues in learning (Boeren 2011; Dämmrich, Kosyakova and Blossfeld 2015; Desjardins, Rubenson and Milana 2006; Hoobler, Wayne and Lemmon 2009; Macleod and Lambe 2007), differences between men and women appear widely and deserve greater attention, especially in terms of quantitative empirical approaches (see Boeren 2018). It is also important to add that particularly in post-socialist countries relatively little research has been conducted regarding factors influencing gender inequality, as the majority of published findings have been based on data from Western Europe and North America (see Boeren 2011; Fleischmann and Kristen 2014).

Research methodology
This study uses the data primarily from the third wave of the Adult Education Survey (AES) coordinated by Eurostat and gathered in 2016. The survey featured a representative sample of the Czech adult population (N = 12 272, age 18–69 years) along with their detailed socio-demographic characteristics and participation in various forms of ALE. Because of this, it is a suitable source of data for modelling gender differences in ALE. Participation in ALE was administrated by AES using a reference period of 12 months preceding the survey. Beyond this data set, we also utilize data from AES 2007, 2011 survey and findings from International Adult Literacy Survey (IALS 2000) and Programme for International Assessment of Adult Competencies – PIAAC (Desjardins 2017) for analysis of trends and patterns of ALE participation between men and women. 
To search for gender inequalities related to participation in various ALE activities as well as job-oriented and employer-financed training, descriptive statistics featuring differences were tabulated. Given the nominal nature of the data, non-parametric Chi-square tests statistics (χ2) were applied. Next, the influence of individual socio-economic characteristics on participation in non-formal education was captured by a regression model. More specifically, to analyze the impact of individual characteristics on respondent participation in ALE, binary logistic regression using the Enter method was carried out. Additionally, barriers preventing respondent participation in formal and non-formal education by gender were measured and evaluated by χ2 test. The level of statistical significance was based on the p-level of .01, with all statistical analysis performed using IBM SPSS v. 25. Moreover, differences (Diff.) in Tables 2–4 and 8 reflect the percentage of men minus the percentage of women.

RESULTS

Participation in formal and non-formal education
Considering participation in the different forms of ALE along with gender differences, we find that participation in both forms of ALE rises during the era from 1997 to 2016 (see Table 1). According to available data, the participation of women in ALE increased steeplier than men, so the gender differences are lowering.
Involvement of adults in formal education is an only minor part of the total volume of participants in ALE, and it slightly favours women in front of men. Most significant margin in this regard we can find in 2007 (almost 2 per cent point between men and women), but after this date, it is heading towards its reduction.
Table 1. Increasing trends of participation in ALE, formal and non-formal education by gender in the Czech Republic: 1997–2016
	Participation in ALE
	1997
	2007
	2011
	2016

	Male
	31.2
	41.6
	37.6
	44.2

	Female
	21.7
	33.6
	37.0
	39.2

	Participation in formal education

	Male
	1.2
	3.4
	9.2
	6.8

	Female
	  .6
	4.3
	9.6
	7.4

	Participation in non-formal education

	Male
	30.0
	39.6
	31.1
	39.4

	Female
	21.1
	31.2
	30.9
	34.5


Note: Data sources: 1997 = IALS (2000); 2007 = AES 2007 (primary data); 2011 = AES 2011 (primary data); 2016 = AES 2016 (primary data). IALS consists from a sample of adults between 16–65 years; AES consists from a sample of adults between 18–69 years.
Based on further analysis of AES 2016, gender differences were also shown in terms of level of the most recent formal education courses to be rather slight. The respondents were most often studying at the post-secondary non-tertiary level (ISCED 4), i.e. with access to higher education, or they were studying at the bachelor’s or equivalent level (ISCED 5), followed by master’s degree programs (ISCED 6) or an equivalent level of education. Men were participating significantly more in all formal activities up to upper secondary education, and women at the bachelor’s or equivalent level. In terms of the type of study program, men participated more in engineering, manufacturing and construction fields, while women participated more in educational activities related to business, administration and law as well as programs connected to health and social work.
Concerning non-formal education, the development trend is very similar to overall ALE participation (see Table 1). According to our results, men attend NFE more often than women. On the one hand, the democratization of participation towards non-formal education did not change anything in this regard in the last two decades. Although participation in non-formal activities did not differ statistically significantly between men and women, its individual forms do according to data from AES 2016 (see Table 2). The most frequently chosen activity of all participating respondents is guided on the job training organized by the employer. This is followed by participation in courses (e.g., language courses, computer courses, driving school, courses for managers, accounting courses, cookery courses, gardening courses or drawing courses), workshops and seminars (e.g., first aid training, workshops in data processing, photographic workshops, creative workshops, seminars on tax issues) and private lessons (e.g., English, math, singing and drawing). All activities were shown to be more popular among women except the first-mentioned activity, i.e. guided on the job training, with higher declared participation by men.

Table 2. Participation in different forms of non-formal adult education by gender in 2016
	Forms of NFE
	Male 
	%
	Female 
	%
	Diff.
	p

	Non-formal education
	2308 
	39.4
	2215 
	34.5
	4.9
	.167

	Courses
	550 
	23.8
	793 
	35.8
	-12
	.000

	Workshops and seminars
	274 
	11.9
	462 
	20.9
	-9
	.000

	Guided on-the-job training
	1726 
	74.8
	1212 
	54.7
	20.1
	.000

	Private lessons
	181 
	7.8
	308 
	13.9
	-6.1
	.000



These results are not surprising, as men are more active in the labor market, which creates greater opportunities for actual participation in related programs. In all industrialized countries, e.g. in Europe, there is an evidence of occupational gender segregation, with men better placed in the workplace with the potential for further development (Blackburn and Jarman 2006; Heikkinen 2004).

Purpose of ALE
Further, the AES 2016 investigated whether the main purpose of participation in ALE was related to employment or to personal interests. Based on the detailed results connected to formal education (see Table 3), women indicated statistically significantly more than men that the goal of obtaining a certificate or improving their career prospects is important for them. These findings, although not substantively strong, are not surprising, since women are employed at a lower rate and paid less than men1. Many jobs demand proof that employees have mastered a particular technology. Therefore investing time and money to earn a relevant certification seems to be necessary, especially for women. However, these differences are substantively small. Out of the personal-related reasons for participation in their most recent formal education program, the responses indicating that obtaining skills useful in everyday life were important varies statistically significantly between men and women. Overall, women have more personal-related reasons for participating in formal education than men.

[bookmark: _Hlk14006461]Table 3. Reasons for participation in the most recent formal education by gender in 2016
	Reasons for participation
	Male 
	%
	Female
	%
	Diff.
	p

	Job-related
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	To do my job better
	66 
	16.7
	83 
	17.4
	-.7
	.164

	
	To improve my career prospects
	188 
	47.5
	243 
	51.1
	-3.6
	.008

	
	To be less likely to lose my job
	27 
	6.8
	39 
	8.2
	-1.4
	.140

	
	To increase my possibility to getting a job or changing it
	169 
	42.7
	194 
	40.8
	1.9
	.189

	
	To start my own business
	24 
	6.1
	21 
	4.4
	1.7
	.655

	
	Obtain certificate
	302 
	76.3
	366 
	76.9
	-.6
	.013

	
Personal-related 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	To acquire useful skills for my everyday life
	95 
	24.0
	138 
	29.0
	-5
	.005

	
	To increase my skills in an activity that interests me
	170 
	42.9
	208 
	43.7
	-.8
	.051

	
	To meet new people/for fun
	75 
	18.9 
	102 
	21.4
	-2.5
	.042


Note: Items represent findings from multiple-choice questions. Source: AES 2016
According to Table 4, the main reasons motivating respondents to participate in non-formal education vary in a substantively strong way. Among job-related reasons, men positively indicated at significantly higher level, and women’s indications tended to show higher participation for personal reasons. Generally, higher participation in non-formal education was also shown based on job-related reasons, with women less represented regarding this training.

Table 4. Reasons for participation in the most recent non-formal education
	Reasons for participation
	Male 
	%
	Female
	%
	Diff.
	p

	Job-related
Personal-related
	2030 
	88.0
	1616 
	73.0
	15
	.000

	
	278 
	12.0
	599 
	27.0
	-15
	.000


Note:	Presented results correspond to the 1st non-formal education activity by their participants measured by one-choice item. Source: AES 2016

Participation and employers support
Financial support by employers is mainly connected to non-formal education, but to maintain context, we follow the situation in ALE, as it was investigated from 1997. Concerning this support, we can see more prominent differences between men and women both, on the level of participation and odds ratios (see Table 5). More funding was invested in men than in women. This inequality is persistent over time, currently in 2016 more than 70% of men got any financial support from their employer compares to less than 60% of women. 

Table 5. Participation in ALE and employers support ALE by gender in the Czech Republic: 1997–2016
	General participation
	1997
	2011
	2012
	2016

	
	%
	OR
	%
	OR
	%
	OR
	%
	OR

	Male
	31.2
	1.7*
	37.6
	1.0
	51.0
	1.3
	44.2
	1.2*

	Female
	21.7
	1.0
	37.0
	1.0
	43.0
	1.0
	39.2
	1.0

	Participants who receive financial support from employers

	Male
	48.5
	2.3
	27.0
	1.1*
	44
	1.6
	72.8
	2.1*

	Female
	29.4
	1.0
	25.5
	1.0
	32
	1.0
	56.2
	1.0


Note: OR = Odds Ratios. Odds ratios adjusted for all variables in the table; * significant at the 1 percent level. Data sources: 1997 = IALS (2000; Desjardins et al. 2006, p. 59); 2011 = AES 2011 (primary data); 2012 = PIAAC (Desjardins 2017: 192–194); 2016 = AES 2016 (primary data). IALS and PIAAC consists from a sample of adults between 16–65 years; AES consists from a sample of adults between 18–69 years. As the data sources are different (size, methodology, research instruments), the values are not directly comparable, we only present them to indicate basic trends.

Impact of individual characteristics on participation in non-formal education
So far it has been shown that the main substantively and statistically significant gender differences are connected to non-formal education, as reflected in the theoretical introduction of this article as well as in the results presented here so far (see Tables 1, 2, 4, 5). Moreover, formal education is almost solely connected to the youngest age category of Czech population (18–26 years) and the level of overall occurrence (7.4% of all women and 6.8% of all men) was shown to be rather inadequate for the purposes of regression modelling. Therefore we have decided to create a regression model reflecting the situation in non-formal education, which shows an overall participation 39.4% of all men and 34.5% of all women. 
Table 6. Logistic regression predicting participation in non-formal education2
	Individual characteristics
	B
	S.E.
	Wald
	df
	Sig.
	Exp(B)
	95% C.I.for EXP(B)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	Gender:

	Female (vs. Male)
	.439
	.142
	9.579
	1
	.002
	1.551
	1.175
	2.049

	Main labor status:

	Part time (vs. Full time)
	-1.199
	.281
	18.155
	1
	.000
	.301
	.174
	.523

	Highest education level:

	ISCED up tp 3c (ref.)
	 
	 
	131.358
	2
	.000
	 
	 
	 

	ISCED 3ab
	.536
	.072
	55.461
	1
	.000
	1.709
	1.484
	1.967

	ISCED 5 - 8
	.946
	.088
	115.115
	1
	.000
	2.575
	2.166
	3.060

	Professional status:

	Employees (vs. Self-employed or Family workers)
	.815
	.084
	94.473
	1
	.000
	2.259
	1.916
	2.662

	Gender interactions:

	Women working part time
	.756
	.309
	5.968
	1
	.015
	2.130
	1.161
	3.905

	Women working like employees
	-.497
	.141
	12.440
	1
	.000
	.608
	.461
	.802

	Women with ISCED up to 3c
	-.588
	.108
	29.422
	1
	.000
	.555
	.449
	.687

	Woomen with ISCED 5 - 8
	.330
	.135
	6.009
	1
	.014
	1.391
	1.068
	1.810

	Constant
	-.946
	.085
	122.635
	1
	.000
	.388
	 
	 



Considering the main predictors of gender differences in participation in non-formal education, the results of the previous section as well as a set of supplementary comparisons focused on hidden differences were carried out. These included both a statistical and substantive preparatory examination of the participation differences divided by gender and individual socio-economic characteristics. The final model (see Table 6) covers participation in non-formal education as a binary dependent variable (participants/nonparticipants) along with educational attainment level, main labor status and professional status as independent variables. It also contains selected interactions between each of these variables and gender. As variables reflecting labor and professional status were only available for the respondents who are currently in the work force, we decided to conduct this analysis only within this population (n = 7662; male = 4161, female = 3501), so the results are not influenced by missing values (only 1 respondent was excluded from the model for this reason). 51% of working men as well as women declared participation in non-formal education, so at first sight no difference is shown. However, if we look deeper, hidden differences can be identified.
The model fit statistics reached statistical significance, χ2(df = 10, n = 7661) = 669.44, p < .001. Pseudo R2 were shown to be between .08 (Cox & Snell R2) and .11 (Nagelkerke R2), and the proportion of correctly classified cases reached 63% (improvement from 51% without the model). Most independent variables made a unique statistically significant contribution to the model. The presented findings point out the relationship between the participation in non-formal education of the Czech workers, their education attainment level and combination of labor and professional status.
On the bases of the model we have calculated adjusted participation rates in NFE (estimated probabilities) for monitored categories (shown in Table 7). These help us to better interpret our results.
Table 7. Adjusted participation rates in NFE
	Highest education level
	Employees
	Self-employed or Family workers

	
	Full time
	Part time
	Full time
	Part time

	
	Male
	Female
	Male
	Female
	Male
	Female
	Male
	Female

	Low (up to ISCED 3c)
	47% 
	31%
	21% 
	23%
	28% 
	25%
	10% 
	18%

	High (ISCED 5-8)
	69% 
	75%
	41% 
	66%
	50% 
	68%
	23% 
	58%



In the table (as well as in the model above) we can see, that women have overall higher probability to participate in NFE than men; employees have higher probability to participate in NFE compared to self-employed or family workers; people working full time have higher probability to participate compared to people working part time; people with high education level (university) have higher probability to participate in comparison to people with lower education level.
Although we have stated, that the overall participation of working women as well as working men in NFE is generally the same (51% according to basic descriptive statistics), the model helped us to reveal hidden differences. If we concentrate deeply on found gender differences, it is obvious, that men with low education level working full time (especially as employees) have higher probability to participate compared to women in the same category. On the other hand, women´s probabilities to participate in NFE are higher in all other categories. The biggest difference is in the category of people with high education working part time (25 p.p. for employees and 35 p.p. for self-employed and family workers).
These results are slightly surprising in spite of the earlier presented results. It seems that women are able to find their way to NFE, despite the fact that employers do not support them financially as much as men (Table 5). Their reasons to participate are not so strongly job-oriented in comparison to men (Table 4) and they have a need to educate themselves, even if working only part time as self-employed or family workers.
Barriers preventing participation
Table 8 shows the gender dimension of barriers preventing the respondents’ participation in formal and non-formal education. The twelve possible barriers were included in the questionnaire, all as binary variables (yes / no answers). Barriers chosen by less than 1% of respondents in all compared groups are not displayed: Prerequisites, No access to a computer or internet, Negative previous learning experience. To summarize the results, other personal reasons seem to be the biggest problem among men as well as women (participants as well as non-participants). Overall, women perceived all the indicated difficulties as preventing them from acquiring further or a new learning experience more often than men. 

Table 8. Barriers of participation in FED or NFE by gender
	Barriers
	Participants
(n = 5105)
	
	
	Non-participants 
(n = 7167)
	
	p

	
	Male (%)
	Female (%)
	Diff.
	p
	Male (%)
	Female (%)
	Diff.
	

	Cost
	109 (4.2)
	212 (8.4)
	-4.2
	.000
	53 (1.6)
	174 (4.5)
	-2.9
	.000

	No support*
	47 (1.8)
	71 (2.8)
	-1
	.027
	31 (.9)
	41 (1.1)
	-.20
	.239

	Schedule
	165 (6.4)
	215 (8.5)
	-2.1
	.010
	63 (1.9)
	107 (2.7)
	-.80
	.000

	Distance
	53 (2.0)
	114 (4.5)
	-2.5
	.000
	32 (1.0)
	93 (2.4)
	-1.4
	.000

	Family responsibilities
	98 (3.8)
	270 (10.7)
	-6.9
	.000
	71 (2.2)
	445 (11.4)
	-9.2
	.000

	Health
	14 (.5)
	55 (2.2)
	-1.7
	.000
	122 (3.7)
	185 (4.7)
	-1
	.000

	Age
	18 (.7)
	22 (.9)
	-.20
	.527
	64 (2.0)
	109 (2.8)
	-.80
	.000

	Personal reasons
	472 (18.2)
	577 (22.9)
	-4.7
	.001
	285 (8.7)
	418 (10.7)
	-2
	.000

	No suitable ed.**
	80 (3.1)
	75 (3.0)
	.10
	.688
	63 (1.9)
	51 (1.3)
	.60
	.261


Note: FED = Formal education; NFE = Non-formal education. Diff. = Difference in percentage of men minus women. *Lack of employer´s support or lack of public services support. **No suitable education or training activity. Source: AES 2016

Although most of the reflected differences are statistically significant, the most considerable substantial differences by gender are related to family responsibilities and the cost of further education. In this regard, we can identify two important patterns. 
Women participants of ALE claims that they have twice as many issues with the cost of ALE than men. In the case of non-participants, the difference was lower but still statistically significant. It could mean that despite women participating in some forms of ALE, they not always have enough material resources for education and training that they would like to and could help them in their carrier development and prospects. We suppose that it is especially relevant in the relationship to employers supported education which focused more on men than women (see Table 5).
On the other hand, family responsibilities are a bigger problem for non-participants among women. More than 11% of women in the Czech Republic claim that it is their main barrier preventing them from entering any life-long learning activities. Among women participants, this obstacle is only a little lower (10%), but the difference between men and women is not so sharp (6.9% versus 11.4%).
What is also interesting, the most perceived barrier for women in this survey was personal reasons for participation. This obstacle was chosen by almost 23% of all participants and 11% of non-participant among women. Thanks to that, addressing personal or “dispositional” barriers (Cross 1981) to participation should have the same relevance in formulating a targeted social policy in this area.
DISCUSSION
The main aim of our paper was to employ the most recent data from the AES 2016 survey to evaluate the persistence/transformation of patterns of gender differences and inequalities under the pressure of democratization trends in ALE participation and in the education system of the Czech Republic. In terms of our first research question, it has to be said that the rate of participation of adults in two main forms of ALE – formal and non-formal education – is in general similar in both men and women.
Our findings on this point are entirely in line with the current knowledge regarding the participation of men and women in ALE (Boeren 2011; Dämmrich, Kosyakova and Blossfeld 2015; Macleod and Lambe 2007). The data show that a significant increase in adult participation has not led to a shift in gender advantage toward men nor women. At the same time, it should be added that, despite the claims of several scholars to the contrary (Matějů et al. 2012; Matějů and Simonová 2013), we did not find any form of valorization favoring women in an early stage of their educational career which would subsequently be reflected in some other form of advantage in ALE participation.
We believe women's early education advantage is later offset by their being employed more often in lower positions than in positions with a high work authority (Smith, 2002), i.e. jobs which require more frequent and more extensive learning and training. The early education advantage of women is already diminished at the stage of transition from secondary school to higher education, when women much more frequently choose humanities and social sciences (Simonová and Soukup 2010), study programs which do not allow them to be selected for positions with a high work authority upon graduation. This is true even in the case of formal adult education, where we have found the strong preference of women as opposed to men to study in programs in the humanities, social sciences and education.
Regarding our second research question, we have shown (Tables 4, 5) that the dramatic increase in adult ALE participation in recent years has not led to a reduction in gender gaps in job/non-job-oriented education and employer-paid education. Despite the overall increase in ALE participation, a number of differences between men and women have remained constant over the past decade. While in 2007 37% of men and 28% of women participated in job-oriented education, in 2016 these figures were already 44% of men and only 34% of women. The differences in terms of employer-paid education are even more significant. In 2007, 37% of men and 26% of women participated in employer-funded programs; ten years later it was 43% of men and 31% of women (Eurostat 2019). In other words, the area of job-oriented education and training paid by employers remains the main domain of gender inequalities in the ALE system in the Czech Republic.
Here again, our findings correspond to those of the international research to date, which show the prevailing participation of men in job-oriented and employer-paid ALE (Albert, García-Serrano and Hernanz 2010; Boeren 2011). In the Czech Republic, an entirely unique role is likely to be played by the absence of systematic and effective family policies (Křížková, Marková Volejníčková and Vohlídalová 2018) which would motivate employers to invest in supporting women's education and development. The significantly unequal gender culture (Křížková and Vohlídalová 2009), which legitimizes this approach of employers also exacerbates the situation. The intensive neoliberalization of the Czech labor market (Večerník 2016), as is the case in other post-communist countries (Kosyakova, Saar and Dämmrich 2017; Piasna and Drahokoupil 2017), thus deepens gender inequalities in the labor market instead of moderating them and increasing women's chances.
Not only are women disadvantaged in terms of obtaining positions of high authority after coming from secondary and tertiary education programs into the labor market, they also receive much less support from employers and their education less frequently leads to the development of core skills that would make it possible to improve their job positions. Due to this mechanism of cumulative effects (Bask and Bask 2015; Estevéz-Abe 2005; DiPrete and Eirich 2006), ALE fosters the reproduction of a number of structural inequalities in the Czech labor market and does not fulfill the additional function of leveling the playing field for women in terms of placement and advancement during their careers.
Taking a closer look at the results related to the third research question, we find that the form of workload and educational attainment are a source of possible inequalities in the Czech Republic. Women who work as part-time self-employed or family workers showed more than twice as much propensity to participate in non-formal education compared to men in the same position. Hence, the precarization of labor in their case may create a much higher pressure to obtain further training and skills development than is the case with men. This result is probably due to the fact that women with part-time jobs have to enrich their education more often and to develop relevant work skills in order to obtain a full-time job, which is the predominant form of employment in the Czech Republic (EWCS 2015). Another difference between working men and women lies in the impact of the highest educational attainment, which plays stronger role with women than men. Women who obtained at most higher secondary school without graduation (ISCED 1-3c) have half the chance to participate in non-formal education than do men in the same category. On the contrary, women with a university degree (ISCED 5-8) participate 1.4 times more in non-formal education than do university-educated men. Thus, women working in positions with a high work authority are possibly subjected to a much higher pressure to continue their education than is the case with men, for whom their attained qualification is more likely to be sufficient.
Regarding the last research question, our results show that women in the Czech Republic face more barriers to participation in ALE than do men. As is the case generally in Western countries (see Boeren 2011), these are mainly barriers associated with the family environment and the financial requirements of educational activities. High financial costs are more often emphasized in study results from women who have already been involved in some form of ALE. A plausible explanation for this phenomenon is the lower financial remuneration for women in the same job positions compared to men (Křížková, Marková Volejníčková and Vohlídalová 2018), and also significantly lower employer participation in the reimbursement for their training, as documented above (see in particular Table 5).
This discussion of the results suggests that the institutional environment in the Czech Republic still creates a number of significant structural barriers that make it less possible to reduce differences between men and women in job-oriented and employer-paid ALE. As a result, these disparities continue to persist, and consequently, indirectly reproduce inequalities across the labor market.
We believe that our findings will have important practical implications for ALE policy focusing on gender inequalities in the Czech Republic. If one of the main objectives is to improve the equality of access to ALE (WEF 2015), to a greater extent the policy must: (1) offer instruments to motivate employers to support job-oriented learning and lead to greater financial reimbursement for such education, e.g. in the form of tax and financial incentives to support women's education; (2) weaken the key barriers that women experience when participating in continuing education. Above all, various forms of support must be fostered for women with children both during parental leave (care services, childcare allowances, etc.) as well as after returning to work.


Limitations
Several limitations of the presented study should be pointed out. The first is related to the international data collection, i.e. with the data from the AES. The present authors did not participate in the structure of the study, not in the collection and processing of the data. Our analyses could therefore only be performed within the range of available variables, although this disadvantage is offset by the outstanding data comparison and the broad representation of adult education across Europe by the AES. Another often mentioned weakness of the AES is related to the reference period, i.e. the respondents’ need to recall all their learning activities in such detail during the past 12 months as required by the AES might have led to a distortion in the responses. The weakness of such a long reference period is, however, offset by longer educational histories obtained in the gathering of data, a fact that contributes to the broader overall conclusions that can be drawn.

CONCLUSION
One primary purpose of education is to provide equal access to all across the whole population. More recently, participation in ALE by men and women appears to be comparable except for work-related educational activities, in which the participation of women is considerably lower. The main aim of this study was to address the lack of research into gender discrepancy and the current need for further investigations. 
In the presented analysis based on the AES 2016 data collection, men and women reached overall similar ALE participation rates. However, differences persist in terms of the types of learning activities, the main reasons motivating respondents to participate, as well as the barriers preventing participation. These results can be interpreted in terms of the stated objectives of ALE, one of which is to foster the acquisition of skills and knowledge needed especially in the labor market. Following these stated goals, it can be stated that women may have an even greater need to extend their educational qualifications, skills and knowledge than do men in order to make up for gaps and disparities shown by the research, both in the present study and earlier ones. It is hoped that these findings open up new avenues of research that will lead to practical applications.

Notes
1.   	For the Czech society it is common in the long term (2010–2016), that men earn more money in comparison with women, with the difference in range 15.4–16.2% (CZSO 2017; 36).
2.	Authors thank to the anonymous reviewer for advice on calculating adjusted participation rates. We also thank Peter Soukup, statistician from Charles University in Prague, for consulting parts of the analysis presented in Tables 6 and 7.
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